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Abstract 
 
This dissertation presents and analyses original contributions to rehearsal and performance 

practice. Flow criticism – the use of flow theory to examine performance practice – is 

proposed as a tool for evaluating existing identification-oriented processes. Flow criticism 

demonstrates that several dimensions of flow are impeded by any process that simultaneously 

requires actor-character merger and the execution of pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures. In this circumstance, goals exist on one level of consciousness (the character) while 

feedback exists on another (the actor). The schism between these two dimensions of flow 

results in divided consciousness, which affects other flow dimensions: action and awareness 

cannot fully merge; actors cannot exercise control over the outcome of the fictional 

performance. A hypothesis is then advanced: this schism may be resolved by minimizing pre-

agreed-upon performance structures. Following a version of the action research enquiry cycle 

modified by reflective practice and my conception of directorial practice, two projects were 

undertaken, resulting in the development of Inter-Actor Interaction, a rehearsal and 

performance approach that supports the structure-minimization hypothesis. The modified 

cycle – reflection-in-action, analysis-through-practice, reflection-on-action – is supported by a 

variety of research methods including rehearsal with actors, interviews, surveys, video strip 

analysis and reflective journaling. Presentation and analysis of Inter-Actor Interaction suggests 

that minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures may be achieved by introducing 

tensions: re-orienting the acting process from the communication of specifically chosen 

meanings to playing a psychophysical, interactive game whose outward manifestation is 

mediated by lenses derived from other levels of performance (such as character, world of the 

play and scripted text). Further evaluation shows that Inter-Actor Interaction successfully 

reduces the use of pre-agreed-upon performance structures, minimizes divided consciousness 

and supports flow experiences in actors.  
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Preface: The Format of this Dissertation 
 
PhD dissertation submissions tend to prioritize the written word. Even in practice-led research 

where other modes of presentation are accepted (as is the case at the Royal Conservatoire of 

Scotland (Anon 2011, pp.27–28)), the dissertation format is generally a hard copy of a written 

thesis with ‘audio or video recordings or any other material…submitted in a protective 

envelope, clearly labelled and housed in a wallet firmly attached to the textual part of the 

submission’ (Anon 2011, p.28). While this approach recognizes that original work in a variety of 

forms may be considered part of the required contribution to knowledge, the relationship of 

analysis to practice is problematized, particularly in the case of this practice-led PhD. The 

positioning of different media in this manner might introduce formal separation between 

them, suggesting that the practice that led this research and the analysis of that practice share 

only an ex post facto connection. This is inaccurate. A cyclical, iterative blend of theoretical and 

practical engagement has been a key feature of this research. Though the exact ratio of theory 

to practice has varied depending on the research phase, dialogue between analysis and 

practice has been a constant feature. Separation of the two in the final submission would be a 

poor reflection of this research’s contribution to knowledge and its methodology. It could be 

argued that this separation might create conditions in which an inappropriate hierarchy of 

knowledge, data or media might emerge.  

 

These issues are not unique to this research; other researchers have grappled with the 

question of how to present practice-led research appropriately. Adam J. Ledger observes that 

because his examiners did not and could not view his work in the rehearsal studio, a method 

for documenting and presenting this process was required. Ledger constructed an eBook 

which was submitted with a written thesis ‘to give insight into that part of the practice that is 

central to the critical discussion’ (Ledger et al. 2012, p.176). This eBook had both a ‘stand-
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alone quality’ and a direct relationship to the main thesis text which functioned ‘assuming that 

an engagement with the electronic content of the eBook happened’ (Ledger et al. 2012, 

pp.176–177). While the written thesis and the eBook were separate entities, Ledger considers 

the need for greater connection between documentation of practice and written analysis. A 

more extreme example may be found in Simon K. Ellis’s research project, Indelible. Ellis 

presents his research ‘on a single DVD-ROM’ (Ledger et al. 2012, p.178) as ‘a means of 

preventing any component being more important (depending on the biases of the viewer) 

than another’ (Ledger et al. 2012, p.181). In this presentation style, ‘the user-viewer was asked 

to choose between the three pathways [offered by the DVD-ROM] (video/writing/interactive) 

at any one time, and each pathway has different (but equally important) contributions to the 

work as a whole’ (Ledger et al. 2012, p.181). Ellis argues that in this way, the digital artefact is 

not separated from the written thesis, but part of an integrated whole (Ledger et al. 2012, 

p.181). These are only two examples of other research projects that have attempted to 

address the question of a holistic presentation of practice and analysis.  

 

Similarly, and recognizing ‘the conviction that the dissertation is contingent, changing and 

changeable’ (Borg & Boyd Davis 2012, p.13), I present this thesis as a multi-media pdf file. Its 

overarching structure matches that of a written submission, but its format enables, for 

example, the video recordings of this project’s practice elements to be embedded directly 

within the text. Some video files (whose original audio has been removed) feature 

commentary tracks, further blending analysis and practice. In this manner various elements of 

the research exist side by side, complementing each other cohesively, mirroring in 

presentation their relationship throughout the project. The reader-viewer is able to follow via 

writing a line of analysis, seamlessly view recordings of practice, and then continue reading 

without a break.  
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In spite of this, it has been noted that ‘there are few easy answers when choosing technologies 

for the dissertation…today’ (Borg & Boyd Davis 2012, p.28). In fact, Erik Borg and Stephen Boyd 

Davis, scholars in academic writing and research, have – by drawing on the history and 

function of traditional dissertations – proposed a series of questions that should be addressed 

by any alternative submission format:  

1. To what extent do the chosen technologies support an iterative, reflexive form of 
development as cognitive artefacts? 

2. How well are they suited to the particular domains and communication tasks to 
which they are applied: what conceptual operations do they afford? 

3. Can they be used effectively in the transaction between the student and the 
examiners: can they convey information explicitly and unambiguously, including 
making any weaknesses apparent? 

4. How well can disparate technologies be integrated, so that – once each technology 
has been chosen for its fitness of purpose – the dissertation functions as a whole? 

5. What are the requirements arising from, on the one hand, presenting evidence and, 
on the other, making the dissertation argument: how are these different demands 
served? 

6. Do the technologies adopted enable the new knowledge created by the researcher to 
become known, and made easily accessible, to the world wide community? 

7. What are the implications for longevity: will the dissertation still be accessible in five, 
fifty, or 500 years? (Borg & Boyd Davis 2012, p.28) 

 
I suggest that the multimedia pdf submission is more supportive of reflexivity than a printed 

submission with DVD attachments. Borg and Boyd Davis argue that ‘creating a dissertation is 

(or should be) an iterative, reflective process giving its maker insights that were not otherwise 

achievable’ (Borg & Boyd Davis 2012, p.22). By incorporating video, photographs and textual 

analysis in a fully integrated way, I have gained insights into the practices developed that could 

not have emerged through a separation of the various media of this dissertation. Moreover, 

the analysis of the developed contributions to rehearsal and performance practice can be 

neither perfect nor objective and as such, I have adopted several approaches to 

documentation whose purpose is to interact with and support each other, offering 

triangulated evidence. Only by situating these together can this triangulation can be fully 

achieved and therefore, the multimedia pdf is highly functional as a tool for analysis, 

examination, and conveyance to readers. Additionally, the multimedia pdf is an integrating 
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device. There is no need to utilize different technologies to read, view or examine this 

dissertation. Rather, this may be done on any device with a sufficient pdf reader – software 

which is readily and freely available. In this way the dissertation’s argument may proceed 

uninterrupted while the multiplicity of interlocking evidence more fully demonstrates research 

strengths and exposes weaknesses. Though imperfect, the triangulation of evidence and its 

presentation leave fewer dark corners into which research weaknesses may be pushed.  

 

Admittedly, presenting the thesis in an electronic format does create limitations; specifically a 

computer is required to access the dissertation. However, I would argue that a printed 

dissertation with DVD attachments presents its own demands that limit accessibility. First, 

there is the demand of proximity: any interested reader-viewer would need to be in the 

physical presence of the printed dissertation or barring this, if it is made available 

electronically, it would be as a pdf file, presenting the same access demands as an electronic 

submission. Second, there is a demand of technology: a reader-viewer would require a DVD 

player in order to view video materials. The multimedia pdf’s accessibility issues are no greater 

than these. Finally, I must acknowledge that the implications for the dissertation’s longevity 

are unknown. It is impossible to determine how long the pdf format will remain viable. 

Certainly, it would be difficult to argue that it will be viable five hundred years from now. 

However, pdf is the current format in which published academic writing is accessed 

electronically, and it is the format of most electronic versions of dissertations. In this respect, 

then, the choice of pdf as a format adheres to current technological standards. Longevity, 

while not ensured, is thereby supported in the most effective way possible. 
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Having addressed these issues, I now invite you to begin reading and viewing this dissertation. 

It is my hope that your experience will be a more accurate reflection of my experience as 

researcher. 
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Introduction 
 
I did not set out to be a director. From the age of fifteen, I wanted to be an actor. I trained as 

an actor. I worked as an actor. But there was a problem: I was never a very good actor. 

Reflecting now, the problem was a gap between conception and execution. I knew what I 

wanted to do, but in performance (even after training) I was stilted, rigid, tense, and not 

representative of my conceived performance ideas. This is probably what led me to directing: I 

could better realize my conceptions if other actors executed them. Thus, I became a director. 

 

The potential for spectacle in theatre did not excite me; I was thoroughly uninterested in stage 

picture; design in all its forms was a means to the end of accentuating what I considered most 

important: the work of the actor. I considered myself an actor’s director, but did not trust my 

actors. The ultimate aim of my rehearsal processes was dictatorial: actors would become 

avatars for my ideas. I wanted them to execute in performance what I could not. Sometimes I 

achieved this by asserting directorial authority; sometimes I relied on subtle manipulation, 

coaxing out the performance I wanted to see while making each actor think that it was his/her 

idea. This way of working led to some success in the form of thirteen full productions staged 

through a small theatre company I founded, all of them well-reviewed, well-attended and well-

received.  

 

It was 2007 and I was about to stage my most critically and commercially successful 

production: Orson Welles’ Moby Dick – Rehearsed (Welles 1965). In the play, a group of actors 

attempt a memorized run-through of an adaptation of Moby Dick without set, props or 

costumes, having (in the story) never rehearsed the piece previously. My production used this 

framing device to highlight a key idea of the play: the juxtaposition of a story in which Ahab 

seeks to annihilate the white whale with the spontaneous creation of actors at play – an 
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indictment of the use of human power for destruction and a celebration of our collective 

ability to create. This idea – this story – mattered to me tremendously. It was to serve as a 

banner for my artistic values. 

 

I was unaware of the contradiction I had introduced. 

 

To stage a production that celebrated the actor’s creative power, I worked as I always had, 

using my actors as avatars for what I wanted to see performed. The actor’s creativity was 

celebrated by rigorously choreographing every moment of the production, physically, vocally 

and emotionally. In the aftermath of Moby Dick – Rehearsed, I recognized the contradiction in 

my practice and began trying to unravel it. After three years a possible path through this 

contradiction emerged. This was flow – the psychological state associated with ‘being in the 

zone’. From this concept, a research journey into artistic practice (captured in this dissertation) 

began.  

 

Flow theory, particularly its articulation of flow’s nine dimensions, became a tool for 

interrogating rehearsal and performance practice through what I propose to call ‘flow 

criticism’. The first step in this process was to recognize the underlying assumptions and 

thinking that most directly shaped my practice – actors should seek identification with their 

characters to facilitate an actor-character merger – and to examine some of the theories and 

practices that operate within this performance paradigm. In this examination, I theorized that 

the principle inhibitor of flow (and by extension my values) in the rehearsal and performance 

process is the reliance on pre-agreed-upon performance structures, by which I mean any 

elements of actors’ performances that are determined and set in the rehearsal room and 

executed in each performance. Significantly, reliance on pre-agreed-upon performance 
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structures was a key feature of my own work. Emerging from the tension between pre-agreed-

upon structures and identification is divided consciousness, another flow inhibitor. Flow 

criticism of rehearsal and performance practice therefore enables the central question of this 

research to be articulated: how might contributions to rehearsal and performance practice be 

developed that minimize pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness? 

 

This dissertation will explore this question and its implications in a variety of ways while 

focusing on the actor and director in the rehearsal room. Chapter One is an examination of this 

research’s background and context, including positive psychology (for flow theory) and 

numerous performance practices. This contextual examination also includes a fuller look at my 

own background (from a different perspective), recognizing an assertion made by Estelle 

Barrett, a key advocate for practice-led arts research: ‘the researcher’s relationship to the 

object of study (material or mental) is of central concern’ (Barrett 2010, p.6) and moreover 

that the researcher should be thoroughly examined as part of the research itself (Barrett 2010, 

p.6). I therefore attempt to explicate and analyse my artistic values (cognizant of some of the 

apparent contradictions between these and the description of my work in this introduction), 

illustrating their close correspondence with many of flow’s nine dimensions, supporting the 

role of flow as a road to be followed to better fulfil them. From there, a wider view of flow is 

taken, examining how research into this area of human experience has developed over the 

past four decades. This leads to the proposal of flow criticism, which advances the argument 

that flow is hindered in identification-oriented rehearsal and performance practice by reliance 

on pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness. These concepts will be 

examined across a variety of rehearsal and performance theories and practices, situating and 

supporting my own definition and deployment of them. 
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Chapter Two articulates the methodological challenges this research presents and explicates 

the solutions I adopted to address these challenges. Specific attention is paid to the adoption 

and incorporation of principles underlying action research as described by two of its leading 

exponents, Jean McNiff and Jack Whitehead (McNiff & Whitehead 2011) and Donald Schön’s 

reflective practice (Schön 2003). Drawing on these concepts, I present a modified version of 

action research’s enquiry cycle featuring three phases – reflection-in-action, analysis-through-

practice and reflection-on-action – which formed the structure of my research enquiry and 

represents another contribution to knowledge. 

 

Chapter Three presents Inter-Actor Interaction – the process combining the contributions to 

rehearsal and performance practice developed in this research – in its current form. Each step 

of the process is unpacked with reference to reflection-in-action and analysis-through-practice, 

explicating the underlying thinking and situating it among other practices. Special emphasis is 

placed on analysing how the implementation of the practice in two real-world contexts (a 

production of Wars of the Roses Part One in 2011 and the strangers, babies Practice-Led 

Research Lab in 2012) informed and shaped the practice’s current form. This discussion is 

substantiated with many forms of evidence: photographs, my reflective journals and 

interviews with participating performers. Discursive analysis of each step is followed by a video 

strip of its specific implementation complemented with brief, written analysis. Together, these 

eight strips capture the rehearsal journey in sequence. In this way, multiple forms and 

perspectives are presented in a triangulated picture of the practice and its development. 

 

Chapter Four is reflection-on-action. It attempts to examine in detail and after-the-fact what 

occurred in both Wars of the Roses Part One and the Lab – the strengths and weaknesses of 

Inter-Actor Interaction. In addition to reflective journals and interviews (both of which are 
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used to present the performers’ perspective and my own), quantitative survey data and 

specially edited video of the two processes are employed to present as rich and detailed an 

analysis as possible. Primarily, the practices are evaluated to determine the degree of efficacy 

they show with regard to minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided 

consciousness. Secondarily, recognizing the profound influence flow theory had on their 

development, these practices are also examined as potential flow activities. Finally, I attempt 

to situate the practice developed in this research among other contemporary performance 

practices. 

 

While this dissertation is undoubtedly concerned with questions of theory and practice, it may 

also be read in a different way: as a travelogue of one director’s artistic journey and 

development over three years. This journey, from rigorous control over ‘actor-avatars’ to a 

desire to minimize pre-agreed-upon performance structures, thereby relinquishing control, is 

mapped across these pages. If flow was the compass bearing that started the journey, this 

dissertation may be considered a map of what I found in my practice: a willingness to 

relinquish directorial control, embrace creative chaos in performance itself and face the real 

possibility of failure in my work head on. The conclusion, therefore, serves two purposes. The 

first is related to the practice under examination. It reaffirms this research’s contributions to 

knowledge and acknowledges its limitations; it explores further questions emerging from the 

research and offers potential future avenues in this line of research. The second is related to 

my individual journey: an examination of the director I am now as a result of this research. 

Through these, the basic principle underlying this research – that rehearsal and performance 

practice can operate while minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures – is reaffirmed 

as possible. 
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Chapter One: Background and Context 
 
In this research, I attempt from my position as director to develop specific rehearsal practices 

as an active and primary participant rather than a passive or impartial observer. Working in 

this way, the research is exposed to myriad influences, both tangible – documented 

performance theory and practice, positive psychology’s decades-long examination and 

exploration of flow – and tacit – my artistic aims and values, the knowledge I have gained 

through years of directing productions. These influences, external and internal, complexify the 

research’s context, which must be explicated and examined as part of a rigorous research 

process. 

 

This chapter will therefore begin by articulating a fuller autobiographical context with special 

emphasis on documenting the artistic values that both underpin my work and contradict my 

early directorial practices. I will then propose ‘flow criticism’ as a strategy for interrogating 

rehearsal and performance practice via flow theory. This proposal will be supported by 

examining flow theory’s developments over the past four decades and its varying applications, 

including a few examples of its influence on the theory and practice of actor training. I will 

then re-examine my explicated artistic values, demonstrating significant correspondence with 

flow’s dimensions, suggesting flow criticism’s appropriateness as a tool for my interrogation of 

rehearsal and performance practices and the development of my own contributions that might 

more fully live those values. 

 

From this foundation, I will, through flow criticism, advance the argument that two widely 

used concepts – pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness – hinder 

potential flow experiences in actors when applied to performance paradigms that demand 

actor-character merger (hereafter referred to as identification-oriented processes). Historical 
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thinking on pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness will then be 

examined, further contextualizing this research’s focus and leading to specific articulation of 

my use of these concepts. Out of this examination and analysis, I will suggest that the 

minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures opens territory in rehearsal and 

performance practice, leading to the central focus of this research: developing contributions to 

rehearsal and performance practice that replace execution of pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures and divided consciousness with free play and interplay between actors – a process I 

call Inter-Actor Interaction. 

 

Autobiographical Context 

Framework: Taxonomy of Performance Practice 

Any examination of my artistic values requires further autobiographical contextualization.  To 

fully express this context, it is helpful to refer to Reader of Drama at Goldsmiths College Robert 

Gordon’s taxonomy of acting approaches. Gordon offers six broad categories of acting 

performance: 

1. Realistic approaches to characterization: acting as psychological truth… 
2. The actor as scenographic instrument: performance as artifice… 
3. Improvisation and games: theatre-making as play… 
4. Performance as political praxis: acting as rehearsal for change… 
5. Exploration of the self and the other: acting as personal encounter… 
6. Performance as cultural exchange: playing one’s otherness (Gordon 2006, p.6) 

 
While the boundaries between these approaches are fluid, Gordon, through this taxonomy, 

creates a broad organizational structure for performance practice by which many practitioners 

and approaches to performance may be classified. Indeed, my own training and experience 

may be categorized in this manner, more clearly articulating my own position with respect to 

rehearsal and performance practice – a point of origin informing and shaping my research.  
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My initial training was as an actor at the American Musical and Dramatic Academy (AMDA) in 

New York City from 2000 to 2002. This training exposed me to a variety of approaches and 

practices which could be categorized, per Gordon, as ‘realistic approaches to characterization’. 

Moreover, my training was conducted exclusively through text-based performance practices. A 

focus on realistic characterization is not unique to AMDA, but is a feature of much actor 

training (particularly in the United States) that derives from the work of the Russian actor, 

director and teacher, Konstantin Stanislavsky (1863-1938) (Gordon situates Stanislavsky as the 

figurehead for realistic approaches to characterization (Gordon 2006, pp.37–88) and observes 

that ‘implicit in all Stanislavsky’s techniques is the assumption that the goal of the actor is to 

merge completely with the role in the creation of the character’ (Gordon 2006, p.47)). 

 

Emotional Identification with the Character 

This Stanislavskian influence in the United States may be traced through Richard Boleslavky, 

who worked with Stanislavsky in the early twentieth century, but by 1920 had left Russia for 

New York. In 1924 he established the American Laboratory Theatre, which included among its 

early members Lee Strasberg, Stella Adler and Harold Clurman who would later found the 

Group Theatre (Edwards 1966, pp.239–240; Clurman 1975). The Group Theatre’s work led to 

the creation of an approach to acting that eventually became known as the ‘Method’, which 

placed primary importance on emotional identification with the character portrayed, 

facilitating actor-role merger. Though tensions within the Group Theatre would eventually lead 

to its dissolution, Strasberg continued to teach Method acting while other Group Theatre 

members including Adler, Clurman (Clurman 1972) and Sanford Meisner (Meisner & Longwell 

1987) became prominent teachers in their own right, proposing approaches to acting based on 

the group theatre’s work which, while differing in execution and focus, still held actor-role 

merger and emotional identification with the character being portrayed as the central goal of 
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acting. As subsequent generations of actors and directors were trained and influenced by 

these practitioners, it could be argued that this view of acting became dominant in the United 

States. 

 

One key feature of these Group-Theatre derived practices is an approach to acting focusing on 

the inner psychological state of the actor, owing its origin to the influence of Stanislavsky’s 

early practice (the Method has even been described as ‘early Stanislavsky’ (Edwards 1966, 

p.273)). In this version of Stanislavsky’s practice, the process of acting was seen to occur in one 

of two ways: 

1. Intellectual understanding of a role and play prompts an emotional response which 

causes the actor to take action; or 

2. Emotional response to material leads to intellectual understanding which prompts 

action. (Merlin 2003, p.69; Stanislavski 2010b, pp.273–291) 

In each of the two above relationships, acting is conceived as an inner process first, out of 

which external manifestation occurs. The process works from the inside out. Stanislavsky 

scholar Jean Benedetti identifies the primacy of inner processes, particularly emotion: ‘in the 

Method [each section of the play] contains something [the actor] has to feel’ (Benedetti 2010, 

p.xx, italics in original). Indeed, I can recall instructors at AMDA vehemently insisting that if an 

actor feels a character and scene deeply enough (that is, if the actor-role merger is complete 

and total), the audience will connect with the scene and expression will take care of itself. 

 

Character Goals in Identification-Oriented Processes 

Stanislavsky’s influence on identification-oriented practice is not limited to the conceptual goal 

of actor-character merger, but extends to include the primary approach to achieving this goal 

in practice: alignment of actor’s goals with those of the character being portrayed. To achieve 
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this, Stanislavsky developed the concepts of ‘bits’ and ‘tasks’ by which a scene is broken into 

small sections, each having its own goal (Stanislavski 2010b, pp.135–151). Stanislavsky further 

defines the parameters of tasks by indicating that they must be: 

1. Tasks that exist on our side of the footlights and not on the other. In other words, 
Tasks which are related to the play, directed towards the other actors, and not to 
the audience in the front rows. 

2. Tasks which are right for the actors as a person, and are in keeping with the role. 
3. Creative and aesthetic Tasks, that is, ones which are conducive to the basic goal of 

acting, the creation of “the life of the human spirit of a role” and to communicating 
it artistically. 

4. Genuine, living, dynamic, human Tasks which drive the role forward, and not 
histrionic, conventional, dead ones which bear no relation to the character but 
which are there to amuse the audience. 

5. Tasks in which the actor, his fellow actors and the audience can believe. 
6. Fascinating, exciting Tasks which are capable of stimulating experiencing. 
7. Apposite Tasks, that is, ones which are typical of the role and precisely, not 

approximately related to the meaning of the play. 
8. Tasks which are rich and correspond to the deeper meaning of the role, not ones 

that are shallow, and skim the surface of the play. (Stanislavski 2010b, p.145) 
 
Finally, Stanislavski insists that tasks must be immediately achievable and they must be active 

and concrete rather than theoretical (Stanislavski 2010b, pp.149–150). These individual tasks 

are linked together for Stanislavsky by throughaction and supertask, overarching goals for the 

character and the play itself (Stanislavski 2010b, pp.306–321). This codification of tasks creates 

conditions in which what the actor attempts to achieve matches the fictional goals of the 

character (with some reference to the actor’s enjoyment of them). By operating in this 

manner, Stanislavsky creates conditions in which the actor and character can merge. This use 

of character goals may be seen in numerous identification-oriented processes succeeding and 

building on Stanislavsky’s. 

 

In the United States, this is most apparent in ‘method’-derived work. Actor and teacher Uta 

Hagen calls character goals ‘objectives’ (Hagen 2008, p.174), and argues that ‘the actions of 

human beings are governed, more than anything else, by what they want, consciously or 

unconsciously’ (Hagen 2008, p.174). She advocates uncovering character objectives as a 
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principal tool of performance (Hagen 2008, pp.174–179) and suggests that ‘the greater your 

insight into human needs becomes, the better an actor you will be’ (Hagen 2008, p.174). 

Reacting against the ‘Method’, David Mamet-trained actors Melissa Bruder, Lee Michael Cohn, 

Madeline Olnek, Nathaniel Pollack, Robert Previto and Scott Zigler propose a system rooted in 

‘physical action’ (Bruder et al. 1986, p.13) and argue that ‘to act means to do, so you must 

always have something specific to do onstage or you will immediately stop acting’ (Bruder et 

al. 1986, p.13, italics in original). It is worth noting, however, that they define action as the 

‘physical pursuance of a specific goal’ (Bruder et al. 1986, p.13). Though goals are never 

explicitly stated, as they break down the process of analysing a scene, they propose asking 

three questions: ‘What is the character literally doing?’; ‘What is the essential action of what 

the character is doing in this scene?’; ‘What is that action like to me? It’s as if…’ (Bruder et al. 

1986, p.19, italics in original). As these steps are discussed in detail, the first two feature 

implicit understanding of character goals in selecting the action. The third, while never literally 

played in performance, is used to ‘personalize the action and get your motor going’ (Bruder et 

al. 1986, p.30). Though Bruder, et al. suggest that an actor’s emotion is irrelevant as long as 

story is being communicated, that they advocate personalization of actions designed to pursue 

character goals is indicative of a process where the alignment of actor and character goals 

facilitates some degree of actor-character merger. 

 

Practices rooted in character goals have also extended to the United Kingdom. Occasionally, 

this is through a direct American connection. In their work, directors Frank Hauser (United 

Kingdom) and Russell Reich (United States) suggest that ‘every scene is a chase scene’ (Hauser 

& Reich 2003, p.33) – that ‘Character A wants something from Character B who doesn’t want 

to give it. If he [sic] did, the scene would be over’ (Hauser & Reich 2003, p.33). Key here is that 

one character wants something from another character. Hauser and Reich are advocating that 
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actors adopt character goals. Mike Alfreds (who, though British, trained in the United States 

and was influenced by American acting techniques, particularly the use of objective (Alfreds 

2007, pp.5–7)) roots his process in action (Alfreds 2007, pp.64, 164–174) and goes so far as to 

argue that ‘the purpose of theatre is the revelation of action and revelation through action’ 

(Alfreds 2007, p.64). In Alfreds’s practice, action (or rather a sequence of character actions) is 

tied to the presence of character goals (Alfreds 2007, pp.175–177).  

 

British Director Katie Mitchell acknowledges Stanislavsky’s influence on her practice, but was 

influenced more directly by contemporary Russian practitioners such as Lev Dodin, the artistic 

director of St. Petersburg’s Maly Drama Theatre (Mitchell 2007, pp.225–230). She refers to 

character goals as ‘intentions’ (Mitchell 2007, p.62) and situates them as fundamental to the 

process of staging a play, arguing that ‘the ability to diagnose an intention lies at the heart of 

the work we do with actors’ (Mitchell 2007, p.63). Mitchell’s use of intentions similarly 

facilitates actor-character merger, as suggested by her statement that ‘work on intentions 

helps directors to answer the most difficult questions an actor can ask: ‘Why does my 

character do this?’ and ‘Why does my character say this?’’ (Mitchell 2007, p.63). In discussing 

working with actors, Mitchell advocates selecting and playing intentions as a key feature of the 

rehearsal process (Mitchell 2007, pp.174–178) and implicit throughout this discussion of 

intention is the notion that the actors will play these intentions in performance, thereby 

aligning their goals with those of the character they portray. This survey, though by no means 

exhaustive, is indicative of the importance of character goals in facilitating identification-

oriented processes. 
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Further Influences beyond Identification-Oriented Practice 

Returning to my own training and experience, I suggest that in focusing on identification 

through character goals, the processes taught to me were psychological. Other than a focus on 

fitness and the elimination of tension, the embodied process of acting was largely ignored in 

favour of psychological engagement and actor-role merger and it was this process that became 

a key foundation of my aesthetic and practice, informing my work following my completion of 

AMDA’s training programme. 

 

In 2003, I began directing and by 2006 had completely transitioned from acting. Throughout 

my early directorial career, I continued to prioritize actor-role merger and psychological 

connection above all else, trying to facilitate this in actors while focusing exclusively on text-

based productions. I was, however, unsatisfied with my work. From my first production 

(Shakespeare’s Henry IV Part One), I believed that actors were performing in a way I felt was 

overly careful: they tended to remain outside their work, shaping and controlling it. I would 

admonish actors for their caution and urge them to throw themselves into their performances 

and let them happen ‘like runaway freight trains’. I knew what I wanted of actors, but could 

not consistently achieve it. This led to a continual period of autodidactic development of my 

directorial process. Understanding that my ability to foster actor-role merger and 

psychological identification was insufficient, I looked beyond American practitioners, reading 

the works of (among others) Michael Chekhov (Chekhov 2005; Chekhov 1991), Jerzy Grotowski 

(Grotowski 2002; Richards 1995; Richards 2008; Slowiak & Cuesta 2007; Wolford & Schechner 

2001) and Eugenio Barba (Barba 1995; Barba & Savarese 2006). Having never participated in 

workshops or training in these approaches, I interpreted them on my own, in light of my 

practical experience and began to undertake a process of synthesis whereby my directorial 

practice became a bricolage of influences and practices as I understood them. This, combined 
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with increasing experience, led to what I considered better productions (which remained text-

based), but I was still unsatisfied. 

 

Influence of Play-Oriented Contemporary Performance Practice 

With a few exceptions, the influences discussed above would not readily be classified as 

‘contemporary theatre practices’. There is a logic to their influence on me: these practices 

have been in existence for years – a span of time that has allowed them to be more fully 

articulated and analysed, enabling me to encounter these theories of practice indirectly, 

through written dissemination. However, the past thirty years – including the period in which I 

trained, began my directorial practice and undertook this research – has been marked by 

contemporary theatre practitioners whose explorations and works have broadened what 

theatre practice is understood to be. This expansion of theatrical possibility continues to this 

day. One area that has seen considerable exploration and development has been an increased 

focus on and deployment of play (particularly actors at play) as a fundamental approach to 

theatre making. 

 

This may be seen in the pedagogical approaches of Jacques Lecoq, Philippe Gaulier and Monika 

Pagneux (physical theatre researcher Simon Murray has elaborated the numerous issues 

associated with yoking these three practitioners together, but maintains that they may be 

considered together (Murray 2010, p.216)). Lecoq, for example, ‘uses play as a quality to be 

sought and expressed through action and interaction’ (Murray 2010, p.222, italics in original). 

Similarly, through the use of games and play, Gaulier cultivates a ‘performance aesthetic [that] 

is best described as a form of pleasurable play’ (Kendrick 2011, p.73), while the journey of 

Pagneux’s pedagogy is described as the pleasure of things becoming’ (Murray 2010, p.228, 
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italics in original). In essence, play, particularly the actor’s pleasure in playing, is an aesthetic 

outcome – arguably a demand – in the work of Lecoq, Gaulier and Pagneux. 

 

Play extends beyond pedagogical endeavours into theatre-making itself. For example,  

Complicité (McBurney 2003; McBurney 1994) and Forced Entertainment (Etchells 1999) deploy 

play as a rehearsal/generative process featuring ‘constant fooling around…[an] immense 

amount of chaos; pleasure as well as a kind of turbulent forward momentum’ (McBurney 

2003, p.76). This type of play manifests (in the case of Forced Entertainment) in a process 

‘which refuses to know, at the outset, what it is looking for’ (Etchells 1999, p.17). A principle 

underpinning this working process is an ‘unspoken agreement that no one would bring 

anything too completed to the process… everything unfinished, distinctly incomplete – so 

there’d be more spaces for other things to fill in…more dots to join’ (Etchells 1999, p.51). This 

deliberate incompleteness, according to artistic director Tim Etchells, offers space to play 

throughout the rehearsal process (Etchells 1999, pp.51–52). For both these companies, play is 

a key feature of the rehearsal process and is utilized to generate material that is ultimately 

structured into a performance (Etchells 1999, pp.52–53, 68; McBurney 2003, p.76). 

 

Play is also used beyond the rehearsal process, extending to performances themselves. Lone 

Twin (Gregg Whelan and Gary Winters) works in the space between play for 

generation/rehearsal and play as performance. This is primarily achieved (according to 

performance researcher Esther Pilkington) through their devising of ‘journeys and the tasks 

that they will carry out primarily to meet other people, to enable encounters with others’ 

(Pilkington 2011, p.69). Emma Brodzinski further suggests that these journeys indicate that 

‘[Lone Twin] appear deliberately open to possibility, using their not-knowing to initiate 

dialogue with a site and its inhabitants… they appear to be open to the journey and all that it 
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may hold’ (Brodzinski 2011, p.93). In works such as Totem (1998) and To the Dogs (2005), 

Whelan and Winters undertook durational performances – dragging a telegraph pole through 

Colchester over eight days and bicycling through Brussels for twenty-four days, respectively – 

in which the content of what occurred could neither be anticipated nor fully controlled. Lone 

Twin was, in essence, playing with the unknown. Simultaneously, however, Pilkington observes 

that ‘the significant thing about [Lone Twin’s] performances is that they all anticipate their 

own retelling. In them, the negotiation of the relation between event and documentation, as 

well as that between trace and narration, is rehearsed, foregrounded, and made explicit’ 

(Pilkington 2011, p.73). Indeed, the journeys in both Totem and To the Dogs were 

complimented by Whelan and Winters retelling their experiences either at the end of the 

performance (Totem) or throughout it – via nightly ‘reports’ in To the Dogs (Whalen & Winters 

2011, p.100). In this sense, these journeys are a tool for generating performance material as 

well as play-oriented performances in themselves. 

 

London’s Factory Theatre – particularly the work directed by Tim Carroll (who was an associate 

director at Shakespeare’s Globe and whose productions of Twelfth Night and Richard III 

recently opened on Broadway) deploys play more fully in performance, though in a more 

traditional theatrical context. As a relatively new company, there is no academic literature on 

its productions or practices. However, company members document and analyse Factory 

Theatre working practices through an online forum – a wikifoundry. From this I am able to gain 

some understanding of their processes. Here, the Factory’s commitment to ‘liveness’ is fully 

articulated (Evans 2009) – a commitment that may be seen in Carroll’s Hamlet (2007). In this 

production, roles were randomly assigned to the cast each night by lottery (Bedi 2009). This 

prevented any kind of fixing of interpretation or staging as no one could know in advance who 

would be doing what in any given performance. Casting by lottery was supplemented by an 
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ongoing principle articulated by Carroll: ‘everything gets thrown away’ (Carroll 2006). 

Everything that happened in rehearsal was considered an occurrence that would not be 

repeated, ‘not discussed again’, and ‘nothing [would be] built on it’ (Carroll 2006). The 

intention here is clear: while play is certainly deployed in the rehearsal process, it is 

preparation for play in performance where direct interaction between actors occurs in the 

moment without the imposition of pre-selected interpretive decisions or performance choices. 

 

The broadening of theatre practice that occurred and is occurring as a result of these 

contemporary practitioners, particularly with respect to play, has opened significant new 

territory in theatrical processes and performances. This expanded understanding of theatre is 

a key context for my practice and artistic values before, during and after this research.  

 

Artistic Values Underpinning my Practice 

Returning to my own practice with the clarity of hindsight, it is possible to detect the 

development of a number of artistic values which – culled from a decade’s worth of practice 

journals – were organized into a statement of values that I believe I was trying to live through 

my directing. This statement is problematic: it is overly long, poorly written and features a high 

degree of romanticism of the acting process. Its veracity is also called into question based on 

my autocratic use of actors as performance avatars – there is undoubtedly tension between 

these values and what I was actually doing from 2003-2007 as a director. Even so, I choose to 

quote it here in full as it represents a key step of this research process: a first attempt to 

explicate values and biases informing my work that had, to this time, remained tacit:  

I believe that performance should be like walking on a knife’s edge: supremely difficult, 
supremely dangerous, but incomparably exciting. 
 
I believe that performance should be extraordinarily challenging to actors: each 
performance should be a battle in which each actor must muster every last ounce of skill 
(and sometimes even more than that) to meet its challenges. 
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I believe that actors should be wholly psychophysically engaged at all times, so much so 
that there is no room for extraneous thought or action. 
 
I believe that performance is the result of the interplay between actors: that they 
cannot work in vacuums of individual aims, but rather sacrifice a certain degree of 
individual ego in favour of genuinely responding to and communicating with the other 
actors. They also need to be able to genuinely affect each other, offering the real 
possibility that one actor’s performance could cause radical change in another’s. 
 
I believe that any intellectual idea about how a scene might be played inherently 
deadens the material as it disrupts what should be a free-flowing interplay. 
 
I believe that a performance should feel like a runaway freight train barrelling down 
tracks that might not be capable of supporting it. This has nothing to do with dynamics, 
volume or pace, but rather speaks to investment. Actors marshalling all their skills 
(investing) to meet the exceptional challenges of performance can achieve this effect. 
 
I believe that performances should feel, to a certain extent, automatic. The actors 
should not be in conscious control of their performances, but rather should be along for 
the ride on the runaway freight train. This is the quality of surrender. 
 
I believe that above all, performance should be an act of joy: the joy of genuine play. 
(Silberschatz 2012b) 

 
Prior to beginning my PhD, I came across the concept of flow, and intuitively believed that it 

could help me to live more fully and state more succinctly my artistic values. 

 

Flow Criticism: A Proposition 

Flow in Context1 

Flow has been described as ‘a state of consciousness where one becomes totally absorbed in 

what one is doing to the exclusion of all other thoughts and emotions’ and ‘a harmonious 

experience where mind and body are working together effortlessly, leaving the person feeling 

that something special has just occurred’ (Jackson & M. Csikszentmihalyi 1999, p.5). It is a 

1 Flow is a difficult state to pin down in writing. It is, after all, a subjective experiential state that one is 
often only aware of after it has occurred. While its component dimensions may be discussed and 
examined, and shorthand terms like ‘in the zone’ may be deployed, these are merely written attempts 
at coming near the underlying experience. I will try, by using a variety of sources, to do just this, but this 
writing will necessarily be incomplete, requiring the reader to pick up on the cues present in the 
descriptions and try to draw on his/her own potential experiential understanding of the state as it might 
be remembered from a previous activity. 
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psychological construct often linked with psychologist Abraham Maslow’s conception of peak 

experience (Maslow 1994), which is viewed as ‘highest happiness and intense meaning’ 

(Privette 1983, p.1366). While flow and peak experience share many characteristics including 

absorption, a sense of power, joy and ‘the spontaneous, effortless, letting-be of the process 

and the graceful, integrated Taoistic nature of the person in the event’ (Privette 1983, p.1366), 

there are also key differences. Peak experience is generally thought of as a passive state 

(Privette 1983, p.1364) that emerges spontaneously or is ‘triggered by the environment’ 

(Privette 1983, p.1366), while flow is an experience that can be consciously sought through 

‘participating in autotelic activities, which, as structured situations, allow or facilitate flow’ 

(Privette 1983, p.1367). The difference is that the literature surrounding peak experiences 

focuses on understanding the experience itself with little emphasis on determining its causal 

factors: a peak experience is something that happens to a person. The literature on flow, by 

contrast, focuses much more on the mechanics by which flow occurs in people and, in later 

iterations, proposes ways in which activities can be made more flow-conducive: a flow 

experience is something an activity can be organized to support. 

 

Flow was first identified by positive psychologist Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi (M. Csikszentmihalyi 

1975), who has since refined his theories about this state, identifying its nine dimensions: (1) 

Challenges and skills are balanced, enabling the establishment of (2) clear goals with (3) 

immediate feedback. These dimensions allow for (4) the merging of action and awareness, a 

level of involvement that creates (5) a sense of control, (6) excludes distractions from 

consciousness and (7) eliminates self-consciousness. This generally coincides with (8) a 

distortion of one’s sense of time. Finally, the experience is described as (9) ‘autotelic’ or 

enjoyable in itself (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1997, pp.111–113; M. Csikszentmihalyi 1990, pp.48–70; 

Jackson & M. Csikszentmihalyi 1999, p.16). 
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Since Csikszentmihalyi’s initial identification of flow, it has been studied in a variety of 

contexts: daily experience (Massimini & Carli 1988), athletics (Aherne & Morgan 2011; Jackson 

1996; Jackson & M. Csikszentmihalyi 1999) and professional dance (Hefferon & Ollis 2006) are 

but a few examples. Researchers have examined flow’s effect on work and leisure 

environments (Allison & Duncan 1988; Delle Fave & Massimini 1988; Lefevre 1988) and family 

life (Rathunde 1988). Flow has even been used as a tool for historical (I. Csikszentmihalyi 1988) 

and sociological (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1988c; Massimini et al. 1988) analysis. 

 

The use and application of flow theory in such a vast variety of contexts is made possible 

because flow and flow theory are neither an artificial construct, nor the discovery of a new 

psychological state. Csikszentmihalyi acknowledges that ‘to call it a “discovery” is perhaps 

misleading, for people have been aware of [flow] since the dawn of time’ (M. Csikszentmihalyi 

1990, p.2). At the same time, Csikszentmihalyi defends calling the identification of flow a 

discovery because, ‘even though [the] finding itself was well known, it had not been described 

or theoretically explained by the relevant branch of scholarship, which in this case happens to 

be psychology’ (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1990, p.2). It has been further demonstrated that in 

addition to being ‘understood since the dawn of time’, flow is recognized across a vast 

spectrum of social and cultural groups: Japanese motorcycle gangs (Sato 1988), elderly Korean 

immigrants (Han 1988), Australian ocean cruisers (Macbeth 1988), Italian and American high 

school students (Carli et al. 1988) and traditional Occitan villagers (Delle Fave & Massimini 

1988), to name only a few. In every study, the respondents recognized flow as something they 

had experienced and provided new insight into its mechanisms. These studies have led Mihaly 

and Isabella Csikszentmihalyi to assert that ‘regardless of gender, age, ethnic or cultural origin, 

[flow] is the same everywhere, and it is made possible by the same configuration of subjective 

and objective conditions’ (M. Csikszentmihalyi & I. Csikszentmihalyi 1988, p.85). In short, since 
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Csikszentmihalyi’s initial work on flow theory, researchers have demonstrated that the flow 

experience is a universally recognized feature of human life. 

 

Flow as a Tool for Interrogation of Theatre Practice 

Flow’s universality facilitates the application of flow theory in theatrical contexts. Attempting 

to establish flow’s incidence in actors, Jeffrey J. Martin and Keir Cutler studied a limited sample 

of training actors, finding that they experienced flow an average of approximately four times 

per year and concluding that actors’ flow experiences are neither common nor rare (Martin & 

Cutler 2002, p.350). More practically, acting instructor John Briton has proposed shifting the 

paradigm of actor training from an extrinsic approach centred on skill-acquisition to an 

intrinsic model that foregrounds the positive, subjective experience of training (Briton 2010). 

He agrees with Csikszentmihalyi that subjective experience must be enhanced in any attempt 

to increase the likelihood of flow (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1990, p.157). 

 

These established applications point toward a potentially interesting relationship between 

flow and the rehearsal and performance process and a closer examination of flow theory 

offers a provisional hypothesis as to why (in my experience) actors tended toward overly 

controlled performances. Specifically, this hypothesis emerges out of increased understanding 

of challenge-skill balance. 

 

In his initial examination of the flow state, Csikszentmihalyi presents three possible 

relationships between challenges and skills: challenges exceeding skills, leading to worry, skills 

exceeding challenges, leading to boredom, and challenges and skills in balance, leading to flow 

(M. Csikszentmihalyi 1975, p.56). Building on this, flow researchers Fausto Massimini and 

Massimo Carli introduce other potential relationships, such as apathy, where challenges and 
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skills are balanced, but below the level of average daily experience. They assert that flow only 

occurs if challenges and skills are both balanced and above the level of average experience 

(Massimini & Carli 1988, p.269). They further subdivide the challenge-skill dynamic into an 

eight-channel model: 

• High Challenge/Moderate Skill – Arousal 

• High Challenge/High Skill – Flow 

• Moderate Challenge/High Skill – Control 

• Low Challenge/High Skill – Boredom 

• Low Challenge/Moderate Skill – Relaxation 

• Low Challenge/Low Skill – Apathy 

• Moderate Challenge/Low Skill – Worry 

• High Challenge/Low Skill – Anxiety (Massimini & Carli 1988, p.270) 

The eight-channel model provides a clearer picture of the potential outcomes of various 

challenge-skill relationships, identifying channels such as arousal and control which are close 

enough to flow that a less detailed model of challenge-skill balance could lead to confusing 

one of these for flow itself. Of particular concern in this regard is the fact that in examining 

American high school students, Carli, Antonella Delle Fave and Massimini discovered that while 

flow represents optimal experience, a majority of the American students preferred the 

experience of control to that of flow (Carli et al. 1988, p.289). Given the intense demands of 

live performance in general and in my productions specifically (which featured the 

contradiction between my artistic values and my controlled directing process), I would suggest 

that my experience of overly cautious actors was caused by their preference for the control 

channel, my overly controlling directorial practice or a combination of the two. In any case, 

performances where skills slightly exceeded challenges were often the result. 
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The use of flow theory to interrogate rehearsal and performance practice has further potential 

ramifications beyond this insight into my practice and experience. There are more general 

potential positive outcomes of this application. Writing about the director’s role in the 

rehearsal and performance process, Hauser and  Reich suggest that directors ‘assume that 

everyone is in a permanent state of catatonic terror’ (Hauser & Reich 2003, p.12). Though 

tinged with humorous exaggeration, the core of Hauser’s and Reich’s point is still valid: while 

actors may enjoy their work, acting is a stressful, difficult and potentially frightening 

undertaking. By engaging in a rehearsal and performance process that is conducive to 

achieving flow’s nine dimensions, an intrinsically rewarding, positive experience is more likely 

to occur more frequently in the act of performance, potentially improving the subjective 

experience of performance for actors. Though the mystical, ecstatic quality of peak experience 

(Privette 1983, p.1364) might also support the improvement of actors’ subjective experiences, 

its ultimately passive nature makes it a difficult aim to pursue. The active characteristics of the 

flow experience, by contrast, make it more achievable through the organization of the 

rehearsal and performance process. Additionally, there is evidence that there might be a 

connection between flow and performance quality. In an experiment where actors were 

provided neurofeedback training, John Gruzlier, Atsuko Inoue, Roger Smart, Anthony Steed 

and Tony Steffert uncovered a correlation between incidence of flow as reported by the 

subjects and objective performance quality (Gruzlier et al. 2010). This correlation (which is not 

necessarily present in peak experience (Privette 1983, p.1363)) appears in other fields. Reed 

Larson demonstrates it in students’ written work, showing that the strongest work was by 

those students who most frequently experienced flow in the process of writing (Larson 1988). 

Larson even argues that ‘presumably these relationships [flow to quality] hold not only for the 

writing of high school English assignments, but for all tasks that involve the concentration of 

psychic energy on problems that require original solutions’ (Larson 1988, p.171). While this 
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relationship is not necessarily causational, the correlation is tantalizing and many researchers 

now suggest that making activities more flow-conducive might improve quality. In athletics, for 

example, Susan A. Jackson and Csikszentmihalyi assert that ‘achieving peak performance is an 

all-important goal for competitive athletes and coaches, and flow can facilitate such outcomes’ 

(Jackson & M. Csikszentmihalyi 1999, p.13). Given this, it is reasonable to wonder if flow might 

also help to improve acting quality. 

 

Beyond these potential benefits, a closer examination of my artistic values reveals that they 

show significant correspondence with flow’s nine dimensions. I describe my ideal performance 

as ‘walking on a knife’s edge: supremely difficult, supremely dangerous, but incomparably 

exciting’ and state that ‘each performance should be a battle in which each actor must muster 

every last ounce of skill (and sometimes even more than that) to meet its challenges’ 

(Silberschatz 2012b). These find direct correspondence in challenge-skill balance, particularly 

the refined model proposing that only high challenge/high skill situations are truly conducive 

to flow. My demand for full psychophysical engagement at all times, eliminating extraneous 

thought or action is another way of suggesting that action and awareness should be merged. In 

addition, it involves the exclusion of distractions from consciousness – not because of specific 

distractions that must be excluded, but because it insists on focus being narrowed onto the 

performance act itself (centring attention onto a limited stimulus field is another way of 

describing this dimension of flow (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1975, p.47)). The demand for this level 

of investment precludes self-consciousness. My stance against intellectualizing echoes flow’s 

sense of control requirement. At first this may seem contradictory, but Csikszentmihalyi has 

suggested that the sense of control ‘is more a condition of not being worried by the possibility 

of lack of control’ (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1975, p.50). By not worrying about a lack of control, 

actors might forgo intellectualization. Finally, my belief that performance should be an act of 
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joy corresponds to flow’s requirement that the experience be autotelic. The values I have tried 

to live in my directing work correspond to six of flow’s nine dimensions. Of the three not 

addressed, one (distortion of time) is a symptomatic dimension, that is, it cannot be actively 

induced. The other two – clear goals and immediate feedback – are conspicuous in that (as 

discussed) goals (specifically character goals) are a key feature of the identification-oriented 

practices comprising my training. This is significant in that it is these two dimensions (as will be 

shown shortly) that point to divergence between flow theory and identification-oriented 

practice. 

 

This combination of insights into my experience, potential positive benefits and deeper 

understanding of my artistic values prompts me to propose ‘flow criticism’ – interrogation of a 

process via flow theory – as a valid and useful tool for gaining new insight into the mechanics 

of rehearsal and performance practice. Flow criticism’s efficacy will now be demonstrated 

through its application to identification-oriented practice, the outcome of which poses the 

questions that this research ultimately attempts to address. 

 

Flow Criticism of Identification-Oriented Practice 

An attempt may now be made to understand the implications for flow in identification-

oriented practice. The choice to examine this particular performance paradigm should not be 

taken to imply that I believe flow is only possible in identification-oriented practice. Rather, I 

believe that any performance practice that is able to in some way fulfil flow’s nine dimensions 

may be considered as a potential flow activity. Even this may not be totally necessary as 

research on flow has demonstrated that an individual’s disposition with regard to an activity – 

the ‘autotelic personality’ – may be as much of a factor as the activity itself (Csikszentmihalyi 

1990, pp.83–90). Instead my choice to examine identification-oriented practice is made 
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because my training, experience and directorial practice have largely operated in this 

performance paradigm. It is therefore the most appropriate starting point for understanding 

flow’s implications. 

 

I have elsewhere demonstrated flow criticism’s suitability as a mechanism for analysing, 

specifically, Stanislavsky’s practice and his recognition of the flow state (Silberschatz 2013, 

pp.15–17). This analysis reveals significant correspondence with flow theory that increases 

over time as the practice develops. In short, I demonstrate that in his pursuit of the ‘creative 

state’, in which ‘the actor’s whole creative apparatus, all it’s separate parts, all its, so to speak, 

internal “springs” and “knobs” and “pedals” function superbly, almost the same as, or better 

than in life’ (Stanislavski 2010b, p.295), Stanislavsky also created conditions in which many of 

flow’s nine dimensions were potentially fulfilled (Silberschatz 2013, pp.17–20). I have also 

pointed to specific divergences between flow theory and Stanislavsky’s practice, specifically his 

reliance on pre-agreed-upon performance structured (described with regard only to 

Stanislavsky as fixed, repeatable performance scores) and divided consciousness (Silberschatz 

2013, pp.20–22). It is worth noting, however, that neither of these features of Stanislavsky’s 

practice originated with him. Instead, as will now be shown, both are part of a much longer 

lineage of identification-oriented performance practice (and indeed, performance practice 

more generally). 

 

Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structures in Identification-Oriented Practice 

As will be seen later, the concept of pre-agreed-upon performance structures encompasses a 

variety of approaches. It is therefore difficult to pinpoint exactly where in the history of 

theatre they emerge. In identification-oriented practice, they were popularized by George II, 

the Duke of Saxe-Meiningen, particularly through his influence on Stanislavsky (Merlin 2003, 
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p.10). In his own writing, focusing on staging techniques, the Duke of Saxe-Meiningen 

demonstrates a keen understanding of how to position and move actors in effective and 

aesthetically pleasing ways (George II, Duke of Saxe Meiningen 1963). The Meininger Ensemble 

was known especially for its intricately staged crowd scenes (Cole & Krich Chinoy 1970b, p.284; 

Merlin 2003, p.10) and detailed focus on all aspects of a production unifying into a cohesive 

and coherent whole (Cole & Krich Chinoy 1970b, p.285). Implicit in this work is the emergence 

of a modern conception of the director: one who harnesses the various human and technical 

elements of theatre to illuminate a specifically chosen interpretation of a text in the most 

effective way possible. Doing this required a performance with a structure created in advance 

of public performance and understood by all company members. 

 

The Meininger Ensemble’s influence on Stanislavsky is most obvious in his early productions of 

Anton Chekhov’s plays in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. For each of these 

performances, Stanislavsky developed elaborately detailed production plans which actors were 

obliged to execute exactly (Merlin 2003, p.9). On the first of these productions, The Seagull 

(1898), Stanislavsky created his production plan alone in his study in the Ukraine, sending it to 

his partner, Vladimir Nemirovich-Danchenko who was tasked with the plan’s implementation 

(Merlin 2003, p.11). So great was the primacy of the production plan that Stanislavsky was 

present at less than half of The Seagull’s twenty-six rehearsals (Merlin 2003, p.87). Even in his 

later, more collaborative processes, Stanislavsky still insisted on rigorous structuring of 

performance. Stanislavsky scholar Bella Merlin observes that even though these late rehearsal 

processes utilized improvisation, the actors’ work was eventually structured into a fixed, 

repeatable score, adding that ‘It’s quite possible that the final ‘score’ bore a strong 

resemblance to the kind of prompt copy that Stanislavsky forced upon his actors during his 

early days at the Moscow Art Theatre’ (Merlin 2001, p.19). No matter the process, the result 
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was a structure, agreed in advance, of actions and blocking – fixed into a score by Stanislavsky 

and his actors – that could be repeated with every performance. The use of these scores has 

enabled productions to remain in the Moscow Art Theatre repertoire for decades (Brook 1996, 

pp.15–16). 

 

Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structures in Other Performance Paradigms 

Stanislavsky was not the only major twentieth-century figure to advocate and utilize rigorous 

performance structures, nor are identification-oriented processes the only performance 

paradigm in which they are deployed. German writer and director Bertolt Brecht, for example, 

created ‘model books’ comprised of photographs and ‘explanatory notes’ which together 

communicated his staging choices (Mumford 2009, p.174). Though ‘he cautioned against 

mindless copying, encouraging reflective and corrective imitation instead’ (Mumford 2009, 

p.174), he was known to ‘put considerable pressure on both outside directors wishing to stage 

his plays and members of the Berliner Ensemble [Brecht’s company] dramaturgical team to 

consult the relevant model books’ (Mumford 2009, p.174). These detailed model books are 

indicative of a significant degree of intentional structuring in Brecht’s productions. Operating 

in a radically different manner, pre-agreed-upon performance structures may also be seen in 

the work of Polish director and theorist Jerzy Grotowski. Grotowski’s practice was also not 

identification-oriented, at least in the sense that he did not ask actors to identify with the 

characters they were portraying. Instead, Grotowski expected actors to ‘strip off their own 

masks, to uncover themselves, and demonstrate truth’ (Slowiak & Cuesta 2007, p.94). 

Grotowski’s actors played themselves. Even so, performance theorist Richard Schechner’s 

quote of Ryszard Cieslak’s (Grotowski’s principle actor during his ‘poor theatre’ phase) candle 

and flame metaphor clearly shows the deployment of pre-agreed-upon performance structure, 

which Cieslak terms his ‘score’: 
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The score is like a glass inside which a candle is burning. The glass is solid; it is there, you 
can depend on it. It contains and guides the flame. But it is not the flame. The flame is 
my inner process each night. The flame is what illuminates the score, what the 
spectators see through the score. The flame is alive. Just as the flame in the glass moves, 
flutters, rises, falls, almost goes out, suddenly glows brightly, responds to each breath of 
wind – so my inner life varies from night to night, from moment to moment. …I am 
ready to take what happens if I am secure in my score, knowing that even if I feel a 
minimum, the glass will not break, the objective structure worked out over the months 
will help me through. …The score remains the same, but everything is different because 
I am different. (Cieslak in Schechner 1994, p.295) 

 
Here inner freedom is balanced with a fixed, external structure. For Grotowski, this structure 

was critical, enabling him to communicate specifically determined meanings to an audience. 

This was achieved through a process Grotowski referred to as ‘montage’, and involved 

situating an actor’s score within a mise en scene designed to convey a specific interpretation of 

a performance to the audience, even if this was not what the actor was experiencing (Slowiak 

& Cuesta 2007, pp.92–93). To achieve this blending of performance and mise en scene, 

Grotowski needed to structure the actor’s performance, at least in its external details, in order 

to build an appropriate contextual frame to communicate meaning. 

 

Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structures in Contemporary Practice 

Contemporary practitioners also utilize pre-agreed-upon performance structures in various 

forms. This may be seen through examination of a few examples. Dodin uses structure in a 

manner reminiscent of Grotowski. His practice involves working with an ensemble he has 

largely trained, both prior to joining his company and after (Shevtsova 2004, p.36). This 

training is rooted in developing ‘the sensory receptivity and responsiveness (‘nervous system’) 

of each actor and between actors [allowing] them to find an appropriate physical expression 

for whatever internal action transpires’ (Shevtsova 2004, p.39, italics in original). That a high 

level of responsiveness is key to Dodin’s work may be seen in a conversation with actor Sergey 

Bekhterev, recounted by Russian Theatre expert Maria Shevtsova in which Bekhterev stresses 

that ‘his single most important concern is to interact with his partners now, and not according 
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to his memory of something that they had achieved in previous performances’ (Shevtsova 

2004, p.44, italics in original). The primacy of interaction – of liveness and responsiveness to 

the conditions of a particular performance – is reinforced by the fact that ‘for Dodin, a 

production is a ‘living organism’’, built through a process of devising and improvisation in 

which actors are major contributors to performance pieces (Shevtsova 2004, pp.51–52). 

Shevtsova observes, however, that ‘the Maly’s collaborative work is not the same as co-

directorial work, which means that Dodin retains the role of director throughout the entire 

production’ (Shevtsova 2004, p.53) and that ‘Dodin brings his own imagination, innovations 

and creative wishes and decisions to the process’ (Shevtsova 2004, p.54). These statements 

suggest that regardless of the importance of interaction and the freedom offered his actors, 

the final shape of a production is ultimately dictated by Dodin. Indeed, Shevtsova quotes 

Dodin himself insisting that once a production has been created, ‘actors do not have the 

freedom to reorganize it and say ‘I’ll go out here, now’ or ‘I’ll come in from there’. They cannot 

improvise on the drawing that we have found together’ (Shevtsova 2004, p.49, emphasis 

added). Dodin does offer that the actors ‘have maximum breathing space for internal 

improvisation…and this inner freedom is the space of creative investigation and change’ 

(Shevtsova 2004, p.49), which Shevtsova explains as ‘the actors’ capacity to make fresh 

discoveries, which is contingent on their openness to themselves and their partners’ 

(Shevtsova 2004, p.49). That Dodin offers this freedom in performance is consistent with his 

training and rehearsal philosophy. It also suggests that actors are not bound to rigidly repeat 

exactly the same performance. However, Dodin’s own statement above indicates that the 

performance eventually calcifies into a fixed, external structure, agreed upon in advance to 

which the actors must adhere. Though they may vary elements of their performance, they 

cannot cause an actor to violate the pre-agreed-upon structure. To use Dodin’s own 
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terminology, they must create the same drawing in each performance. Actor freedom is 

limited to internal conditions only; a pre-agreed-upon performance structure is still present. 

 

Contrastingly, Alfreds’s work does not feature an external structure. He argues that setting the 

external moves of a performance is a results-oriented practice that leads to work that is ‘life-

like but actually life-less’ (Alfreds 2007, p.39, italics in original). In place of external structure, 

Alfreds advocates building performances on ‘an inner structure of intentions and actions that 

liberates [actors] dynamically through time and space’ (Alfreds 2007, p.38), suggesting that the 

actor will know what is going to happen next, but that how this happens can and should vary 

(Alfreds 2007, pp.37–38). In this respect, Alfreds seems to rely less heavily on pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures: actors may not only vary their inner content, but also the physical 

movements they make from performance to performance. Alfreds’s productions, however, are 

still rigorously structured. While abandoning external blocking, Alfreds’ rehearsal process still 

asks that actors set the actions they will play (Alfreds 2007, pp.164–177). Actors may see 

different reactions from other actors with each performance, but knowledge of actions is still 

present and unchanging. An actor cannot, through his/her performance cause another actor to 

change his/her action. These selected actions, agreed in advance of performance, are in 

themselves, a rigorous performance structure. 

 

The form and descriptions of pre-agreed-upon performance structures vary between 

practitioners, but implicit in their deployment is the need to communicate clearly a specific 

interpretation of a performance text – in director Peter Brook’s words, ‘the work of rehearsals 

is looking for meaning and making it meaningful’ (Brook in Marowitz 1963, p.105). Whatever 

their form, pre-agreed-upon performance structures fulfil the same function for contemporary 

practitioners that they did for the Duke of Saxe-Meiningen: they allow a selected meaning to 
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be communicated to an audience reliably, repeatedly and effectively. Arguably, the desire to 

fix interpretation of a performance text must lead to some form of pre-agreed-upon 

performance structure (whether external, internal or some combination of the two) as this 

structure – in whatever form it ultimately takes – is the method by which that meaning is 

communicated. 

 

 

 

It should here be noted that, as with flow, I am using the term pre-agreed-upon performance 

structure in an indicative, rather than a categorical or literal way. I am attempting to identify 

and describe a particular feature of the acting and performance process and am aware that in 

naming this feature, I risk oversimplification. In exploring a range of pre-agreed-upon 

Figure One: Various forms of pre-agreed-upon performance structure 
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performance structures, I have attempted to capture the fluidity of the forms these structures 

might take. Out of this, it is perhaps appropriate to emphasize that the concept of pre-agreed-

upon performance structure is not one of binary opposition between two concepts: full 

structure and no structure. Instead, it may be seen as a spectrum with the absence of structure 

as one pole and total structure the other. With regard to theatrical performance, it is unlikely 

that either of the extremes represented by these poles is attainable in performance. Structure, 

no matter how rigorous, cannot completely eliminate the liveness of a performed event. The 

presence of living actors will always introduce variations and some degree of uncertainty into 

the performance. Similarly, I do not believe that the complete absence of structure is possible. 

If a rehearsal process is undertaken, even in a hypothetical case where actors are instructed to 

never repeat themselves, a natural consequence of any repeated performance work is that 

some level of structure will enter the performance, even on an unconscious level. Instead, as 

the examples discussed above show, performance tends to operate between these two poles. 

Some performances may tend toward one pole, even extremely, but the concept of structure 

in performance is inherently fluid. 

 

Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structures Problematized through Flow Criticism 

In itself, the use of pre-agreed-upon performance structure is not problematic. However, when 

combined with an aesthetic that prizes identification with fictional characters and 

circumstances, any structure created in advance of performance and executed in performance 

is problematic from the perspective of flow theory. As already discussed, identification with 

character is traditionally achieved by aligning actors’ goals with those of the character. By its 

nature, a pre-agreed-upon performance structure suggests that every member of an ensemble 

knows in advance what every other member will do at all times. While actors’ goals have been 

chosen to match those of the character being portrayed, the structure will be executed every 
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performance. From the perspective of flow theory, no matter how well or poorly an actor 

pursues his/her character’s goals, the outcome is largely unchanged and little genuine 

feedback emerges within the fictional performance. Instead, feedback comes from a variety of 

sources beyond the fictional performance. For example, actors might compare what they are 

doing with an inner model of the performance provided by the pre-agreed-upon structure; 

actors might utilize audience response to gauge the effectiveness of their performances. In 

these cases, in contrast to the goal structure (which exists within the fiction of the 

performance on the level of character), feedback exists on the technical level of the actor. 

Both goals and feedback are present, but disconnected from one another, leading to division 

of consciousness. In performance, the actor must focus on the scene he/she is playing and the 

goals within that scene, while simultaneously remaining outside the scene in order to receive 

feedback. The merging of action and awareness is thereby problematized. The actor cannot 

fully merge his/her awareness with the action he/she undertakes as the character because a 

part of it must remain separate to facilitate the actor feedback. This division of consciousness 

is, therefore, problematic with respect to flow theory. It is also a feature of performance with a 

significant historical lineage.  

 

Divided Consciousness in Pre-Eighteenth Century Performance2  

Recognition of the possibility that there is more than one level of consciousness on which the 

actor might operate is not a new insight. Indeed, this condition has been examined since 

theatre emerged in ancient Greece. At varying times, theorists, critics, actors and directors 

have analysed and addressed the issue of divided consciousness, describing the condition with 

different terms and language, but the underlying recognition of the state remains largely 

2 It should be noted that the following sections on divided consciousness quote from historical sources 
that extensively use masculine pronouns. I have chosen to refrain from annotating these (‘[sic]’) as I do 
elsewhere in the thesis to preserve the clarity of the quotes for the reader. 
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intact. Initially, the potential levels of consciousness in the actor were recognized, but seen as 

mutually exclusive. Plato’s ‘Ion’ dialogue identifies the issue as one of emotional investment 

versus conscious craft. Though Ion, a rhapsode, is not depicted as capable of debating with 

Socrates, Plato allows him to describe the effect performing Homer’s writing has on him: 

‘When I recite something pitiful my eyes fill with tears; when it’s something terrifying or 

dreadful my hair stands on end in terror and my heart thumps’ (Plato 2004, p.7). This implies 

that, according to Ion, the performer is invested in the fictional events as if they were real and 

experiences them as such. However, shortly after this assertion, Ion admits that he is aware of 

the audience and his relationship to them: ‘it’s very important that I pay attention to them; 

since if I make them cry, I shall be laughing at the money I’ll make, but if I make them laugh, I’ll 

be the one crying because of the money I lose’ (Plato 2004, p.7). Ion believes the performer is 

also consciously deploying techniques to achieve a desired effect. Plato’s interrogation of 

performance practice through this fictional dialogue demonstrates that he cannot accept an 

apparently contradictory position that a performer can be simultaneously fully invested in the 

fictional performance and consciously aware of his craft so that he is able to affect his 

audience in the manner he/she desires. By the end of the dialogue, Plato attempts to resolve 

the paradox by having Ion concede that he does not perform by using conscious craft, but 

divine inspiration (Plato 2004, p.14). Even though Plato could not palate different levels of 

consciousness existing simultaneously in a performer, the recognition that there are several 

possible levels of consciousness on which the performer might work is significant. 

 

The conflict between emotional investment and conscious craft also appears in Shakespeare, 

who is not only willing to accept the possibility that the actor’s consciousness could be divided 

in performance, but advocates this state as ideal. Evidence of this is provided by Hamlet’s 

advice to the players, that ‘in the very torrent, tempest, and, as I may say, whirlwind of your 
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passion, you must acquire and beget a temperance that may give it smoothness’ (Shakespeare 

1982, 3.2: 5-8). As in Plato, there are two levels of consciousness at work: the actor’s passion – 

emotional investment in the fictional circumstances of the play – and the actor’s craft – 

tempering the display of emotion so that it is both artful and satisfying. 

 

Emotionalists versus Anti-Emotionalists 

Following Shakespeare, the issue of divided consciousness manifested itself principally through 

the emotion-craft dichotomy. Actors tended to fall into two camps: those who resolved the 

emotion-craft dichotomy by advocating division of consciousness along these lines and 

therefore valued both the actor’s emotional investment in the performance and the ability to 

shape and direct it and those who resolved the emotion-craft dichotomy by advancing the idea 

of performance as crafted representation rather than authentic experience. So prominent was 

this issue that by the eighteenth century, it was debated publicly. Two of the era’s major 

French stars, Hyppolite Clarion and Marie-Francoise Dumesnil engaged in one such debate, 

Clarion arguing that the actor works through conscious craft to represent emotions and 

Dumesnil declaring that the actor should immerse herself in the character (Clarion & Dumesnil 

1970). The issue was not decided as both women held their positions throughout the 

argument and never wavered. 

 

Perhaps the strongest advocate for acting as representation without feeling was the 

encyclopaedist Denis Diderot. Diderot’s work on the subject, The Paradox of Acting, argues 

that in order to move an audience, the actor must remain unmoved (Diderot 1957). Though 

neither an actor nor theatre professional himself, Diderot used the English actor David Garrick 

as an example of his contention (Cole & Chinoy 1970, p.132). According to theatre historians 

Toby Cole and Helen Chinoy: 
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The problem of emotional identification is touched on in these words ascribed to 
Garrick: “…that a man was incapable of becoming an actor who was not absolutely 
independent of the circumstances calculated to excite emotion adding that, for his own 
part, he could speak to a post with the same feelings and expression as to the loveliest 
Juliet under heaven. (Cole & Krich Chinoy 1970a, p.132) 
 

There are many instances that demonstrate Garrick’s reputation for skilful representation 

without feeling – one story relates that he ‘entertained a group of people by letting his face 

run through the whole gamut of passions without personal emotion’ (Cole & Krich Chinoy 

1970a, p.132). This suggests that there were major actors who agreed with Diderot’s thesis. 

Indeed, later actors, such as the famed French actor Benoit Constant Coquelin were avid 

exponents of Diderot’s theories, stating emphatically that ‘art is, I repeat, not identification, 

but representation’ (Coquelin 1970, p.199). Later still, the American actor David Belasco 

advocated that actors observe themselves under extreme emotional conditions and that the 

actor’s intelligence ‘applies itself to creation of a perfect mental picture or record of them, and 

then to the reproduction and delicate exaggeration of them by means of all the artistic 

mechanism it has mastered and formulated’ (Belasco 1970, p.582). It should be noted, 

however, that the emotionalist/anti-emotionalist dichotomy was neither binary nor rigid. 

Garrick, for example, in personal correspondence,  differentiated between ‘a great genius and 

a good actor’, indicating that ‘the first will always realize the feelings of his character, and be 

transported beyond himself’ (Garrick 1970, p.137). This indicates that whatever personal 

approach to acting Garrick took, he recognized and indeed admired as geniuses those actors 

who could feel their character’s feelings. 

 

The emotionalist position, favouring divided consciousness was re-championed in the 

nineteenth century, first by English actor Henry Irving: 

Has not the actor who can thus make his feelings a part of his art an advantage over the 
actor who never feels, but who makes his observations solely from the feelings of 
others? It is necessary to this art that the mind should have, as it were, a double 
consciousness, in which all the emotions proper to the occasion may have full swing, 
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while the actor is all the time on the alert for every detail of his method. It may be that 
his playing will be more spirited one night than another. But the actor who combines the 
electric force of a strong personality with a mastery of the resources of his art must have 
a greater power over his audience than the passionless actor who gives a most artistic 
simulation of the emotions he never experiences. (Irving 1970, p.357) 
 

In fact, Irving and Coquelin engaged in a protracted public debate on the issue of whether the 

actor should feel the character’s emotions. The English critic and author William Archer 

attempted to settle the question by surveying the professional actors of his time. His 

conclusion, published as Masks or Faces?, is a rebuke of Diderot’s paradox and unequivocally 

argues that actors both do and should experience the emotions of their characters, but that 

divided consciousness enables them to maintain control over their performances (Archer 

1957). Many practitioners agreed with Archer including the major French director and 

pedagogue, Jacques Copeau (Copeau 1970a; Copeau 1970b), French actor Louis Jouvet (Jouvet 

1970), Italian master Tommaso Salvini (Salvini 1970), and American actor Joseph Jefferson 

(Jefferson 1970). 

 

Stanislavsky recognizes division of the actor’s consciousness and describes it: ‘One half of you 

is moving towards the Supertask, the Through-action, the Subtext, mental images, the creative 

state, and the other half is concerned with your psychotechnique’ (Stanislavski 2010b, p.456). 

He does not see this division as problematic. On the contrary, he argues that divided 

consciousness helps actors if they get lost by allowing their psychotechnique to guide them 

back to the performance they are meant to give (Stanislavski 2010b, p.457). Stanislavski 

further suggests that divided consciousness enables actors to more artfully craft their roles, 

arguing that ‘as we develop a role we have to bear in mind two perspectives, one belonging to 

the role, the other to the actor himself. Hamlet must not know his fate at the end of his life, but 

the artist must see the whole perspective the whole time, otherwise he will not be able to 

order, colour, shade and shape the different parts’(Stanislavski 2010b, p.460, italics in original). 
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In this manner, Stanislavsky echoes the earliest thinking about divided consciousness: it is 

essentially a question of the actor’s ability to feel the character’s emotions and control them 

with craft (in Stanislavsky’s terminology, psychotechnique). 

 

Other Manifestations of Divided Consciousness 

Divided consciousness is not, however, limited to merely a debate about emotional 

identification. Returning to Coquelin, one of Diderot’s champions, reveals that even anti-

emotionalists recognized divided consciousness as a precondition of acting: 

The actor must have a double personality. He has his first self, which is the player, and 
his second self, which is the instrument. The first self conceives the person to be 
created, or rather – for the conception belongs to the author – he sees him such as he 
was formed by the author, whether he be Tartuffe, Hamlet, Arnolphe, or Romeo, and 
the being that he sees is represented by his second self. This dual personality is the 
characteristic of the actor. (Coquelin 1970, p.192) 
 

Here an avowed anti-emotionalist recognizes divided consciousness, but re-contextualizes it. 

Division of consciousness is not viewed as a question of character emotion and the actor’s 

craft, but via the metaphor of player and instrument. This re-contextualization suggests that 

divided consciousness, while traditionally viewed as a question of emotion, is a much deeper 

part of the actor’s process and anticipates twentieth century thinking on the matter. 

Brecht, for example, seems to eliminate divided consciousness in the actor through his Epic 

Theatre theories: 

The actor does not let himself be transformed into the man he presents so that nothing 
of himself is left. He is not Lear, Harpagon, or the good soldier Schweik – he is “showing” 
them to an audience. He brings their words forward, and that as genuinely as possible. 
He indicates their way of living as well as his knowledge of men permits. But he does not 
delude himself (and therewith others) into the belief that he has completely 
transformed himself. (Brecht 1970, p.309) 
 

However, conversations with members of Brecht’s theatre company, the Berliner Ensemble, 

show a more complicated relationship. In an interview edited by Brecht, the following 

exchange occurs between the interviewer and Therese Giehse: 
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Question: If you want to portray a certain character, how do you work yourself into the 
part? What do you do? Aren’t there two things here, and aren’t they contradictory? 
First, you make yourself over into a character and identify completely with it. Second, 
you want to criticize it. But at that moment you no longer fully understand it; you no 
longer identify with it. Isn’t that a contradiction? 
Answer: I think one needs both processes. (Giehse 1970, p.317) 

 
This indicates that division of consciousness was a feature of Brecht’s work, the division 

existing to allow the actor to inhabit the role and comment on it simultaneously. Brecht’s 

performance aims were to provoke judgement in the audience, rather than empathy. To 

achieve this required a re-contextualization of divided consciousness that would allow 

simultaneous inhabitation of the role and comment on it. Consciousness is still divided, but 

along different lines. 

 

The many forms divided consciousness takes in various performance practices is indicative that 

this concept (like the concept of pre-agreed-upon performance structures) is fluid. 

Furthermore (and as will be shown later), the notion of an oppositional binary between 

divided consciousness and unified consciousness is a reductive oversimplification. As with pre-

agreed-upon performance structures, the extremes of fully divided consciousness and fully 

unified consciousness are unattainable. It is perhaps more accurate to consider, in light of the 

various manifestations of divided consciousness discussed above, performance as operating in 

the space between these two unreachable extremes, tending toward one or the other 

depending on the performance paradigm in operation. 

 

Outcome of Flow Criticism on Identification-Oriented Practice 

These brief examinations, first of pre-agreed-upon performance structures and second of 

divided consciousness, suggest that while both are key, almost implicit concepts in acting 

practice, their deployment and definition are often modified according to the specific aesthetic 

and artistic needs of a practitioner. To these, I now offer my own use of the terms. Given the 
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multitudinous forms pre-agreed-upon performance structure might take, I suggest that any 

planned performance output whose purpose is to communicate a specific and pre-chosen 

meaning to an audience may be categorized as a pre-agreed-upon performance structure, 

regardless of its form or content. Similarly, to divided consciousness’s multiplicity of 

interpretations, I add one rooted in flow theory: divided consciousness may be seen as a 

schism between two dimensions of flow: clear goals and immediate feedback, with goals 

existing within the fiction of the performance and belonging to the character and feedback 

existing outside it, belonging to the actor. 

 

Flow criticism has therefore unearthed an underlying conflict between the desire to 

communicate specific meaning and the desire to facilitate actor-character merger. If flow 

theory suggests this tension is problematic (and I believe it does), how might it be resolved? A 

potential solution is offered by flow theory’s definition of the sense of control (one of flow’s 

nine dimensions). While at first glance a pre-agreed-upon performance structure appears to 

fulfil the sense of control dimension present in a flow experience (the flow experience is, after 

all ‘typically described as involving a sense of control – or, more precisely, as lacking the sense 

of worry about losing control that is typical in many situations of normal life’ (M. 

Csikszentmihalyi 1990, p.59)). In reality, it hinders this dimension. Csikszentmihalyi observes 

that what is essential is ‘the possibility, rather than actuality, of control’ (M. Csikszentmihalyi 

1990, p.60, italics in original). He adds:  

What people enjoy is not the sense of being in control, but the sense of exercising 
control in difficult situations. It is not possible to experience a feeling of control unless 
one is willing to give up the safety of protective routines. Only when a doubtful outcome 
is at stake, and one is able to influence that outcome, can a person really know whether 
she [sic] is in control. (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1990, p.61, italics in original) 

 
When pre-agreed-upon performance structures are used, the outcome is not in doubt and 

flow is hindered. It therefore appears that in addition to dividing consciousness by introducing 
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a schism between clear goals and immediate feedback, pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures inhibit the potential to exercise control by introducing protective routine. In fact, it 

could be argued that a pre-agreed-upon performance structure actually reorganizes the 

challenge-skill relationship: it might initially feature high challenge and demand high skill, but 

as it is rehearsed, the challenge of executing it diminishes with repetition, leading to a 

situation where actors’ skills exceed the challenges presented to them by the structure. From 

the actors’ perspective, executing the structure might become a moderate or even low 

challenge activity that they meet with high skill, resulting in non-flow experiential states: 

control or boredom. A similar situation has been shown to occur with professional dancers, 

where overfamiliarity with a piece leads to a similar reorganization of challenges and skills, 

making flow harder to attain (Hefferon & Ollis 2006, p.149). This suggests that pre-agreed-

upon performance structures are doubly problematic from a flow perspective: they create 

conditions for divided consciousness and inhibit several other flow dimensions. 

 

This conclusion prompts further questions: why not minimize pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures, pushing performance as far toward structure-free as possible? Can theatre be 

created in this way? These seemingly simple questions open territory in rehearsal and 

performance practice. The practice leading this research attempts to explore and work within 

this emergent territory and will be traced, documented and analysed in future chapters. 

Before this discussion may commence, however, the methodology underpinning this research 

requires examination. 
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Chapter Two: Methodology 
 
Thus far this dissertation has focused on analysis of existing rehearsal processes and practices. 

Its principle contributions to knowledge, however, are practical developments to rehearsal and 

performance practice. While this concern with practice suggests that a practice-led 

methodology is most appropriate, deeper and more careful consideration is required.  

 

The field in which this research operates presents significant methodological challenges which 

must be addressed to ensure it is conducted with the appropriate level of rigour and discipline. 

Specifically, these challenges include questions concerning the research’s generalizability, 

replicability and evaluability. This chapter will begin by analysing each of these questions in 

turn. Then, in light of this analysis, the type of knowledge sought by this research and the 

limits of its expression within traditional qualitative and quantitative methodological 

paradigms is examined, leading to the assertion that a practice-led approach is, in fact, most 

suitable. Next, the methodological framework employed throughout this research will be 

explicated, focusing on both conceptual and practical considerations. Finally, the specific 

methods used for data gathering and evidence generation will be examined and justified. 

 

Methodological Challenges 

The First Challenge: Generalizability 

Any research involving theatre practice faces a significant difficulty: there is neither a uniform 

conception of an approach to theatrical performance, nor is there agreement regarding its 

function: differing artistic values shape both what and how a theatre artist creates. It stands to 

reason, therefore, that while one artist might gain insights, ideas and practices from another 

who works with a radically different conception of what performance is, the notion that all 
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practice can generalize appropriately across all theatrical performance paradigms is 

questionable.  

 

Differences in artistic values do not exist merely on the level of performance paradigm, but 

also among individual directors when they explicate their conception of their role and practice. 

Clurman views the director as overseer of the production with multifaceted knowledge 

enabling appropriate decisions to be made: 

Direction is a job, a craft, a profession, and at best, an art. The director must be an 
organizer, a teacher, a politician, a psychic detective, a lay analyst, a technician, a 
creative being. Ideally, he [sic] should know literature (drama), acting, the psychology of 
the actor, the visual arts, music, history, and above all, he [sic] must understand people. 
He [sic] must inspire confidence. All of which means he [sic] must be a “great lover.” 
(Clurman 1972, p.14) 

 
In Clurman’s conception, the director sits atop the theatrical hierarchy and communicates with 

all other rehearsal and performance participants in their specific languages through his/her 

varied knowledge. This suggests a particular way of working which, though cooperative and 

benevolent, is director-centric. By contrast, Anne Bogart’s practice is more collaborative and 

open and she indicates that for her ‘directing is about feeling, about being in the room with 

other people; with actors, with designers with an audience. It is about having a feel for time 

and space, about breathing, and responding fully to the situation at hand, being able to plunge 

and encourage a plunge into the unknown at the right moment’ (Bogart 2001, p.85). While 

Bogart’s conception shares an element of synthesis with Clurman’s, she views her function as 

more present and responsive, and additionally, focuses on the idea of leading through example 

in her discussion of the ‘plunge into the unknown’. Alfreds further advances the notion of 

director as collaborator, indicating that ‘in the ideal situation, directors and actors come 

together, not hierarchically with the director descending from above toward a group of eagerly 

uplifted faces waiting for instruction, but meeting on the same plane’ (Alfreds 2007, pp.315–

316). Finally, Hauser and Reich advocate a more cautious role: the director is ‘the 
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obstetrician…not the parent of this child we call the play. [The director is] present at its birth 

for clinical reasons, like a doctor or a midwife. [The director’s] job most of the time is simply to 

do no harm’ (Hauser & Reich 2003, p.9, italics in original). Each of these examples points 

toward different artistic values. Clurman values knowledge and its application, Bogart working 

relationships, Alfreds an egalitarian ideal, and Hauser and Reich the avoidance of damage 

through overly strong assertions of directorial power. 

 

Instructively, values relating to the purpose of performance and values relating to direction 

may be variously combined. Alfreds and Bogart both emphasize a non-hierarchical approach to 

direction, but while Alfreds’s practice is rooted in identification through action and objective 

(Alfreds 2007) and therefore in psychological realism, Bogart works in a very different way, 

through Viewpoints, which she and director Tina Landau define as ‘a philosophy translated 

into a technique for (1) training performers; (2) building ensemble; and (3) creating movement 

for the stage’ and ‘a set of names given to certain principles of movement through time and 

space…[constituting] a language for talking about what happens onstage’ (Bogart & Landau 

2005, pp.7–8). Bogart and Landau argue that this approach offers ‘fresh ways of making 

choices onstage and generating action based on awareness of time and space in addition to or 

instead of psychology’ (Bogart & Landau 2005, p.17, emphasis added). It bears reiterating that 

these differences do not invalidate the working practices of Bogart or Alfreds (or indeed, any 

other director). Those who choose to explicate their process in a publicly disseminated manner 

offer potentially valuable knowledge and experience, but it is left to each individual to 

determine whether and to what extent he/she will adopt these practices. 

 

Even so, it is recognized that even a wholehearted acceptance of a particular set of values 

relating to performance and direction and the embrasure of an entire rehearsal system does 
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not ensure generalizability. There are more ephemeral forces in play. Mitchell offers an 

example of this. In her book, The Director’s Craft (a primer for directors), she offers ‘tools’ that 

may be used in rehearsal. However, she recognizes that ‘if ten different directors were to use 

these tools, the outcomes would be radically different’ (Mitchell 2007, p.1). This points to a 

more ineffable variance in the rehearsal process: a director’s attitudes and proclivities will, 

even on an unconscious level, influence the outcome of rehearsal proceedings. In essence, 

potential differences exist on various conscious levels of thought about theatre craft, and on 

an unconscious level: no individual director’s process is fully transferable and each director 

and process is unique. Therefore, I cannot develop contributions to rehearsal and performance 

practice for another director as my work would be rooted in tangible, conscious elements of 

my practice, and intangible and unconscious elements. Moreover, while I can explore other 

practices in theory, once I begin to direct, the only practice I can engage with is my own. For 

this reason, I must concede that the contributions to rehearsal and performance practice 

developed in this research will be to some extent particular to me as practitioner – to my 

artistic values and unconscious biases, attitudes and proclivities – and this problematizes 

generalizing the developed approaches. 

 

The Second Challenge: Replicability 

Even if it is accepted that the practices produced by this research do not generalize, there is no 

guarantee that the results of this research will be replicable by anyone as creating a piece of 

theatre brings together numerous people collaboratively. Each individual offers unique and 

irreplaceable skills, serving a function that no other member of the ensemble or production 

team can. Admittedly, people can be replaced – a role might be recast, for example – but the 

numerous functions within the rehearsal and performance process – actors, designers, 

technicians, the director – must all be fulfilled. This cannot be done by one person, no matter 
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how talented. A director cannot simultaneously stage a play, act all the roles, stage manage 

and run the lights. Though historically (according to Krich Chinoy) theatre shifted away from a 

writer- or actor- centric art form becoming instead one in which the director had absolute 

artistic control (Krich Chinoy 1963, p.17) and even today the director is generally viewed as the 

artistic leader of a theatre production (Ionazzi 1992, p.21), the collaborative nature of theatre 

belies the notion that a director can maintain perfect control of a rehearsal outcome. Each 

individual participant in the rehearsal process exerts a unique influence, creating an 

extraordinary number of variables outside the director’s full control.  

 

This blending of directorial conceptions and approaches, and actors’, designers’ and 

technicians’ contributions leads to conditions where what is effective in one rehearsal cannot 

be guaranteed effective again. Similarly, the ineffective might become tremendously effective 

with different actors, scripts or production conditions. While this research focuses on 

developments in and contributions to rehearsal and performance practice, it must be 

acknowledged that simply fixing the developed practices as constants does not ensure 

replicability. Other variables still exist and changing even one of them – the director, the 

actors, or the text, for example – creates a fundamentally different and entirely new working 

context. The success or failure of the developed methodology in this new context can neither 

confirm nor deny the validity of the work it tries to replicate as too many other variables will 

have changed. In fact, even if the same director works the same piece of text with the same 

actors, consciously changing only the rehearsal methodology, the resulting differences cannot 

be attributed exclusively to changing the methodology variable as the actors and director 

cannot erase their previous experience. This experience is a key difference and an uncontrolled 

variable whose effect on the resulting work might be profound. Rehearsals are one-time 

occurrences which cannot be replicated, no matter how fastidiously a process is recreated. 
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The Third Challenge: Evaluability 

Given the preponderance of variables this research encounters, the possibility of precise 

experimentation is precluded. Any attempt to establish a causational relationship between 

controlled variables and outcomes is ultimately futile when effect can be documented, but 

cause can never conclusively be determined in light of the uncontrollable variables present in 

the rehearsal process. A positivist conception of the rehearsal process is therefore impossible. 

While a performed outcome could emerge from specific developments in rehearsal, the 

possibility also exists that the cause might be something entirely unrelated to the change in 

rehearsal approach, problematizing evaluation. That this research is in an artistic field presents 

another challenge: how might outcomes be evaluated when reaction to artistic work is 

subjective? If the work is evaluated on aesthetic criteria, can its efficacy or significance be 

conclusively determined? Who decides whether the work has value? What criteria should be 

used? Can evaluation of artistic research be anything other than subjective? 

 

The Epistemological Question 

Given these challenges, it is reasonable to consider whether this research is best served by 

practical engagement. Would not a theoretical approach offer more concrete outcomes? 

Perhaps, but while a type of understanding of rehearsal and performance practice might 

emerge from theoretical analysis, the history of theatre has shown that many key 

contributions to performance practice have not been led by theoretical approaches, but by 

direct engagement in rehearsal and performance practice itself. Stanislavsky (Stanislavski 

2010b; Stanislavski 2010a; Toporkov 2004), Meyerhold (Kubick 2002; Leach 1999; Pitches 

2003), Brecht (Brecht 1992; Mumford 2009) and Grotowski (Grotowski 1968; Grotowski 1968; 

Grotowski 1997a; Grotowski 1997c; Grotowski 1997b; Richards 1995; Richards 2008; Slowiak & 

Cuesta 2007), for example, were directly engaged in practice as actors, writers, directors or 
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some combination of roles. They all generated various theories about performance through 

practice which were subsequently disseminated. These and other historical precedents 

demonstrating the efficacy of this approach suggest that, whatever the difficulties, practice 

should be utilized as, at the very least, a tool in this research.  

 

Considering this, a question emerges: what type of knowledge is sought here? In spite of the 

numerous uncontrollable variables, there is one area on which I can exert considerable 

influence: the rehearsal process that I establish and execute. While efficacy cannot be 

established via a cause-effect model or through aesthetic evaluation, tacit and practical 

knowledge in this area can still be developed. Estelle Barrett, an advocate for practice-led 

research supports this claim, suggesting that ‘since creative arts research is often motivated by 

emotional, personal and subjective concerns, it operates not only on the basis of explicit and 

exact knowledge, but also on that of tacit knowledge’ (Barrett 2010, p.4). This in itself is 

difficult given social scientist Donald A. Schön’s assertion that ‘practical knowledge exists, but 

it does not fit neatly into Positivist categories. We cannot readily treat it as a form of 

descriptive knowledge of the world, nor can we reduce it to the analytic schemas of logic and 

mathematics’ (Schön 2003, p.33). Given these conditions, how well suited are traditional 

quantitative and qualitative methodological frameworks to this research? 

 

The Limits of Quantitative Methodologies 

Quantitative research requires researcher detachment and demands replicable results (Davies 

2007, p.27). As has already been demonstrated, this research cannot be carried out if I am 

detached from the practice and replicability is impossible as some rehearsal conditions cannot 

be recreated. In addition, ‘quantitative research generates statistics through the use of large-

scale survey research, using methods such as questionnaires or structured interviews’ (Dawson 
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2009, p.15) and ‘the ultimate goal is to isolate principles which allow for a generalization of 

findings and the formulation of invariable laws’ (Haseman 2006, p.98). Quantitative research 

would be ideally suited to understand, at the global level, what might be happening in 

rehearsal processes. Though potentially valuable, this information does not successfully 

address the practical concerns of this research: how contributions to rehearsal and 

performance practice might be developed. Finally, quantitative research expresses its results 

‘as a quantity or amount, for example, in numbers, graphs or formulas’ (Schwandt 2007, 

p.251). The practical knowledge sought by this research cannot be contained in this way. 

 

The Limits of Qualitative Methodologies 

Qualitative research, by contrast, allows more freedom: it ‘explores attitudes, behaviour and 

experiences’ (Dawson 2009, p.14) with a narrower focus and greater depth: it is suited to 

interpreting situations (Davies 2007, p.26). While this takes into account the subjectivity that 

accompanies the variables of the rehearsal process, qualitative research ‘aims to understand 

the meaning of human action’ (Schwandt 2007, p.248, italics in original) – it explains why 

things happen rather than (in this case) how practice might be developed. Moreover, 

qualitative research generates ‘data in the form of words’ (Schwandt 2007, p.248) which again, 

are insufficient in themselves to capture the practical knowledge sought. 

 

This insufficiency has been commented on by proponents of practice-led research, such as 

Brad Haseman (a leader in the field) who argues that qualitative and quantitative 

methodologies ‘fail to meet the needs of an increasing number of practice-led researchers, 

especially in the arts, media and design’ (Haseman 2006, p.98). Haseman proposes 

‘performative’ research, a third category that ‘is aligned with many of the values of qualitative 
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research but is nonetheless distinct from it’ as a corrective and viable alternative in practice-

led arts research to the traditional qualitative and quantitative paradigms. 

 

Adoption of Practice-Led Research 

Showing that quantitative and qualitative methodologies are unsuitable does not imply that a 

practice-led approach is most suitable. A closer examination of practice-led research, however, 

does. First and foremost, practice-led research embraces the subjectivity of this research 

situation. Artist and researcher Carole Gray suggests that this subjectivity is necessarily 

acknowledged, particularly in the arts and that ‘we recognize the involvement and interaction 

of the researcher with the research material and context – real situations which are usually 

complex and changing, requiring flexibility, responsiveness and improvisation’ (Gray 2006, 

p.6). She further explores the researcher/practitioner duality allowing that ‘if the practitioner 

is also the researcher tensions arise in the apparent duality of the role – subjectivity versus 

objectivity, internal versus external, doing versus thinking and writing, intuition versus logic’ 

(Gray 1996, p.7), however, she argues that ‘these polarities can be seen as outdated modernist 

simplifications’ and that ‘everyone knows that in a complex, changing postpostmodern world 

nothing is black and white, everything is grey!’ (Gray 1996, p.7). Gray’s argument is that the 

relationship between practitioner and researcher is not fixed and oppositional, but fluid, and 

that ‘the practitioner-researcher does not wear two alternate hats, but one hat which 

integrates or at least allows difference to co-exist’ (Gray 1996, p.7). The merger of researcher 

and practitioner necessary in this research is part of the ethos of practice-led research. 

Moreover, Gray contends that the practice-led research paradigm does not require 

generalizability or repeatability, but instead that ‘the learning from it can be made accessible 

and possibly transferable in principle (probably not specifics) so as to be useful to others’ (Gray 

2006, p.6, emphasis added). This type of knowledge transfer is uniquely suited to research into 
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rehearsal practices, which cannot be replicated exactly. Finally, Haseman argues that practice-

led arts research is usually ‘expressed in nonnumeric data, but in forms of symbolic data other 

than words in discursive text. These include material forms of practice, of still and moving 

images, of music and sound, of live action and digital code’ (Haseman 2006, p.103, emphasis 

added). The practice-led research paradigm allows for expression of the research in forms 

uniquely suited to the area of inquiry. It should be noted, however, that selecting practice-led 

research as a methodological paradigm does not fully address the issues surrounding this 

research. 

 

Methodological Framework 

Influence of Action Research 

While practice-led research in the arts has arguably existed in the academy since 1978, when 

the first PhD was awarded (Gray 2006, p.4), its definition remains broad. Gray defines practice-

led research as ‘research initiated in practice and carried out through practice’ (Gray 1996, 

p.1). Though clear, there is no prescribed methodology within her definition or indeed within 

practice-led research itself. Instead, ‘a characteristic of ‘artistic’ methodology is a pluralist 

approach and use of a multi-method technique, tailored to the individual project’ (Gray 1996, 

p.15, emphasis added). In fact, Haseman asserts that ‘practice-led research is a complex and 

evolving research strategy and there is no one “cookie-cutter” template…that can be applied 

across disciplines and projects’ (Haseman 2010, p.154). In the absence of prescribed 

approaches, practice-led research tends to draw on a number of different research traditions, 

adapting them to suit specific, project-oriented needs (Haseman 2010, p.154; Gray 2006, p.5). 

This research adopts such an approach, drawing first and foremost on action research. 
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Action research is ‘a form of enquiry that enables practitioners in every job and walk of life to 

investigate and evaluate their work. They ask, ‘What am I doing? Do I need to improve 

anything? If so, what? How do I improve it? Why should I improve it?’’ (McNiff & Whitehead 

2011, p.7). Of particular importance is the distinction McNiff and Whitehead draw between it 

and other forms of research. In action research, the researcher does not attempt to remove 

him/herself from the object of inquiry under the pretext of objectivity, but instead is an active 

participant attempting to understand how to improve or develop his/her practice (McNiff & 

Whitehead 2011, p.8). This immediately places it on methodological ground sympathetic with 

practice-led research. Action research embraces researcher participation in an attempt to 

answer practical ‘how’ questions from which provisional (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, p.35), 

‘living’ theory emerges (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, p.15). The aim is not to offer a prescriptive 

way of doing something, but instead to explicate the theory that developed and in so doing, 

offer an account from which others may learn (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, p.189). These 

features are particularly complementary to the territory of this research. Given the already 

discussed particularity of individual practice, all knowledge developed by this research of new 

approaches to rehearsal and performance practice should be considered provisional – each 

new rehearsal or performance attempt will require adaptation, modification or wholesale 

change in the practices developed in order to function under each unique rehearsal 

circumstance. Similarly, this research cannot offer a prescriptive way of rehearsing and 

performing, as the developments to practice are situated within the individual scenarios of the 

projects undertaken in this research. It can, however explicate the theory behind the 

developing practice and offer an account other practitioners might be able to utilize in their 

own work.  
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Additionally, action research offers a unique approach to evaluation, requiring that the 

researcher articulate specific values meant to underpin the practice being studied. Data 

collected may then be analysed to determine the degree the practitioner and practice ‘live’ 

those values (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, pp.152–153). This enables action research projects to 

undertake specific enquiry and rigorously evaluate the research outcomes and efficacy in areas 

where subjectivity would normally preclude it, addressing another issue surrounding this 

research. 

 

It should be noted that action research has been most commonly undertaken in contexts such 

as ‘organisational management, community development, education and agriculture’ (Dawson 

2009, p.17). It is, however, often used in arts contexts. Haseman contends that many practice-

led arts research endeavours draw on the enquiry cycle of action research (Haseman 2010, 

p.154) and Barrett illustrates numerous parallels between action-based learning and creative 

arts enquiry (Barrett 2010, p.5). In fact, by one definition – proposed in a sports psychology 

context by Lynne Evans, Scott Fleming and Lew Hardy – this project is classifiable as action 

research. According to Evans et al, action research should feature: (1) the ‘intention and 

commitment to improving and/or solving practical problems’; (2) ‘an intervention’; (3 & 4) ‘a 

cycle of critical reflection and action’ and ‘praxis’. They also suggest action research is (5) 

‘systematic’; (6) ‘strategic’; (7) ‘collaborative’; (8) ‘empowering for the participants’; (9) 

‘conducted within a mutually acceptable ethical framework’; (10) employs ‘recognizable 

research methods’; (11) demonstrates ‘“conscious partiality” (i.e., an explicit awareness of the 

researcher’s own perspective[s])’; (12) communicates ‘findings to practitioners/researchers’ 

(Evans, Fleming, et al. 2000, p.299). This research can and does meet all of these criteria. It 

attempts to solve practical ‘problems’: minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures 

and divided consciousness. It features (as will be seen) an intervention through active 
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engagement in the rehearsal and performance process with these goals in mind as the 

outcome of a cycle of reflection, action and praxis. In its design it is systematic and strategic 

and by its very nature, working within a theatrical context, it is collaborative – actors are 

engaged not as subjects, but as participants informing the developing practices. It empowers 

its participants in two ways: first, by developing a process in which actors are not tasked with 

the dual function of merging with their characters and executing a performance structure, but 

instead are free to act and react based on what is actually occurring, actors are able to create 

their performance of their own volition each time they perform. Second, by engaging in 

concentrated exploration of process, actors are potentially empowered in their practice 

beyond their participation in this research: they are able to incorporate any exercises or 

procedures they find useful into their own repertoire of practice. The ethical framework has 

been assured through clearance granted by the Royal Conservatoire of Scotland’s Research 

Degrees Committee. Further, this project employs recognizable research methods which will 

be discussed in detail later in this chapter. As may be seen thus far, I have been careful to 

demonstrate and articulate awareness of my perspective in this project and to incorporate this 

awareness in an appropriate fashion. Finally, the choice to submit a multi-media pdf file which 

features analytic and documentary video (including a recording of a live sharing that 

demonstrated the rehearsal techniques developed) alongside photographs and written 

analysis communicates the research findings to other practitioners and researchers. It must be 

acknowledged that the rehearsal and performance process is an embodied one; therefore any 

attempt at communication of this knowledge that does not involve psychophysical 

engagement will be an imperfect translation, differentiating this research from Evans et al.’s 

definition of action research. However, the use of photographs, various types of video and 

more traditional analytic writing (drawing at times on both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches) offers a triangulated, integrated picture of the research that represents a best 
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attempt to capture an accurate translation of the tacit to the explicit, positioning this research 

within the practice-led research paradigm. 

 

There are further differences between this project and action research. First, I function as both 

researcher and practitioner in this project. This is not without precedent in action research 

projects (Evans, Hardy, et al. 2000, p.191), but a key distinction is that the problems of practice 

examined by this research are my own, rather than participants’. This modifies the level and 

manner of participant involvement. Where normally an action research participant would be 

involved in ‘all phases of planning, acting, observing and reflecting’ (Schwandt 2007, p.4), 

elements of planning have in this case been undertaken by me alone. In addition, while in 

some phases of the research project, actors’ function has been expanded beyond what is 

traditional in rehearsal to include reflection on and shaping of the developing practices 

(increasing their level of involvement), the research has still proceeded under rehearsal – and 

to a lesser extent performance – conditions. These conditions naturally divide responsibility: 

simply put, actors act and the director directs. For this reason, though participant involvement 

is potentially greater in this research than in traditional rehearsal conditions, it fluctuates 

according to the demands of particular research activities. 

 

Second, action research is generally concerned with ‘social problems’ (Schwandt 2007, p.3) 

and it follows that the values providing the evaluative framework of action research tend to be 

social and moral values (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, pp.28–39). While the rehearsal process is 

undeniably social, with ethical and moral issues arising frequently, it is a field of human 

creativity that foregrounds artistic aims, in this case preparing for public performance. As such, 

in this research the term ‘value’ is expanded beyond its sociological resonance to include the 

processual and artistic with relation to theatre craft. This research identifies the minimization 
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of pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness as key values meant to 

be lived by the working processes developed. While there are certainly traces of ethical, social 

and moral considerations, the concern of this research is the process by which theatrical 

performances are made. This is not to say that the ethical, social and moral issues should be 

ignored, merely that these implications are outside the scope of this investigation, which will 

develop the processes. Later work may be undertaken to more fully examine and analyse 

these implications. 

 

Finally, while action research generally employs ‘various types of research method’ (Dawson 

2009, p.17), these are usually drawn from the toolbox of established, quantitative and 

qualitative practices. By operating in a practice-led context, this research incorporates 

symbolic, non-verbal elements including practical rehearsal techniques and the performed 

outcomes of these techniques which are presented and analysed alongside other forms of data 

and evidence including interviews, surveys and reflective journals – a bricolage approach 

necessary to address and answer the research’s questions. 

 

Directorial Practice in Rehearsal Process Research 

Beyond practice-led and action research, there is one further influence on methodological 

decisions: my conception of directorial practice in the research process. Given the particularity 

and subjectivity of the research, any discussion of methodology should reference this 

conception, which I will now attempt to articulate. It should be noted that while I recognize 

the artistic decision-making that is inherently part of the directing process, the mechanics of 

this process – the director’s function in pre-production and in rehearsal – are most germane to 

an examination and discussion of research methodology. What follows is therefore is more 

66 
 



accurately described as my conception, particular to this research enquiry, of the director-

researcher.   

 

I envision the director-researcher’s practice as a tripartite process where each phase equally 

influences and is influenced by the others non-hierarchically. First, the director-researcher is 

the designer of rehearsal approaches: to direct, the director-researcher should know what will 

be done in rehearsal to bring a production to performance. While the design of rehearsal 

approaches is often undertaken consciously, it may also be tacit or instinctive: a director may 

have developed habitual approaches to the rehearsal process that are implemented 

unconsciously; specific approaches might be adopted in response to text. In this research, 

special emphasis is placed on ensuring that the practice of designing rehearsal processes is 

made both conscious and explicit, and it is recognized that this part of the directorial-research 

process is practice. Metaphorically, the director-researcher is an architect designing a building 

that is a rehearsal process.  

 

Second, the director-researcher is implementer of the rehearsal methodology. Once designed, 

the director-researcher works in the rehearsal room with actors and a production team to 

realize the production via the designed methodology. This is a more traditionally foregrounded 

element of directorial practice and it utilizes different skills and techniques than rehearsal 

process design. To continue the metaphor, the director-researcher here is the construction 

foreperson, supervising the building according to the architect’s plan.  

 

Third, the director-researcher engages in analysis after-the-fact in order to evaluate the 

processes developed and the practical execution of these processes. Here the role is more 

detached, as the director-researcher evaluates his/her work at a distance, but knowledge and 
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understanding of directorial practice is a key facilitator in this process. Finishing the metaphor, 

the director-researcher is the building inspector who ensures proper construction. The 

structure of this project follows my conception of the director-researcher’s practice. 

 

The Action Research Enquiry Cycle Re-Contextualized via Reflective Practice  

In this research, I fulfil the director-researcher’s tripartite roles as researcher/practitioner and 

in doing so create conditions in which these three roles exert complimentary influence on each 

other. My experience in the rehearsal room allows me to better formulate the rehearsal 

process design as ‘process architect’, and my experience designing the process enables me to 

modify the plan when serving as ‘foreperson’ in the execution of that plan based on what 

occurs with specific actors in unique and particular circumstances. My function as researcher 

enables me to critically examine my work as ‘architect’ and ‘foreperson’, informing future 

choices made in these roles. This conception in itself suggests and iterative, cyclical approach 

and as such, draws on the action research cycle.  

 

In action research, ‘many researchers organize their work and reports as a cycle of steps: 

observe – reflect – act – evaluate – modify’ (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, p.42) with evaluation 

and modification potentially leading another cycle (McNiff & Whitehead 2011, p.42). In this 

research, I have modified the steps of the action cycle, to incorporate Schön’s concept of 

‘reflection-in-action’ (Schön 2003). Schön indicates that while practitioners might ‘think back 

on a project they have undertaken, a situation they have lived through, and they explore the 

understandings they have brought to their handling of the case… they may also reflect on 

practice while they are in the midst of it. Here they reflect-in-action’ (Schön 2003, pp.61–62). 

This process differs from observation and analysis in several ways. 
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Rather than beginning with the observation of a problem or question to be reflected on, 

reflection-in-action begins by reframing an existing problem (Schön 2003, p.131), which 

creates a new context in which to investigate it. At this point, the practitioner ‘step[s] into the 

situation’ (Schön 2003, p.131), becoming an active participant rather than a detached 

observer. Then, an experiment is conducted ‘to discover the consequences and implications’ of 

the re-framed problem (Schön 2003, p.131). This experiment may occur in the real world, but 

may also be conducted in ‘a virtual world, a constructed representation of the real world of 

practice’ (Schön 2003, p.157). These virtual worlds are often used because ‘practitioners can 

suspend or control some of the everyday impediments to rigorous reflection-in action’ (Schön 

2003, p.162). The experiment is an attempt by the practitioner to make the situation work 

within the re-framed problem (Schön 2003, p.131). In this process, ‘the situation talks back 

[and] the practitioner listens, and as he [sic] appreciates what he [sic] hears, he [sic] reframes 

the situation once again’ (Schön 2003, pp.131–132). Schön argues that in this case ‘the 

practice situation is neither clay to be molded at will nor an independent, self-sufficient object 

of study from which the inquirer keeps his distance’ (Schön 2003, p.150), but instead, the 

relationship is ‘transactional’ where the practitioner shapes the situation, but also allows 

his/her conceptions to be shaped by it (Schön 2003, pp.150–151). Finally, the process is 

completed ‘by the production of changes one finds on the whole satisfactory, or by the 

discovery of new features which give the situation new meaning and change the nature of the 

questions to be explored’ (Schön 2003, p.151). 

 

In this research, though I do observe and reflect on existing rehearsal and performance 

practice (see Chapter One), I also engage in the first component of directorial-research 

practice as I conceive it: architecting a rehearsal process. This begins by reframing the 

‘problem’ of rehearsal. Rather than asking how rehearsal might most effectively discover and 
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then communicate interpretation of performance text through a structuring process, I ask how 

rehearsal and performance practice might operate in the territory opened by proposing the 

minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures. Owing to my experience as both 

actor and director, I am able to enter what Schön would call a ‘virtual world’ – in this case, a 

virtual rehearsal room – in which I may experiment with potential practices as a rehearsal 

process architect through reflection-in-action. The first two steps of the action research cycle 

(‘observe’ and ‘reflect’) are replaced with reflection-in-action in the directorial practice of 

rehearsal process design. 

 

It should be noted that the tacit nature of my virtual rehearsal room problematizes my ability 

to document the reflection-in-action step. In Schön’s examples of reflection-in-action, two 

practitioners are discussed, an architecture teacher and a psychiatric residency supervisor 

(Schön 2003, pp.76–127). In both cases, they are able to undertake reflection-in-action 

through media specific to their practice (drawing and speaking) (Schön 2003, pp.157–160). 

Schön is assisted in his presentation and analysis in that he can transcribe conversations and 

reprint drawings, offering him a window into the reflection-in-action process. He is further 

aided by the fact that both of these examples occur as dialogues between student and teacher. 

In this research, documentation is not so simple. My reflection-in-action does not occur in 

conversation, nor are the materials of my practice – embodied rehearsal techniques and 

processes – readily transferable to the page. The reflection is neither wholly verbal nor wholly 

visual, but an attempt to work out how an interaction between actor and process might 

function based on my experiences as actor and director. There is no transcript to be analysed; 

there are no drawings to examine. Instead, this tacit process is translated into a written line of 

reasoning represented by reflective discourse with acting theory and rehearsal practice in the 

form of established rehearsal and performance systems and my own practice developed 
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through over ten years’ experience. The evidence of the research is this discourse leading to 

the developed practice itself, but it is incomplete and propositional, requiring examination in a 

real-world rehearsal context. As such, in documenting this phase, I attempt to demonstrate 

the line of reasoning, beginning with the reframing of the problem as described above, moving 

into the virtual rehearsal room where experimentation takes place and culminating in 

provisional rehearsal techniques to be tested and developed in the real world. 

 

Due to the previously discussed variables, a rehearsal approach may be designed and planned 

via a reflection-in-action process in a virtual rehearsal room, but once this approach is placed 

in a real-world context, it is subject to unforeseen, unaccounted for influences. It is impossible 

to know the effect a designed rehearsal process will have until it is actually implemented. My 

role therefore changes to accommodate the second component of directorial-research 

practice: implementing the rehearsal process. Making this transition moves the research into 

the ‘act’ step of the action research cycle. It is significant, however, that the act is itself a form 

of analysis – it is an attempt to test and develop the work that emerged from the reflection-in-

action phase. In a sense, the implementation of the designed rehearsal in a practical context is 

analysis-through-practice. The designed approaches are tested, modified or abandoned 

according to variables – conditions, problems and participant contributions – that are 

unforeseeable in the previous phase’s virtual world. At first glance, this may seem like another 

form of reflection-in-action, and there are similarities: in both cases, reflection is occurring 

during engagement with the practice itself; the situation can and does talk back. Here, 

however, there is a hypothesis being tested: the theory of practice that emerges from the 

virtual rehearsal room. Analysis-through-practice does not attempt to start over in the real-

world rehearsal room; it focuses on making this theory of practice fit with real-world rehearsal 

conditions. The practice is not created anew, but modified in ways necessary to make it work 
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in a specific and individual rehearsal context. The process of modification and development in 

this research is highly collaborative, incorporating my own insights as director as well those of 

the actors. Principally, these are documented through interviews, video recording and analysis, 

my reflective journal and photography. 

 

Once the practical implementation of the rehearsal process is complete, post-mortem 

reflection-on-action is undertaken, involving a more detailed examination of my reflective 

journal, interviews with actors, survey data and video documentation, offering a triangulated, 

three hundred sixty degree picture of the developing practice. The goal of this reflection-on-

action is to determine both the degree of success the rehearsal processes had in supporting a 

rehearsal and performance practice operating within the territory opened by the minimization 

of pre-agreed-upon performance structures and to examine the ramifications of working 

under this reframing of the rehearsal ‘problem’. It also attempts to determine whether the 

approaches developed in the virtual rehearsal room are compatible with the particular and 

individual conditions of the real-world rehearsal process on which it was tested. If 

incompatibility is detected, it aims to generate theories about why this incompatibility existed. 

This corresponds with the ‘evaluate’ step of the action research cycle. This process will 

undoubtedly reveal both successes and failures in the analysis-through-practice step. Through 

reflection-on-action, potential improvements may be determined as outcomes which lead to 

future reflection-in-action as rehearsal process architect, allowing a cyclical iterative process. 

 

In summation, the action research cycle – ‘observe – reflect – act – evaluate – modify’ has 

been modified for this research into a three-step cycle: 
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1. Reflection-in-Action (as rehearsal process architect) 

2. Analysis-through-Practice (as rehearsal process implementer) 

3. Reflection-on-Action (as researcher) 

 

 

Research Methods 

As discussed above, time spent in the virtual and real-world rehearsal room is a principal 

research method in this enquiry. However, documenting and explicating what occurred across 

all phases of the research requires additional methods. The particularity and subjectivity 

inherent in this research and already discussed complicates documentation and analysis as no 

single method can accurately convey what occurred in the practical components of this 

research, consisting as it does of innumerable variables and the participating actors’ subjective 

experiences as well as my own. Recognizing this, a variety of methods – including interviews, 

surveys, video recording and analysis and reflective journaling – are used to generate the 

fullest and most accurate picture possible of the developing practice. Additionally, these 

methods facilitate the evaluative mechanism of this research, which is comprised of two major 

facets. First, drawing on action research, I articulate specific values and track whether the 

developed processes live those values. The previous chapter introduced these values: the 

Figure Two: The traditional action research cycle (left) converted to the modified cycle (right) 
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minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness. The 

fulfilment of flow’s nine dimensions, thereby improving flow-potentiality, is a secondary, 

supporting value examined to test the validity of the hypothesis advanced by this research – if 

correct, flow experiences should be supported. The data gathered in practical research 

components will therefore be analysed as part of reflection-on-action to determine whether 

the work was living those values. Individually, each adopted research method features 

weaknesses (which will be discussed in turn), but when used in combination, a triangulated 

picture of the process emerges in which subjective experience captured qualitatively is related 

to practice-led developments in the emerging rehearsal process and supported by analysis of 

the performed exegesis, mitigating the weaknesses of individual methods. 

 

 

Interviews 

This research attempts to develop rehearsal and performance practices that operate 

effectively within the territory opened by minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures. Efficacy of a rehearsal and performance process is inherently subjective and 

Triangulated 
Research 
Process 

Subjective 
Experience 

Rehearsal 
Process 

Performed 
Exegesis 

Figure Three: The triangulated research process 
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individual; each participant has his/her own opinion about how effective a rehearsal process is 

based on their experience of it. As such, any attempt at evaluating the developing practices 

requires a window into actors’ subjective experience. Interviews are best suited to obtaining 

this type of information as they attempt ‘to understand the world from the subjects’ point of 

view, to unfold the meaning of their experiences’ (Kvale & Brinkman 2008, p.1). The 

interviews, occurring both during and after the rehearsal period for projects, attempted to 

gain insight into whether the developing processes were effective (in the actors’ estimation) as 

rehearsal technique. Did they feel prepared for a public performance? Were they comfortable 

performing the material? Did the process seem to them to develop the work in a productive 

and supportive way? Those interviews conducted during the rehearsal period of the projects 

served an additional function: they helped to generate new theories about the developing 

practice – knowledge which fed directly into its evolution. In this sense, the interviews offered 

actors a chance to go beyond discussion of their experience of what might or might not have 

worked in their estimation, to engagement in theorizing about how the process might be 

improved. Many developments emerged from this portion of the interview process. 

 

Additionally, in attempting to test the hypothesis that the minimization of pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures would bring the developing practice more in line with flow theory, I 

attempted to understand through the interview process whether and how participating actors 

experienced flow (or its constituent dimensions) and what, in their estimation, either helped 

or hindered this experience. 

 

Addressing these needs required semi-structured interviews, enabling specific data to be 

gathered while simultaneously allowing the actors to shape the interview conversation around 

issues they felt were important which could not be known in advance. This presents a fuller 
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picture of the actors’ experience of rehearsal and performance and allows them to discuss 

their own views of how the process succeeded or failed. The openness of the interview 

structure, combined with the examination of a rehearsal process in continual flux and under 

development necessitated that the interviews be conducted by someone with full knowledge 

of what occurred in rehearsal. Simultaneously, the interviewer required a thorough 

understanding of theoretical principles underlying the rehearsal process, many of these 

extending beyond the realm of acting or directing techniques into flow theory and positive 

psychology. As the only person available versed in both the practical reality of the developing 

processes and their theoretical underpinnings, I conducted the interviews myself. It must be 

acknowledged that the inherent power dynamics of the director-actor relationship introduced 

the possibility of biasing the interviews through the actors’ desire to report positive 

information. To address this potential bias, steps were taken within the interview process to 

minimize it. These steps varied depending on the situation and will be discussed in detail for 

each case. The possibility also existed that actors would be uncomfortable offering negative 

feedback on a rehearsal or performance process, fearing that this might lead them to develop 

a reputation for being ‘difficult’. To combat this, all actors’ names have been replaced by 

pseudonyms in this dissertation. Finally, bias was addressed through the triangulation of data 

sources and methods already discussed. 

 

The lack of firm structure combined with the several demands on the interviews necessitated a 

bricolage approach to interview analysis. While this is in keeping with the spirit of the 

methodological bricolage already present in this research, it has also been observed that ‘this 

eclectic form of generating meaning – through a multiplicity of ad hoc methods and conceptual 

approaches – is a common mode of interview analysis, contrasting with more systematic 

analytic modes and techniques such as categorization and conversation analysis’ (Kvale & 
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Brinkman 2008, p.233). The technique of analysis, therefore, changed depending on which 

function was being attended to. It should be stressed that the techniques referenced in this 

discussion are not meant to indicate an orthodox approach, but rather to indicate the direction 

in which the interview analysis moved to accommodate the questions being examined. 

 

Understanding of the actors’ experience of the developing process could not be categorized in 

advance. It was impossible to know how actors (all of whom were accustomed to utilizing 

some form of pre-agreed-upon performance structure) would respond in the rehearsal room. 

Themes emerging from the interviews were developed and categorized inductively and 

examined qualitatively. Theories developed through this analysis are therefore highly 

provisional, serving more as indicators of possible avenues of exploration as the interview 

population was limited to only those actors who participated directly in the developing 

rehearsal and performance processes. The analysis of theories about the developing practice 

generated by the actors was more pragmatic and practical and tended to occur within the 

process itself. They were quite literally analysed through practice in the analysis-through-

practice stage of the research, a process documented through discussion of the development 

of the practice into its current form. Finally, the attempt to understand whether and to what 

degree participating actors experienced flow is served through more readily available 

categorization in the form of the nine dimensions of flow. Moreover, once actors were given a 

clear understanding of the flow experience, the question of whether they felt they 

experienced flow was also valid. Attempting to grasp whether and to what degree flow was 

experienced by the actors (in their opinions) was therefore best facilitated through the use of 

content analysis. According to interview experts Stenier Kvale and Svend Brinkman, this type of 

categorical coding of meaning makes discussion of the frequency of themes possible (Kvale & 

Brinkman 2008, p.203). 
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While this bricolage approach to interview analysis offered the benefit of extracting various 

forms of knowledge from the interviews, it could be argued that the eclecticism had the 

potential to diminish methodological rigour. Hence the use of additional data gathering 

methods. 

 

Survey 

Understanding the experience of flow in the participating actors was supported via the use of 

Sports Psychologists Susan A. Jackson’s and Robert Eklund’s Event Experience Scale (Jackson & 

Eklund 2004) – a thirty-six question Likert scale survey that generates a quantitative measure 

of the degree to which each dimension of flow was experienced by an individual during a 

specific event (Jackson & Eklund 2004, p.71). Although the Event Experience Scale was 

‘designed and validated primarily in physical activity settings’ (Jackson & Eklund 2004, p.ix), it 

has been used successfully in many diverse fields including performing arts (Jackson & Eklund 

2004, p.ix; Gruzlier et al. 2010, p.113). The Event Experience Scale is meant to supplement and 

compliment the longer, more detailed interviews in several ways. First, when administered to 

a group of actors the survey offers a degree of anonymity that interviews cannot provide. Each 

actor could complete the survey and return it, confident that I would be unable to identify who 

completed which survey, helping to eliminate the bias caused by the director-actor power 

dynamic. Second, Hauser and Reich observe that ‘actors are notoriously inaccurate about the 

quality of their own performances’ and that ‘a lot of good acting has an essentially 

unselfconscious quality to it; actors should be unaware of themselves’ (Hauser & Reich 2003, 

p.44, italics in original). I have confirmed this assertion in practice, noting this in actors 

throughout my directing career. This lack of self-awareness implies that as actors discuss their 

experience, they might not have a clear idea of what it was. In fact, one actor in this research 

described her performance experience as a ‘blur’ (Diana 2011, p.3). By offering clear, specific 
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statements and asking the actors whether and to what degree they agree with them, the Event 

Experience Scale provides a structure of simple questions facilitating another type of reflection 

on the experience. This data, though supportive of conclusions reached via interview analysis, 

cannot stand alone as evidence as it faces several limitations. First, a total of seventeen actors 

completed the survey: fifteen on the first project, Wars of the Roses Part One, and two on the 

second, the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab. With so few participants, it is 

doubtful that statistical significance can be claimed. Moreover, there is no possibility of 

comparative analysis. The individual particularity of rehearsal processes and practitioners 

already discussed makes the employment of a control group impossible as there is no 

‘standard’ rehearsal practice against which the developed process may be compared. 

Furthermore, even if there was such a practice, who would run this process? The variables 

introduced by changing director, actors or performance material immediately make 

comparison inexact at best and impossible at worst. Lacking this type of control group, the 

possibility of longitudinal deployment of the Event Experience Scale was considered, but 

ultimately rejected. I believed that repeated administration of the survey would create a set of 

implied benchmarks for the actors – that they would assume that the statements comprising 

the scale were indications of what I considered good acting and would therefore bias the 

surveys positively, potentially invalidating the data. What remains is survey data after one 

performance of each project, providing an indication, though not conclusive evidence, of the 

fulfilment of flow’s dimensions in the developed process. This indication, combined with 

interview data, should be enough to connect the developed process back to the theory that 

opened the territory in which it operates, even if no definitive conclusions may be reached at 

this time. 
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Video Recording 

Video recording of performances is a tantalizing and compelling form of documentation and 

evidence gathering. It has, however, been argued that ‘audiovisual footage is not considered 

as the only theatrical document but, more properly, as one document – one of the traces, 

more or less numerous, according to the case, but always various – which the theatrical 

happening leaves behind, along the whole of the arch that links conception to reception’ (de 

Marinis 1985, p.388, italics in original). For this reason, video recording serves a 

complementary role alongside interview and survey data, specifically addressing the limits of 

actors’ subjectivity regarding their own performances. Hauser’s and Reich’s suggestion that 

actors are not aware of their own performances is again an apt justification for this use of 

video. An example of this lack of awareness may be seen in the comments of a participating 

actor, Nancy, who indicated that in a performance, she was consciously trying to repeat a 

pattern, which made her self-conscious. She then ‘gave [her]self permission to play again’, 

leading to a subsequent performance that ‘felt a lot more free’. Even here, however, she 

admitted, ‘I think probably I was moving around the stage in the same pattern, but I was doing 

that because it felt natural’ (Nancy 2011, p.3). Nancy’s description demonstrates that she did 

not actually know whether or to what degree she was repeating herself in performance – only 

that the performance felt freer. Through examination and analysis of video recordings, the 

degree of repetition between performances can be determined. This research advocates 

minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures and as such, in practical work no pre-

determined performance choices are imposed on the actors. However, consciously or not, 

actors may have begun to repeat specific elements or even large sections of their 

performances. While a structure in this sense is not imposed, it may emerge as a present force 

in the performance process and video analysis can help determine whether and to what 

degree this occurred. If performances significantly diverge from one another (assuming I have 
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not imposed the changes myself), it suggests that the actors are not engaging in executing pre-

agreed-upon performance structures. Conversely, if the performances remain similar, this 

might indicate the presence of an actor created (and possibly unconscious) performance 

structure. However, it also might simply indicate that in engaging in interaction with their 

scene partner(s), they arrived at similar outcomes without preplanning. Combined with the 

interview data in which actors can communicate their subjective experience of the process, 

the video documentation should offer a reasonable indication of whether and to what degree 

the execution of pre-agreed-upon performance structures crept into the performance process. 

 

The video documentation also serves a practical function. The contributions to rehearsal and 

performance practice are most easily discussed via the written word at the conceptual level. 

While this conceptual discussion is essential to communicating the developing practices 

emerging from this research, analysis of that practice in action is more difficult. Video 

documentation aims to offer concrete examples of the practice through edited video of 

various elements of the Lab process and capture of the process demonstration featured in the 

sharing at the end of the Lab.  

 

This use of video documentation does not attempt to present the recordings as an objective 

rendering of what occurred in performance. Indeed any pretence of objectivity is not possible 

considering that ‘by the single fact of pointing the lens of the camera at the performance, one 

is always and inevitably imposing a second, audiovisual script… on the stage script’ (de Marinis 

1985, p.387, italics in original). Instead, the use of video documentation in this research 

follows the advice of performance semiologist Marco de Marinis, abandoning the notion of 

‘recording as conversation (or photocopy)’ in favour of ‘recording as analysis’ (de Marinis 1985, 

p.386, italics in original). Approaching video documentation in this way requires ‘making use of 
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all the linguistic means characteristic of the audiovisual medium, from framing to montage to 

studio editing’ (de Marinis 1985, p.386) and this research approaches the handling of video 

documentation in this way. While fixed camera recordings of performances are available in 

this dissertation, there are also highly edited fragments, employing practices such as 

overlaying multiple performances (to analyse the degree of repetition present), repeated 

viewing of the same short section of performed material (to trace possible effects of specific 

intervention), and presentation of demonstrations using multiple camera angles to offer the 

clearest picture of the process possible. In these examples, the aim is not an attempt at 

objective documentation of performance, but rather ‘a faithful betrayal or a respectful forgery 

… an endless approximation to that object x which is the performance’ (de Marinis 1985, 

p.386, italics in original). None of these video fragments represent anything that could be seen 

by a live audience, but instead utilize the tools of the DV camera and the editing suite to create 

video that offers more specific opportunities for analysis. This is not to imply that the video 

fragments are an attempt at presenting a false picture of the work undertaken. Rather, it is an 

attempt to go beyond simply recording finished performances, to additionally capture and 

explicate where possible (as De Marinis suggests) the process by which these performances 

were created, their context, and the ‘theatrical happening’ occurring around the performance 

(de Marinis 1985, p.384, italics in original).  

 

Video Analysis 

Rather than merely present the video recordings generated for this research, analysis of video 

‘strips’ (Birch 2004, p.165; Birch 2006, p.91)is undertaken to unpack the implications of the 

developing contributions to rehearsal and performance practice in particular and individual 

contexts. An adapted version of director and researcher Anna Birch’s ‘strip analysis’ (Birch 

2004, pp.172–184; Birch 2006, pp.91–99) is used to facilitate this. There are, however, key 
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differences between my deployment of this approach and Birch’s. Birch applies the social 

semiotics concept of re-contextualization to her practice-based research (Birch 2004, pp.169–

171), and undertakes her analysis by explicating specific dramaturgical categories (subsumed 

under the heading ‘Brechtian feminist categories’) that she argues ‘draw attention to gender 

visibility in feminist performance’ (Birch 2004, p.173). She then demonstrates how specific re-

contextualizations ‘draw attention to the Brechtian feminist categories that challenge the 

dominant gaze and facilitate the visibility of gender’ (Birch 2004, p.174). Significantly, Birch’s 

strip analysis is used on video of a completed performance. It examines what meanings are 

generated through performance choices (dramaturgical, directorial and processual) and 

analyses how these meanings are communicated. Conversely, my research is located largely in 

the rehearsal room. The examination I undertake therefore is an attempt to understand the 

implications of transitions in rehearsal approaches and aims. Moreover, as I have already 

argued, abandoning pre-agreed-upon performance structure necessitates abandoning the 

communication of selected meaning. The mechanism of strip analysis may, however, be 

effectively repurposed here. In lieu of Birch’s Brechtian feminist categories, I utilize the 

principal values of this research: 

• Minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures 

• Minimization of divided consciousness 

These values are supported by transitions specific to individual elements of rehearsal and 

performance practice which will be fully discussed in Chapter Three. 

 

Reflective Journal 

My reflective journal documents developments in the designed processes that emerge through 

their practical application, enabling the presentation of a clearer picture of analysis-through-

practice occurring. Individually, my reflective journal only offers a record of changes made and 
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a very subjective account of the rehearsal process. It does, however, provide tangible 

documentation of the analysis-through-practice phase and presents subjective material for 

reflection-on-action. 

 

Application of Research Methods 

The steps of this research can be delineated largely along the lines of two practical projects 

undertaken: a production of Wars of the Roses Part One (2011) – which served as a pilot study 

– and the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research lab (2012). These two projects were both 

text-based and worked from scripts already in existence. The possibility of undertaking a non-

text-based project was considered and rejected. This research attempts to develop new 

contributions to rehearsal and performance practice and uses my directorial practice as a 

starting point. Taking this into account, text-based work was most appropriate given my 

experience and training. This methodological decision would ultimately lead to discoveries that 

were interesting in their own right. These will be discussed more fully in Chapters Three and 

Four. 

 

Both of these projects followed the modified action cycle and deployed the methods described 

above. However, the context in which the projects occurred differed drastically and affected 

both data generation and the manner in which evidence could be analysed. This is particularly 

evident in approaches to interviews and the use of video documentation.  

 

Wars of the Roses Part One 

Bard in the Botanics, a Glasgow-based classical theatre company with whom I have had a 

working relationship since 2009 was contracted by the Royal Conservatoire of Scotland (then 

the Royal Scottish Academy of Music and Drama) to produce 2011’s MA Classical and 
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Contemporary Text Shakespeare productions. Gordon Barr, the artistic director of Bard in the 

Botanics, conceived the Wars of the Roses project as a repertory of three edited plays 

comprising Shakespeare’s Henry VI Parts One, Two and Three and Richard III. Each of the three 

plays featured all twenty-one acting students (operating as a repertory ensemble) along with 

two directing students serving as assistant directors. All three productions were rehearsed 

simultaneously over five-week period, culminating in three public performances of each play. 

When Barr hired me to direct Wars of the Roses Part One, he explained that only rarely (for 

final run-throughs and dress rehearsals) would any of the three productions rehearse with full 

casts. The repertory setup precluded directors having access to every actor when they wanted. 

Moreover, this sharing of actors would result in less-than-full-time rehearsal hours for each 

play, as occasionally there would not be enough actors available to rehearse all three 

productions simultaneously. In this discussion, I sought permission to incorporate the 

production into my PhD by implementing a planned rehearsal process emerging out of the first 

reflection-in-action phase of research. This permission was granted on the condition that I not 

frame the production as an experiment to the actors and that I would abandon the 

experimental process should an artistically successful production be jeopardized. Agreeing to 

these conditions, I began preparing, taking care to address the issues raised by the 

methodological particularity of the project. 

 

A key feature of Wars of the Roses Part One was that the production was part of students’ 

coursework. I was required to evaluate all students with regard to process, specifically how 

generously, fully, and professionally they engaged throughout the rehearsal period. Every 

student was aware of this. Additionally, they knew that the mark they received from me could 

have a significant impact on their degree. I therefore chose not to conduct any face-to-face 

interviews with the actors until after the project concluded and the actors received their 
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marks. This decision was made because, while any situation presents the possibility of my 

presence biasing the interviews in my favour, asking the actors to give candid, honest 

responses to interview questions during the rehearsal and performance process might have 

created conditions in which they would worry that their responses might negatively impact 

their mark. While I would not have consciously allowed this to occur, it is possible that the 

responses might have swayed me on an unconscious level which would have been unfair to 

the students and biased the interview data. This presents a weakness with regard to gathering 

data and documentation in that actors’ comments and thoughts are being offered after-the-

fact with the benefit of hindsight and reflection, rather than during the process, but I believed 

that minimizing potential bias was of greater import. After all, what good is interview data 

gathered during the rehearsal process if it is positively biased toward me and my practice? 

 

Eight actors agreed to be interviewed, and were given complete transcripts for their approval. 

The choice of actors was largely opportunistic. With twenty-one actors working on all three 

productions, many actors were barely involved in the rehearsal process for Wars of the Roses 

Part One and therefore had a limited experience of rehearsals on which to comment. The eight 

actors interviewed were selected because they all spent a significant amount of time in the 

rehearsal process and because the size and type of roles they played varied as much as was 

possible. 

 

Other forms of data and documentation were complicated by logistical factors. The time and 

location of rehearsals continually shifted due to the repertory casting. This constant motion 

and mutability, combined with a tight budget and lack of rehearsal time made engaging a 

photographer for any continuous period of the rehearsal process impossible. This would also 

have compromised the pretence of professionalism, in my opinion, as most professional 
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rehearsal processes are not rigorously documented via photography. In spite of this, one of the 

student-actors, Pola Anton, photographed several days of the rehearsal process. For this 

reason, while there is photographic evidence of this project, it is from a condensed time-

period and the product of good fortune rather than planning. For similar reasons, video 

documentation could not occur in the rehearsal room, but I did secure Barr’s permission and 

that of all twenty-one actors to record the final dress rehearsal and three performances for 

subsequent analysis. This could only be achieved, however, from a fixed camera position in a 

balcony space. Video documentation is therefore similarly incomplete. As this project 

functioned as a pilot study, these limitations were not overly inhibiting; the level of 

documentation achieved was such that rigorous analysis could be undertaken, revealing initial 

challenges and successes and pointing the way toward future work. 

 

 

 

 
Figure Four: Wars of the Roses Part One rehearsal photography 

Photograph by Pola Anton 
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The strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab 

After a period of reflection-on-action for the Wars of the Roses Part One project, it became 

clear that further, more detailed investigation was warranted and that to address many of the 

new, emergent questions, a different type of practical investigation was required, specifically 

with regard to project aims and methodological choices. Primary among these, it no longer 

seemed appropriate to examine the provisional practice under the conditions of a professional 

rehearsal process demanding a finished production as an outcome. Instead I chose to continue 

the research investigation with a new analysis-through-practice phase conducted through a 

‘Practice-Led Research Lab’ in which the provisional process could be further tested, examined 

and refined. The work emerging from this lab was presented in the form it ultimately took, but 

as work in progress rather than a completed performance – an opening of the 

research/rehearsal lab doors for interested parties to see what we had done. 

 

The choice of performance text was also a significant opportunity. Wars of the Roses Part One, 

though edited and adapted by me, was Shakespearean text and in performance placed 

demands on the actors, including but not limited to ensuring clear communication of text with 

antiquated words and syntax, and honouring scansion. In choosing a working text for the 

practice-led research lab, I recognized the importance of finding a contrasting text. After 

reading numerous contemporary and post-dramatic texts, I chose Scottish playwright Linda 

McLean’s strangers babies (L. McLean 2007). Present in McLean’s text were many features 

that offered significant contrast to Wars of the Roses Part One. First, the play makes heavy use 

of pauses and other silences, demanding a high level of acting ‘between the lines’, whereas 

Shakespearean acting usually features limited pausing (Barton 2001, pp.36–38) and requires 

actors to think (as actor Patrick Stewart puts it) ‘on the line instead of between the lines’ 

(Stewart in Barton 2001, p.38, italics in original). Second, McLean’s writing tends towards 
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openness, offering significant room for variance in interpretation and execution in 

performance. In another of her plays, Reminded of Beauty, McLean chooses to end the play 

with a character, the Drunk, choosing to go to sleep on a bench. The character’s last line is not 

written as a line at all, but a stage direction: ‘He may or may not say Geronimo. / He falls 

asleep. / It is finally dark’ (L. McLean 2009, p.69). This not only allows the director (or even the 

actor) to decide whether or not to say the final line, but in the context of entire play, suggests 

that there is a larger choice regarding whether the character dies or not. As playwright, 

McLean has not made this determination herself, instead trusting the creative team 

responsible for performing the work to make an appropriate decision. This openness presents 

particularly favourable conditions for this research, allowing multiple potentialities to exist in 

the writing, any one of which could emerge spontaneously in performance. With the 

minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structure, the text of strangers, babies would 

still exert influence, but would not dictate exactly what an actor should or should not do in the 

way other texts might. This is not to say that the processes developed in this research should 

not be tested on ‘unfriendly’ texts, but merely to suggest that the purpose of the lab was the 

further development of these processes. Once they are more firmly established it will become 

more appropriate to test them in less than ideal conditions. Finally, an added benefit of 

selecting strangers, babies was my established relationship with McLean. During my MA, I 

worked with her, developing Reminded of Beauty. As this working relationship remained 

positive throughout and after the project, I believed the research would benefit from working 

with a play whose playwright might be available or even involved in some way – and indeed 

she attended the final sharing and agreed to be interviewed regarding her reaction to what 

she saw, offering another important perspective on the practice itself. 
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The ideal conditions I sought for the Lab also extended to the choice of actors. Wars of the 

Roses Part One was a pilot investigation in which I needed the actors to be actors: to engage 

with the provisional process as they would any other to see if it was workable in the context of 

rehearsing an actual production. Moving into a lab environment necessitated a change in role 

for the actors as well as a change in my relationship with them. Undertaking enquiry into 

specific aspects of the provisional process required that actors not only know and understand 

the aims of the lab, but that they offer, from their embodied experience as actors, ways these 

aims might be achieved. I needed actors who could operate as both performers and ‘co-

researchers’, providing analysis, feedback and suggestions from their experiential position 

within the process. I therefore required actors for this second cycle who had firmly established 

their craft and had practiced it for some time. In contrast to students, these actors needed the 

ability (owing to their experience) to offer informed criticism and analysis of the developing 

process. This experience could also enable actors to suggest solutions at which I could never 

arrive myself. For this reason, thirty-eight professional actors from across the United Kingdom 

were auditioned and considered for this project. These actors ranged in experience from 

recent drama school graduates to professionals with decades of experience. In addition to 

each actor performing a brief monologue, they worked in groups of four in a workshop 

audition process where they were presented with elements of the Inter-Actor Interaction 

process as it stood post-Wars of the Roses Part One and then asked to engage in these 

processes briefly. Out of this process, a shortlist of four actors (two men and two women) was 

created and these four actors were interviewed for approximately one hour each. The purpose 

of these interviews was to ascertain each actor’s willingness and ability to engage with the 

theoretical research elements of this process as well as its practical execution. In these 

interviews, two actors distinguished themselves as being highly engaged with the ideas 

underlying the Inter-Actor Interaction process – particularly by challenging them vigorously. 
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These two actors – Benjamin and Harriet – were hired for a contracted commitment of three 

weeks. 

 

While this second cycle utilized the same research methods as Wars of the Roses Part One, this 

contracting of professional actors, along with the conception of the project as a lab led to 

significant differences in the implementation of those methods, particularly with regard to 

how the project was framed to the participating actors, and the use of interviews and video 

documentation. 

 

First, as the actors were conceived as research partners rather than subjects, it was essential 

that they did not approach the Lab as a standard rehearsal process. They needed to 

understand how the Lab would function (the nebulousness of its outcomes) and the underlying 

theory and practice that preceded it and informed the provisional rehearsal approach. 

Therefore, in addition to signing standard employment contracts as freelance actors, the 

actors were also given a three-page letter of agreement to sign, detailing the project. They 

were informed about the nature of the Lab and their role within it as research partners, were 

asked to consent to the various forms of documentation employed: 

• Photographs 

• Videos Recordings 

• Audio Recorded and Transcribed Interviews (transcripts were sent to both actors for 

approval) 

• Surveys (owing to the participation of only two actors, these were not anonymous) 

 They were also informed of all actions that would be taken to ensure their anonymity 

(including that, while pseudonyms are used, full anonymity would not be possible due to the 

use of their image). In addition, the first day of the Lab was dedicated to explicating and 
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discussing the previous theoretical and practical context underlying the work, lab aims, and a 

brief outline of how the process would function, including the sharing at the end of the third 

week. This did not guarantee that the actors would operate with complete understanding of 

the context underlying the provisional process, but it was an attempt to position them as 

informed research partners. 

 

Second, the use of professional actors hired specifically for the lab enabled a different 

approach to interviews. In Wars of the Roses Part One, I believed that I had successfully 

mitigated the potential biases of the student-teacher hierarchy. However, it became clear that 

other biases were in play. One actress was hesitant to discuss negative aspects of the process 

even knowing her mark could not be affected (Paula 2011, p.7). While interviewing her, I felt 

that she wanted to leave me with a favourable impression in hope that I would cast her again 

in future productions. This hesitancy pointed to a real (and in hindsight, obvious) source of 

potential bias: employability. A recent report for Equity by Deborah Dean of the Industrial 

Relations Research Unit at Warwick Business School examined gender in performance 

employment across Europe and as part of their research, the authors recognized that ‘a large 

majority of performers will be unemployed at any given time’ (Dean 2008, p.17) and so they 

asked survey respondents to categorize their employment opportunity in one of three ways: 

• ‘I work regularly with a lot of choice of employment opportunities’ 

• ‘I work relatively regularly with some choice of employment opportunities’ 

• ‘I work infrequently with little choice of employment opportunities’ 

Only 15.5 per cent of the actors surveyed (20.8 per cent of men, 11.1 per cent of women) 

indicated that they work regularly with choice of opportunities (Dean 2008, p.17). For this 

reason, it is understandable that actors might be concerned with their potential for re-

employability: the competition for regular work is fierce. 
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To address this bias, rather than conducting only one post-performance interview, I made 

regular interviews a fixture of the lab’s working process. These interviews, conducted with 

both actors simultaneously, functioned more as recorded discussions than rigid, formal 

interviews.  While reluctance to criticize might have played a role in early rehearsals, by 

building them into the Lab’s structure, I hoped that the actors would feel freer to offer positive 

and negative feedback. As will later be shown, this occurred. In addition to combating bias, 

repeated interviews offered another benefit: I was able incorporate feedback and suggestions 

directly into the lab as it was happening, thereby making the Analysis-through-Practice phase 

of this second cycle (the Lab itself) a more fruitful research phase, with more modification 

from more varied sources. 

 

It should be acknowledged, however, that administering the interviews in this manner also 

presented negative potentialities. Interviewing both actors simultaneously, might have 

introduced a tendency between them to seek consensus. Individual differences in their 

subjective experience of the provisional working process and practical suggestions might have 

become homogenized and more difficult to detect. Moreover, this precluded probing the 

working relationship between the two actors. In spite of this, the potential gains with regard to 

bias mitigation as well as the fostering of an environment where the actors genuinely felt like 

research partners rather than research subjects outweighed these negatives. 

 

Approaching the interviews in this way also affected how they were analysed. Where Wars of 

the Roses Part One featured interviews with several individuals in an attempt to gain 

understanding of the experience of a variety of participants interviewing the two actors 

together regularly over the length of the lab lends itself to a more narrative presentation. 

While traceable themes emerged, along with specifics about the degree to which flow was 
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experienced, the need to categorize them and quantify them was mitigated by the fact that 

the information is the outcome of the consensus views of the same two actors in all 

interviews. This made longitudinal analysis more appropriate and effective means of 

examining the actors’ experience of and contribution to the Practice-Led Research Lab. 

 

Finally, the logistical conditions of this lab enabled more and better quality video 

documentation. In arranging facilities for the practice-led research lab, the Royal Conservatoire 

of Scotland was able to provide me exclusive use of a single rehearsal room for the final two 

weeks of the lab. This enabled me to record significantly more material from this cycle. 

Beginning on day two of the second week, every rehearsal activity was recorded from a fixed 

camera position. Moreover, owing to the quality of her photographs of the Wars of the Roses 

Part One rehearsals, Pola Anton was hired to photograph the Lab process. As a result, a fuller 

picture of the working process is available for the lab than there is for Wars of the Roses Part 

One. In addition to the fixed camera position, the final sharing (and a run of the sharing on a 

previous day) was filmed by two camera operators, Frederik Subei and Basharat Kahn, with 

handheld DV cameras, enabling the recording of the sharing to be captured with clarity and 

focus, drawing on the tools of the editing suite. 

 

Having established the methodological decisions undertaken in this research, I will now over 

the next chapter detail the developed practices as they are currently constructed, focusing on 

their development across the reflection-in-action and analysis-through-practice phases of both 

projects. Chapter Four will feature comprehensive reflection-on-action, analysing the practices 

with regard to their aims.  
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Chapter Three: Reflection-in-Action and Analysis-through-Practice 
 
This research attempts to develop rehearsal and performance practice that minimizes pre-

agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness. The resulting process remains 

necessarily provisional, having been implemented in various forms on only two projects, 

adapting itself to suit the conditions of these projects accordingly. In fact, it could be argued 

that regardless of the number of times this process is tested and implemented, it will always 

remain provisional due to the particularity and individuality of rehearsal and performance 

contexts (see Chapter Two). In spite of its provisional nature, the process has reached a stage 

in which it is cohesive and coherent through this research. Moreover, the component steps of 

this practice may be systematically presented and analysed. 

 

In this chapter, I will demonstrate that the minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance 

structure may be achieved by replacing it with a psychophysical, interactive game, utilizing a 

specific, psychophysical grammar – Embodied Exploration. This game requires numerous 

repetitions that must occur without establishing a fixed pattern of performance, and must also 

occur without inducing boredom in the actors, leading to the adoption of provisional changes 

to the ‘rules’ of the game in the form of ‘what if?’ propositions. Next, the concepts of 

character and world of the play are re-contextualized as ‘lenses’ mediating the degree to 

which the psychophysical interaction is outwardly manifested. Finally, the process of direction, 

particularly the use of performance notes, is also reoriented around ‘what if?’ propositions. In 

attempting to substantiate these claims, this chapter will undertake to analyse the practice – 

called Inter-Actor Interaction – in its current form. In doing so, a chronological narrative of the 

practice’s development is abandoned in favour of an examination of the practice’s component 

steps, allowing a more complete analysis to occur and focusing on both its theoretical 

underpinning (a key context of this research), and practical implementation and modification. 
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In essence, elements of the practice are presented and analysed in light of the reflection-in-

action and analysis-through-practice undertaken for both Wars of the Roses Part One and the 

strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab.  

 

Modes of Analysis 

Analysis of each step of the Inter-Actor Interaction process will occur in two parts – discursive 

analysis and strip analysis – each featuring its own mode of discourse. 

 

Discursive Analysis 

Discursive analysis will first examine the reflection-in-action research phase for each step of 

the Inter-Actor Interaction process. The purpose of this analysis is to document and discuss the 

hypotheses emerging from the virtual rehearsal room. In undertaking this analysis I recognize 

physical theatre researcher Simon Murray’s argument that ‘the moment that training practices 

are combined with the scrutiny of a scholarly research process, questions concerning context 

can no longer be ignored’ and that this context might include ‘reflection on and analysis of 

historical lineage, comparison with relevant peers and the location of those within a range of 

similar or different embodied practices’ (Murray 2012, pp.146–147). Special emphasis is 

therefore placed on situating the lineage of influences underpinning the developing practice. 

That these influences are broad and varied raises the question of socio-cultural context: I am 

an American director, working in Scotland, drawing influence from a variety of American, 

British and continental European sources. While my ideas are undoubtedly shaped by these 

sources, I have not directly engaged with their work in practice. Instead, I have used 

practitioners’ written theory as a principal source of inspiration and applied it as I understand 

it. It is therefore worth considering more closely the context of these influences. Barba has 
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remarked that ‘the importance of studying the social and cultural contexts of various theatres 

is obvious’ (Barba 1995, p.45), but acknowledges that  

it is also obvious that it is not true that one understands nothing of a theatre if one does 
not consider it in light of its socio-cultural context… Every object, in fact, can belong to 
innumerable, diverse contexts, all equally pertinent. A good method is that in which the 
context is pertinent to the questions which have been put to the object under 
examination. (Barba 1995, p.45, italics in original) 

 
In the case of this research, the question is how my interpretation and understanding of 

various theories informed the hypotheses created in the virtual rehearsal room. This process is 

made possible by theatre’s status as a craft. Barba has further argued: 

Every craftsman [sic] belongs to his/her own culture, but also to the culture of the craft 
itself. S/he has a cultural identity and a professional identity. S/he can meet 
‘compatriots’ who practice in the same profession in other countries… The theatrical 
profession is also a country to which we belong, a chosen homeland, without geographic 
borders… It is not strange that performers meet within the common borders of their 
profession. It is strange that it seems strange. (Barba 1995, pp.46–47, emphasis added) 
 

The influences present in this analysis interact with the developing Inter-Actor Interaction 

process via Barba’s ‘culture of the craft’, within the borders of the country that is the theatrical 

profession.  

 

After examining the conceptual workings of the Inter-Actor Interaction process, the analysis-

through-practice phase of each step will be examined. This examination will be supported first 

through the analysis of interview and reflective journal data and supplemented by 

photographic evidence. In this way I document how the processes emerging from the virtual 

rehearsal room were modified by practical engagement in the real-world rehearsal room, 

leading to the process in its current form.  

 

Strip Analysis 

Following the discursive analysis, specific instances of the deployment of each process step will 

also be examined through the adapted version Birch’s strip analysis. This will be distinguished 
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from discursive analysis by a change in format: strip analysis pages feature a border and 

written material associated with strip analysis appears in a distinct typeface. Drawing on video 

recordings made throughout the three-week strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab, 

including recordings of the sharing at the Lab’s end, eight strips are presented with analysis. 

Strips One, Two, Four, Six and Eight are taken from the sharing’s demonstration of the Inter-

Actor Interaction process. This demonstration was undertaken on a piece of text from 

strangers, babies (‘Greenstick fracture’) on which no work had been done (providing a more 

authentic view of the process in action), but was abbreviated and included some 

summarization of approaches rather than demonstration (a necessary concession to 

demonstrating a long rehearsal process concisely for an audience). Even so, the actors and I 

were genuinely approaching this material for the first time and the results of this attempt are 

not planned in any way. Strips Three, Five and Seven are drawn largely from work done in 

earlier in the Lab on different extracts from strangers, babies: ‘The very smell’ (Strip Three), 

‘Breasts and etcetera’ (Strip Five) and ‘He’s asleep’ (Strip Seven). The choice of material for 

each strip was made with a view to presenting the clearest and most concise picture of each 

process step in action. The eight strips with analysis are presented in the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process sequence, charting a journey from rehearsal to performance (even if a 

‘finished performance’ was outside the scope of this research). The presentation, tone and 

content of the strip analysis reflect this journey.  

 

The purpose of this strip analysis is to demonstrate how the principal values of this research – 

the minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures and divided consciousness – are 

supported by transitions specific to individual elements of rehearsal and performance practice. 

These are implicit in the reflection-in-action and analysis-through-practice sections that follow 

and explicated in the strip analysis. The transitions are: 
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• Character Goals → Interactive Goals 

• Mental Engagement → Psychophysical Engagement 

• Repetition to Establish Performance Structure → Repetition to Establish Procedural 

Memory of the Embodied Exploration process 

• World of the Play as Additions → World of the Play as Restrictions 

• Character as Additions → Character as Restrictions 

• Acting the Scene → Playing a Mediated, Psychophysical, Interactive Game 

• Director Gives Performance Notes → Refinement through ‘What ifs’ 

• Fixing Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structure → Re-affirming the psychophysical, 

interactive game 

 

Further Clarifying Information 

Discourse on reflection-in-action and analysis-through-practice necessitates combining insights 

gained from two projects featuring different actors. As discussed in Chapter Two, all actors’ 

names have been replaced by pseudonyms. A list of these is below, indicating which actors 

worked on which project.  

Wars of the Roses Part One Practice-Led Research Lab 
Diana Benjamin 
Joshua Harriet 
Martha  
Matt  
Nancy  
Paula  
Rebecca   
Thomas  
 

Additionally, when a specific moment is referenced in the strip analysis, the text will appear as 

a hyperlink. Clicking this link will set the video to the appropriate time index. Standard video 

controls may then be used.  
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Finally, at the time of the Lab sharing, I was using different terminology in describing this 

research’s aims. In Strip One, it should therefore be understood that my use of the term ‘fixed, 

repeatable performance score’ may be taken as analogous to ‘pre-agreed-upon performance 

structure’, the term used in the rest of this dissertation. 

 

Selection of Interactive Goals 

Reflection-in-Action 

Given the problematic nature of the goal-feedback relationship in identification-oriented 

processes featuring pre-agreed-upon performance structures outlined in Chapter One, the first 

question examined in the virtual rehearsal room was how might the schism between goals and 

feedback be repaired in order to support the minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures and divided consciousness? The apparent answers to this question – reorient goals 

to the available feedback (actor goals to match the actor feedback); reorient feedback to the 

goals (character feedback to match the character goals) – are both insufficient. Insisting on 

actor goals reintroduces Diderot’s paradox, which has been shown to be inaccurate and 

inappropriate in the practical reality of acting work. Attempting to utilize character rather than 

actor feedback – merging the actor’s consciousness with the character’s – is equally 

unsuitable. Bruder, et al. demonstrate that this is a fallacy: 

You will never be able to believe that you are the character that you are playing. It is 
simply not possible, unless you are dangerously psychotic.... If you are called upon to 
actually believe that you are Stanley Kowalski and the actress playing Stella is your wife, 
sooner or later your intellect will rebel at the suggestion; you cannot play tricks on your 
rational mind. (Bruder et al. 1986, pp.26–27, italics in original) 

 
A third option is required. In discussing their proposed acting technique, Bruder, et al. suggest 

that ‘physical action is the main building block of an actor’s technique because it is the one 

thing that you, the actor, can consistently do onstage’ (Bruder et al. 1986, p.13, italics in 

original). They define action as ‘the physical pursuance of a specific goal’ (Bruder et al. 1986, 
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p.13) and provide a list of the qualities of a good action. Of these, two are significant here. 

First, ‘the test of the action must be in the other person’ (Bruder et al. 1986, p.15), suggesting 

that action should be directed at other actors. Second and relatedly, an action ‘must have a 

“cap”’ (Bruder et al. 1986, p.17), by which they mean a specific cue derived from other actors’ 

behaviour that emblematizes an action’s success (Bruder et al. 1986, p.17). These two 

suggestions direct actors’ attention onto other actors by insisting that they look for specific 

external responses. Bruder et al. relate these suggestions to action; I propose applying them to 

goals. Instead of a character goal, actors might work for specific, external responses from 

other actors, reorienting the acting process. Discussion of character goals might serve as a 

starting point, but abstraction is required. For example, a character goal to rouse another 

character into action could be abstracted to trying to get the actor playing this character to 

stand and march offstage with a sense of purpose and direction. Though this is sympathetic to 

the character goal, script, character, and situation are unnecessary; only another actor is 

required. This goal is therefore not a character goal. Neither is it an actor goal as, abstracted 

from the content of the scene, it does not imply a need to express to or communicate with an 

audience. Instead, focus is centred on other actors and achieving the specific, external 

response from them. The goal is therefore an interactive goal. Its success or failure may be 

instantly assessed throughout a scene by determining whether the external response has been 

achieved. Feedback is therefore immediate, clear and most importantly (as it is rooted in other 

actors’ behaviour) interactive as well. Goals and feedback are reunified on the level of 

interaction rather than on the level of actor or character. In pursuing interactive goals, the 

process of acting is rooted in the free play and interplay between actors rather than 

identification with characters or the expression of meaning to an audience and is reoriented 

toward game playing. Actors themselves transition from expressive artists working with 

divided consciousness in identification-oriented practice, to players of an interactive game, 
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enabling something closer to unified consciousness. Though these interactive goals are 

selected and remain a feature of the entire process, they do not amount to a pre-agreed-upon 

performance structure. The abstraction away from character and story precludes the 

presentation of a fixed meaning – the pursuit of these goals may take on any number of 

meanings depending on the contextualization of an individual performance. Moreover, what 

actors do in the pursuit of their interactive goals remains unfixed – actions are not set. When 

the action of performance has the potential to radically change, meaning cannot be fixed. 

 

Analysis-through-Practice 

Selection of interactive goals is of paramount importance to this process. Early in the Lab, 

while working on a scene, Benjamin and Harriet selected identical interactive goals (to get the 

other person to lie down on the floor in the centre of the rehearsal space). Attempting to work 

with this goal became problematic: it did not take long for both actors to lie on the floor and 

‘win the game’ by achieving their interactive goals. Even when these goals were modified (they 

each tried to get the other to lie down on the floor in the centre of the rehearsal space without 

lying down themselves) to introduce a competitive element, they remained ineffective 

(Silberschatz 2012a, pp.6–7). It was only when the goals were situated in direct conflict with 

each other that the actors were able to operate. In implementation, it became clear that 

interactive goals should fundamentally introduce competition between the actors, creating 

conditions where the fulfilment of one actor’s interactive goal precludes the fulfilment of any 

other goal. Harriet and Benjamin both agreed that selecting proper, competitive interactive 

goals is of paramount importance (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, pp.9–10).  
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Strip One: First Reading and Discussion 

Character Goals → Interactive Goals 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The scene is read for sense to ensure all participants are clear on its particulars. The 

director engages actors in discussion to find character goals in order to provide a familiar 

starting point for Harriet and Benjamin. Character goals are abstracted to interactive goals: 

Character Goal  Interactive Goal 
May: To get Dan to be complicit with her in 
helping the bird 

→ Harriet: To get Benjamin to go to a specific 
spot and lower himself to the ground 

Dan: To get May to leave the bird alone → Benjamin: To get Harriet to go to a specific 
spot and sit down with him 

 
The director develops interactive goal ideas with actors in order to facilitate maximum 

specific interaction. Selected interactive goals do not require character, script or situation. 

Conflicting interactive goals are achieved by Benjamin choosing an interactive goal in direct 

opposition to Harriet’s. Benjamin and Harriet have chosen different places they want to get 

the other to go to. Success is a binary state: if Harriet is successful, Benjamin fails and vice 

versa.

 

 







Embodied Exploration, No Text 

Reflection-in-Action 

Having selected interactive goals as the driving force of the Inter-Actor Interaction process, the 

next logical question was in what manner should these interactive goals be pursued? Through 

flow theory, I have demonstrated that the schism between goals and feedback in 

identification-oriented practice with pre-agreed-upon performance structures negatively 

impacts the merging of action and awareness. It was therefore logical that the method of 

interactive goal pursuance should support this merger. Drawing on my experience as actor and 

director, I believed this could be achieved through full engagement with and investment in the 

performance activity. A path to engagement and investment appeared to me in recalling an 

experience watching a devised, workshop presentation based on The Play of Gilgamesh by 

Edwin Morgan directed by Anna Helena McLean, a former member of Gardzienice, a Polish 

physical theatre company (A. H. McLean 2009). At one point, three actors were doing the same 

repetitive movement: miming what appeared to be the swinging of a pickaxe. While I thought 

two of the actors were acceptable in their performance, the third was, in my opinion, terrible, 

which forced me to consider my differing reactions to these actors. The two ‘acceptable’ actors 

were moving with their spinal column. With each swing of their imaginary pickaxes, their 

movements originated from an appropriate movement of the spinal column. The third actor, 

by contrast, was using arms only: the spine remained locked, creating a sense of disinterest, 

boredom and even hostility to McLean’s directorial intention. This prompted a further 

investigation of the spinal engagement idea in my virtual rehearsal room: If spinal engagement 

was codified into the process, investment might be encouraged. An actor moving by engaging 

their spinal column first and then allowing the movement to radiate outward to the periphery 

of his/her body would be instantly and totally engaged in that movement. The commitment 

required to do so would force the issue. In testing this conceptually and physically, I discovered 
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that a result of moving in this manner was that my attention could not wander. Action and 

awareness merged. Related to this, I experienced neither self-consciousness nor distractions, 

particularly if the movement manifested throughout my body, becoming as large and 

expressive as was physically possible for me. I hypothesized that this effect might be similar on 

actors in general, and codified the movement form, insisting on the following features: 

• Spinal Gesture – the actor should think of gesturing with the spinal column and allow 

the rest of the body to follow 

• Total Psychophysical Engagement – as the movements manifest in the body, they 

should be carried out to full extension with maximum energy 

• Vocal Engagement – similarly, the voice should be engaged and making sounds in 

response to this movement 

Codification in this manner, combined with the use of interactive, rather than character goals 

creates conditions in which significant investment may occur, but without requiring 

actor/character merger. In fact, by focusing on interactive goals, there is no character with 

which to merge. Instead, investment and engagement are built in at the procedural level as a 

feature of working for an interactive goal. In this way, the game created by the interactive 

goals becomes psychophysical in nature: a psychophysical, interactive game. 

 

The use of spinal engagement, though emerging from my own experience and reflection on 

performance, is not unique to this research. Several major twentieth-century practitioners 

place special emphasis on developing strength and suppleness in the spinal column. In 

describing Grotowski’s actor training in 1966 (in a chapter written for Towards a Poor Theatre), 

Franz Marijnen noted that ‘the vertebral column is the centre of expression’ (Marijnen 1966, 

p.191). While according to Marijnen, ‘the driving impulse…stems from the loins’ (Marijnen 

1966, p.191), the principle of movement originating in the centre and finding expression 

105 
 



primarily through the spinal column is remarkably similar to my own conclusions. Moreover, 

Grotowski experts James Slowiak and Jairo Cuesta’s descriptions of Grotowski’s focus on the 

spinal column indicate that what Marijnen calls the loins is, rather, ‘the part of the body 

comprising the lowest part of the spinal column (the coccyx) as well as the whole base of the 

trunk up to and including the abdomen’ (Slowiak & Cuesta 2007, p.124), suggesting an even 

closer affinity than Marijnen’s description. Marijnen is not the only person to observe 

Grotowski’s keenness to develop and utilize the spinal column. An exercise called ‘the cat’, 

whose purpose was to strengthen and loosen the muscles of spinal column, has been recorded 

and explored by several sources (Barba 1968, p.135; Slowiak & Cuesta 2007, p.125).  

 

Similarly, though less explicitly, theatre practitioner and pedagogue, Jacques Lecoq, developed 

his movement practice to include engagement of the spinal column. Lecoq presents three 

principles as the basis for his movement training: undulation, inverse undulation and eclosion 

(Lecoq et al. 2000, pp.75–78). While never directly addressing the use of the spinal column in 

his descriptions of these movement principles, spinal engagement may be detected in them. 

Undulation and inverse undulation, ‘[take] leverage from the ground and effort is gradually 

transmitted to all parts of the body until it reaches the point of application’ (Lecoq et al. 2000, 

p.77). Though this would seem at odds with my conception of spinal engagement, Lecoq also 

suggests that ‘when a human being walks, the undulation is found in the pelvis’ (Lecoq et al. 

2000, p.77), a similar bodily focus to Grotowski. Moreover, illustrations accompanying this 

discussion (Lecoq et al. 2000, p.76) indicate that the most mobile part of the figures is the 

spinal column. Lecoq’s first words describing eclosion state that it ‘opens up from the centre’ 

(Lecoq et al. 2000, p.78), further suggesting if not an origin in the spinal column, a significant 

level of spinal engagement. Finally, Murray highlights one of the key characteristics of Lecoq’s 

neutral mask training (a major feature of his pedagogy): ‘the expressive potential of the whole 
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body, not merely face, hands, etc.’ (Murray 2003, p.75). Again, this is not a direct connection, 

but my proposal demands that movement radiate outward from the spinal column to the rest 

of the body; it therefore shares a focus on utilizing the whole body (though not for expression 

as in Lecoq). 

 

This use of the whole body, however, presents complications. By instructing actors to pursue 

interactive goals through a large and energetic psychophysicality, particularly when this 

approach is framed as the actor’s sole goal, a ‘win at all costs’ mentality might result, shutting 

down any creative work: actors could impose their choices on each other in direct opposition, 

creating a brutal stalemate. Moreover, my experience in the rehearsal room has shown that 

when actors are given a task which they feel they must complete at all costs, boundaries may 

often be violated and physical energy can morph into physical violence, even if only on a 

limited scale. For these reasons, complicity must be actively cultivated, first by structuring the 

process so that actors remain out of direct physical contact. When an actor engages an action, 

he/she attempts to use his/her physicality from a distance to direct their energy at the other 

actor in a clear and specific way, causing them to move in response. Perhaps the best 

description I can offer is one I use in the rehearsal room itself that is imaginative and non-

academic and draws on a pop-cultural reference to George Lucas’s Star Wars films: actors 

should ‘use the force’. This is, of course, impossible in a literal sense, so in this process, using 

‘the force’ requires all scene partners to physically respond as if they are being manipulated. 

That they are not, and can ignore other actors’ physical actions is beside the point. By engaging 

in this way, actors work together. One actor’s actions cannot be achieved without the 

willingness of others and vice versa, creating incentive to engage in this cooperative 

interaction. Otherwise, any performance work eventually comes to a standstill. This also helps 
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to ensure safety. It is difficult for one actor to harm another with several feet of empty space 

between them. 

 

In many ways, this use of complicity echoes a key term in Lecoq’s pedagogy: complicité. 

Murray observes that while there is no direct English translation that can truly capture the 

meaning of the word complicité, embedded within it is a sense of collusion (which Murray 

takes from Michael Ratcliffe) (Murray 2003, p.71). According to Murray: 

…collusion suggests much more than the anodyne and neutral ‘working together’ or 
‘cooperation’. There is something slightly dark and suspicious about the term, implying 
perhaps a landscape where rules and laws are transgressed, and where boundaries are 
tested and extended – not for some wicked purpose, but in a spirit of shared, gleeful 
pleasure: more the camaraderie of rogues and revolutionaries, than the quiet, self-
satisfied handholding of saints. (Murray 2003, p.71, italics in original) 

 
This evocative quote fits quite nicely with many aspects of the complicity required by 

Embodied Exploration. The actors are working together, but they each have separate agendas 

dictated by differing and necessarily contradictory interactive goals. While there is an element 

of cooperation, complicity here functions more like the rules of a psychophysical, interactive 

game. The players agree to obey these rules, but within their constraints are able to work 

actively and totally for their own goals. This is not a polite or quiet process, but something 

potentially raucous, untamed and exciting. 

 

In its privileging of the impolite and chaotic, this feature of the Inter-Actor Interaction process 

shares similarities with the rehearsal processes of Complicité and Forced Entertainment, both 

of which engage in turbulent free play. Etchells reflects on this type of play (which underlies 

Forced Entertainment’s work in the rehearsal room), suggesting that ‘play is a state in which 

meaning is flux, in which possibility thrives, in which versions multiply in which the confines of 

what is real are blurred, buckled, broken. Play as endless transformation, transformation 
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without end and never stillness. Would that be pure play?’ (Etchells 1999, p.53). Similarly, 

McBurney describes Complicité’s rehearsal process: 

We played together – and we looked at the world and it would make us laugh and it 
would make us cry. We’d get in and we’d shout at each other in the rehearsal room and 
then we’d have these frenetic bursts of energy, you know… And then we’d have an 
absolute riotous day where we’d laugh like crazy. And then we couldn’t get anywhere 
and we’d kind of sit around banging tables and chairs for hours on end and then 
gradually somebody would come up with a character, just kind of out of desperation. 
And then somebody would play with somebody else and gradually these fragments 
would emerge. (McBurney 1994, p.17, emphasis added)  

 
Implicit in both of these descriptions is a type of creative anarchy (which, as has been 

discussed, is structured later). In fact, McBurney goes so far as to suggest that ‘nothing is off 

limits apart from not turning up’ (McBurney 2003, p.76). Though congruous in its aspirations 

with these processes, Embodied Exploration without text is undeniably more rule-bound: 

there is a specified movement grammar which must be learned and employed; actors are 

required to engage in cooperative interaction. While play within these rules offers scope for 

significant variation, these rules essentially forbid some potentialities. There are, however, 

boundaries in all rehearsal work. McBurney, for example, indicates that Complicité’s rehearsals 

are ‘often extremely unstructured, though paradoxically quite disciplined’ (McBurney 2003, 

pp.76–79), suggesting implicit rules within the free play that Complicité employs. What 

differentiates Embodied Exploration is that rules are codified and explicated, a decision taken 

to facilitate a specific type of complicity that is distinct from Lecoq’s complicité and the 

processes of Forced Entertainment and Complicité. 

 

The complicity required here owes more to Meisner (Meisner & Longwell 1987), whose 

theories of acting, while encompassing many aspects of the craft can be captured in a key 

defining idea: that an actor should listen and respond to fellow actors (Meisner & Longwell 

1987, pp.19–37). Meisner’s pedagogy focuses on the idea that an actor’s primary responsibility 

is to react. So important was this notion that he urged his students ‘don’t do anything unless 
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something happens to make you do it’ (Meisner & Longwell 1987, p.34). This is justified by 

Meisner in his assertion that his approach to acting and actor training ‘plays on the source of 

all organic creativity, which is the inner impulses’ (Meisner & Longwell 1987, p.37, emphasis 

added). Much like early Stanislavskian practice (see Chapter One), acting for Meisner is an 

inside-out process: performance is the external result of internal impulses. Listening is 

essentially an inner process that creates emotional or psychological effects in an actor, fuelling 

reaction to a scene partner. In Meisnerian pedagogy, acting occurs in two steps: action 

prompts reaction (an action in response to the original action). Like this initial action, the 

reaction then prompts a further reaction (an action in response to the reaction), which 

prompts another in a continual cycle. That this is first and foremost an inner process creates 

conditions in which any effect an actor has on another is manifested exclusively in a reaction, 

when an actor takes action in response to something another actor has done. 

 

The primacy of reaction fed directly into the complicity required for the developing process. 

However, the process’s reactive focus differs from Meisner’s in a key way: the addition of 

effect. Here, an actor does an action (for the purpose of this dissertation, action is defined as a 

psychophysical effort directed at another actor or actors that attempts to manipulate their 

physicality via energy in order to achieve an interactive goal). As this is occurring, actors to 

whom the action is directed allow the energy of that action to affect them and manifest the 

effect of this action from the periphery of their bodies back to the spinal column (this 

manifestation will hereafter be called an ‘effect’). Effect serves as a preparation – otkaz 

according to Meyerhold (Pitches 2003, p.55) – for a reaction, a new action by a different actor. 

This reaction creates another effect, allowing the cycle to continue ad infinitum with complete 

connection between everyone involved. Listening is therefore a psychophysical process that is 

manifested when an actor is not performing an action or reaction: rather than serving as 
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emotional or psychological fuel for a reaction, effect is holistic and given equal weight to the 

subsequent reaction. A cycle of sustained play still exists, but rather than a two-step cycle of 

action and reaction, a new performance pattern emerges: 

 

 

 

This pattern, when undertaken via spinal engagement forms the basis of Embodied 

Exploration, a key process in Inter-Actor Interaction in which the game-playing suggested by 

interactive goals becomes a holistic, psychophysical practice. In approaching a specific 

performance text, Embodied Exploration is undertaken by dividing scenes into units where 

warranted. For this process, a unit change occurs wherever the focus of a scene changes. The 

actors then work for their interactive goals using the designed movement grammar and 

ignoring the script entirely. They do not speak their lines at this stage, or even use complete 

sentences, but simply allow their voices to make sound in response to what happens, ensuring 

a body-voice connection. As director I operate as facilitator, side-coaching to ensure proper 

technique and monitoring when the interaction loses value and ending it. In this way, the 

ramifications and outcomes of the selected interactive goals are explored and examined 

Effect 

Reaction 

Effect 

Reaction 

Action 

Figure Five: The action-effect-reaction cycle 
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holistically and psychophysically, rather than merely through intellectual discussion. 

Identification of meaning is subordinated to the process of working interactive goals. 

 

Analysis-through-Practice 

Working on Wars of the Roses Part One, Embodied Exploration presented challenges almost 

immediately. Early in the rehearsal process, it became clear that the use of spinal gesture was 

not an innate ability in the actors. To engage properly, the actors needed to develop their 

physical capabilities and lacking this, difficulties emerged in the process. I noted that ‘in the 

zeal to use the spinal column, a few actors [were] freezing their arms and shoulders…usually 

up and forward’ (Silberschatz 2011c). I believe that this came from an attempt to focus on 

engaging the spinal column, but it was actually counterproductive: rather than allowing the 

movement to radiate outward from the spinal gesture, the actors locked their limbs in place 

and in doing so, did not allow full physical manifestation to occur. To combat this, I offered 

coaching during Embodied Exploration exercises, which combined with gaining experience, 

enabled the actors to unlock their extremities and allow a freer manifestation of the spinal 

gesture throughout their bodies. However, once this occurred, a new block appeared. For 

many of the actors, Embodied Exploration became a purely physical exercise where 

psychological and vocal elements were neglected (Silberschatz 2011e). Again, I was frequently 

in the position of having to remind actors to engage vocally and psychologically as well as 

physically. This continued throughout the process and while it did improve (again with 

coaching and experience) it became clear that Embodied Exploration is a complex and difficult 

process that requires a training period for actors who have never experienced the work. 
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Furthermore, many actors fell into a trap. Rather than working to affect their partners, they 

often focused on what they were doing rather than on achieving what they wanted other 

actors to do (Silberschatz 2011d). This problem seemed most severe with those actors I felt 

were strongest: they were prone to rely on their talent to create more interesting actions and 

effects within the Embodied Exploration process, leading them to focus on themselves. 

Improvement did occur in this area too, however: ‘One of the assistant directors mentioned 

that they were happy to see actors…sending their gestures out to/for the other 

actors’(Silberschatz 2011e). This requirement – directing gestural energy at other actors and to 

or for them – is something that I embedded as a key feature of the Embodied Exploration 

process, but it was either unclear, or the actors were simply not capable of working in this way 

until they had gained facility with the work. When they did so I recorded that I felt that ‘the 

entire energy of the exercise changed’(Silberschatz 2011b). I could not then, nor can I now,  

Figure Six: Wars of the Roses Part One actors engaged in Embodied Exploration with frozen arms 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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better articulate what happened when the exercise was successful, but there was, for me, a 

palpable change in the quality of energy. This was a useful tool for me throughout the 

rehearsal period in that it enabled me to diagnose when the actors were successfully engaging 

with Embodied Exploration and when they were not. 

 

Technical expertise was less problematic in the Lab for two possible reasons: first, because it 

began with a training period; second, because where the actors in Wars of the Roses Part One 

were students, Harriet and Benjamin are both highly experienced professional actors with a 

greater degree of mastery of their craft (including bodily use and awareness).  

 

Figure Seven: Successful engagement of Embodied Exploration in Wars of the Roses Part One 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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The use of unit divisions were, however, much more problematic. In approaching text from 

strangers, babies, it seemed that unit divisions would be crucial to avoid monotony. Harriet, 

however, argued that ‘it felt odd to go back every time: every unit, to try to go back to the 

abstract each time is really hard to do’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012c, p.2), even suggesting that 

doing this made them ‘lose their sense of inventiveness and drive’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012c, 

p.3). Each scene on which we worked featured an overarching goal which varied through the 

scenes, but did not fundamentally change. This combined with the necessary abstraction of 

the interactive goals led to a situation where each time we began work on a new unit, 

Benjamin and Harriet felt that they were re-treading the same territory. Benjamin observed 

that ‘there are only so many things that drive a scene and I think that if you start to break stuff 

down too much it takes it into this point where there’s nothing left to break down so it’s like 

you’re just running out of goals’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012c, p.1). Addressing this issue 

Figure Eight: Embodied Exploration in the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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required trusting that Benjamin and Harriet could find variety without playing each unit as an 

individual entity. We stepped back, exploring scenes in their entirety, breaking them up only 

where interactive goals fundamentally changed (and in the extracts selected, these goals did 

not change). 

 

The difference between experiences in Wars of the Roses Part One and the Lab appears to 

relate to the nature of the unit divisions themselves. In Wars of the Roses Part One, these were 

largely based on either entrances or exits of characters. This meant that each unit featured a 

new combination of characters, leading to new interactive goals. With strangers, babies, no 

characters entered or exited – the same two remained present for entire scenes leading to 

variations within the scene, rather than outright changes (Silberschatz 2012a, p.15; Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012c, p.5). It was this fundamental structural difference in the play texts that made 

working unit-by-unit inappropriate for strangers, babies and this realization was a key lesson 

that emerged from attempting the provisional process on a radically different style of script. 
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Strip Two: ‘What if you worked for your interactive goals via Embodied Exploration?’ 

Mental Engagement → Psychophysical Engagement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spinal Gesture is mostly present in this interaction, though it occasionally falters 

(Harriet). Actors’ movements manifest to full extension with maximum energy. Harriet and 

Benjamin are immediately following each effect with a reaction, preventing 

intellectualization of the interaction being explored. Response to what is occurring in the 

moment is detectable: Benjamin changes tactic drastically in response to physical 

configuration and Harriet responds in kind. Vocal sounds are constantly generated and 

these occur in response to the physical movement. This may be seen in Harriet’s 

response to Benjamin: her aggressive vocalizations are replaced by something more 

beguiling and soothing. Engagement with the interaction suggested by the text is achieved 

holistically and psychophysically. The process does not work from the inside out, but 

engages the actor’s entire apparatus from the start. Normally, this interaction would 

continue for fifteen to twenty minutes.

 

 































Embodied Exploration with Text and Propositional ‘What Ifs’ 

Reflection-in-Action 

Having completed an initial exploration of the interaction, the script’s text is then added. 

However, the deployment of that text is modified. Actors are under strict instructions not to 

attempt to play or illustrate the text, but to float it on top of their interaction – to use it rather 

than express it. In this way, the text influences, but does not dominate, the interactive process. 

Moreover, by removing the imperative to communicate the meaning of the text, actors are 

able to explore the vocal sounds created by the words and employ them. Inter-Actor 

Interaction is not the only process that grafts the use of text to minimization of structure in 

favour of play in performance. Though different in rehearsal and performance execution, 

Carroll’s productions with the Factory Theatre (see Chapter One) function similarly: the 

productions are text-based, but the actors perform through spontaneous and direct play with 

each other. In both processes, the text undoubtedly influences the performed outcome and 

structure is therefore not eliminated, but minimized. In Inter-Actor Interaction specifically, this 

influence may most readily be seen in the text’s potential to alter the pattern of Embodied 

Exploration. For example, actors might find that at times they need to play several physical 

actions consecutively without allowing a reaction from their scene partners to cover their 

lines. 

 

A key feature of this phase of the process is that it is repeated many times. Repetition is in no 

way a unique feature of this process and I would argue is actually a feature of processes 

utilizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures. Understanding the difference between my 

deployment of repetition and that of processes utilizing pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures requires understanding of memory. 
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Sian Beilock, an associate professor of psychology at the University of Chicago, presents two 

types of memory in play when a task is being undertaken. The first is ‘procedural memory’ 

which she describes as 

your cognitive toolbox that contains a recipe that, if followed, will produce a successful 
bike ride, golf putt, baseball swing, or fully operating mobile phone. Interestingly, these 
recipes operate largely outside of your conscious awareness. Your own facility is 
because, when you are good at performing a skill, you do it too quickly to monitor it 
consciously. (Beilock 2011, p.19) 
 

Given this description, it could be argued that procedural memory is the location of tacit 

knowledge.  

 

The second type of memory is ‘working memory’ which may be thought of as a person’s 

‘cognitive horsepower’, involving ‘the ability to hold information in the mind (and protect that 

information from disappearing)’ (Beilock 2011, p.32), and which is particularly useful in logical 

problem solving (Beilock 2011, p.96). Working memory facilitates reasoning through complex 

problems. Beilock’s differentiation between two types of memory might be related to flow 

theory. When in flow, many people describe the sensation that the actions they take are 

‘automatic’ (Jackson & M. Csikszentmihalyi 1999, p.75), which suggests that (like procedural 

memory) processes are outside of conscious awareness and monitoring. Procedural memory 

may therefore be a component of flow experiences. If engaged, procedural memory should 

facilitate two flow dimensions. It should support the sense of control by ensuring a degree of 

mastery over the mechanical requirements of a task. It also should support the elimination of 

self-consciousness, which may be seen by examining the mechanics of how self-consciousness 

is eliminated in flow. Csikszentmihalyi argues that ‘a primary function of the self is to integrate 

one person’s actions with that of others’ (M. Csikszentmihalyi 1975, p.49). Flow activities, 

however, are different: 

[They] usually do not require any negotiation. Since they are based on freely accepted 
rules, the player does not need to use a self to get along in the activity. As long as all the 
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participants follow the same rules, there is no need to negotiate roles. The participants 
need no self to bargain with about what should or should not be done. (M. 
Csikszentmihalyi 1975, p.49) 
 

If the ‘rules’ are internalized via procedural memory, the self (as Csikszentmihalyi describes it) 

is not a requirement for the activity and self-consciousness may be eliminated. In this sense, 

Beilock’s conceptions of memory are linked to the underlying theory informing the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process, making them an appropriate tool for discussion of the nature and use of 

repetition and, more importantly, how it differs from processes using a pre-agreed-upon 

performance structure. 

 

Using Beilock’s terminology then, I suggest that a process featuring pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures asks actors to utilize their working memory to address the complex 

problem of how to play a scene in order to create a structure that, with repetition, functions 

using procedural memory. Embodied Exploration asks actors to bypass their working memories 

in favour of instinctive, psychophysical reaction utilizing a specifically designed grammar. The 

deployment of this grammar in interaction (though not the details of any specific interaction) 

is meant to become procedural memory processes. In later phases of the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process, these procedural memory processes are modified with additional rules 

relating to how much of the full psychophysical engagement is manifested. The interaction and 

level of psychophysicality are the procedural memory processes rather than a pre-agreed-

upon performance structure.  

 

Analysis-through-Practice 

Implementing this phase of Embodied Exploration was not problematic in Wars of the Roses 

Part One, but presented significant difficulties in the Lab. Harriet and Benjamin both 

commented on the exhausting nature of Embodied Exploration and the need to structure 
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rehearsals around its implementation (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, pp.4–5). Simply put, doing 

Embodied Exploration several times in a row ultimately introduced diminishing returns as 

mental and physical fatigue eventually impeded the working process. For this reason, an 

interim step was added consisting simply of the actors taking up their scripts after the initial 

interaction, and walking around the space reading the text. Primarily, its purpose is to offer a 

break from the intensity of the Embodied Exploration process. Secondarily, it gives the actors a 

chance to speak their lines with each other, supporting memorization, even if the actors begin 

the process off-book. Moreover this interim step introduces speaking the text without 

requiring full psychophysicality, easing the transition from textless interaction to the use of 

performance text. 

 

More problematically, the issue of repetition hung over every aspect of the Lab process. Early 

in the Lab, both Benjamin and Harriet commented that the length of time spent on Embodied 

Exploration exercises might become a detriment to the process suggesting: ‘Don’t do it too 

much because we might just drive ourselves into a pulp of ‘What’s going on?’ (Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012a, p.10). This discomfort grew in early rehearsals, with Benjamin reiterating that 

he felt ‘when we do it so often we run the risk of doing it too much and I think that’s a danger’ 

(Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.8). Meanwhile, Harriet suggested that ‘we were ending up doing 

the same things physically actually. Physically the same things’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, 

p.9). At this point, both Benjamin and Harriet’s concerns were limited to a general fear of 

repetition and rooted in the belief that if something was run too much it would become ‘dead’ 

(Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.8). As the process continued, both actors were asking (as Harriet 

put it) ‘what more can we get from this?’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012g, p.1). Harriet tried again 

to articulate the problem: 

We’re only getting a part of the way in. We’re not actually using some of that stuff that 
we’ve found. And then when you go back to it you have to re-find it. And maybe that’s 
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what can be frustrating for me because I think ‘if we’d used what we found last 
Wednesday (just for the sake of argument), at that point that would be in my 
body/character memory.’ And when we go back to it that’s a jumping off point to go 
onto the next bit. (Harriet & Benjamin 2012g, p.2) 

 
There were two problems with the repetition. First, neither Harriet nor Benjamin felt they 

were getting any new material they could use. Second, they were unable (in their opinion) to 

apply what they were learning to the scenes themselves. As Benjamin said, ‘we’ve got all the 

threads and it just feels as though we’re never going to use them. Sometimes it feels like it’s 

too late…All the threads are frayed and cut…Because they’re not alive’ (Harriet & Benjamin 

2012g, pp.2–3). A fundamental re-working of the process was required. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure Nine: Embodied Exploration becoming more difficult in the Lab 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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The key question was how to make the necessary repetitions occur without causing Harriet 

and Benjamin distress. To achieve this, I tried proposing ‘what ifs’ for each run. Some of these 

were technical what ifs designed to enhance actor facility with the grammar of Embodied 

Exploration: ‘what if you could only use pushing actions?’; ‘what if you could only use pulling 

actions?’ (Silberschatz 2012a, p.18). Some of these were tonal what ifs designed to alter the 

feeling of a run, usually beyond what might be considered appropriate for the material: ‘what 

if this was a slapstick comedy?’; ‘what if this was tragic melodrama?’ (Silberschatz 2012a, 

p.18). These were followed by an integrating what if: ‘what if we did a standard embodied run 

with text that was informed by the four previous?’ (Silberschatz 2012a, pp.18–19). These first 

‘what ifs’ were arbitrarily chosen to test if they would support repetition. As this approach was 

not planned, I spent no time considering what the most fruitful ‘what ifs’ might be, instead 

using whatever occurred to me in the moment. 

 

 

 
Figure Ten: Embodied Exploration using ‘what ifs’ in the Lab 

Photograph by Pola Anton 
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I recorded that ‘this test was a success. Both Benjamin and Harriet said they did not feel bored 

or stuck in place or checked out at any point’ (Silberschatz 2012a, p.19). Moreover, I recorded 

Benjamin saying ‘it works, but it’s hard’ (Silberschatz 2012a, p.19), which I believe is an 

accurate assessment of what the process should be. Benjamin and Harriet were much more 

positive about this process, with Benjamin suggesting that working in this way helped to 

‘[keep] the interest’ in the process the entire time (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, p.5). Both 

agreed that the novelty introduced in each iteration of the scene was essential – they needed 

the potential for something new to occur, even if that new something felt completely wrong 

for the scene in question, in order to feel like things were moving forward and developing 

(Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, pp.3–4). Even so both actors also expressed a hesitance to 

embrace this revised Embodied Exploration process fully. Benjamin commented that it was 

‘quite relentless’ and that after we finished our test ‘[he] was thinking, ‘how could you do this 

all day every day in a rehearsal room?’ because you would drive yourself absolutely insane 

unless there were other things going on’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, pp.5–6). Harriet agreed 

that it would be difficult to work like that for full rehearsal periods ‘because you wouldn’t be 

able to process it enough…There are some things that you’re going ‘yeah, I can use that’, but if 

you carried on in that vein, I think you would become confused’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, 

p.6). While these concerns were valid, I could not escape the fact that (especially in Harriet’s 

case) this concern was rooted in a basic desire to develop a selected meaning through a pre-

agreed-upon performance structure. These concerns were never fully mitigated and may be 

indicative of potential reactions of other actors trained in identification-oriented practice that 

utilizes pre-agreed-upon performance structures. 
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The deployment of ‘what ifs’ would subsequently become a key feature and development of 

the Inter-Actor Interaction process and would be used in numerous ways outside of the 

Embodied Exploration process. I must therefore acknowledge here that in transcribing 

interviews, I uncovered a key conversation that clearly contributed to the origin of the ‘what if’ 

structure. I believed during the lab that I arrived at the ‘what if’ concept in a moment of 

desperate inspiration in the rehearsal room – that it came to me when it was most needed. 

This was not entirely true, as may be seen in the following excerpt from an interview 

conducted in the first week of the lab: 

Harriet: 
It’s like if you’re in an improv class and someone says just go on and start doing 
something there are too many choices. It shuts you down rather than opens you up. 
 
Me: 
So it becomes something like ‘what happens if May and Roy are in the same coffee 
shop? 
 

Figure Eleven: ‘What ifs’ in Embodied Exploration 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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Harriet: 
Uh huh. 
 
Me: 
How do they behave in that coffee shop? 
 
Harriet: 
You actually need what ifs. Whenever I’m teaching improvisation I say ‘ok, you have to 
know where you are and –’ 
 
Benjamin: 
Ay, you need a base you need a wee strong base so that you can drop them into 
different things so they can withstand it. 
 
Me: 
So it sounds to me that you guys’ preferred approach would be build a base then throw 
a bunch of what ifs: what if this happens, what if this was going on? 
 
Benjamin: 
And some of them will crash and burn and some of them might be shit, but at least 
you’ll know. (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.18) 

 
Although we were not discussing Embodied Exploration, the content of the shared suggestions 

in this interview is consistent with what would later be adopted as a global process. Harriet 

and Benjamin both offer insights into what they needed to create their characters, pointing 

particularly to the need for propositional starting points. Even the language is identical: Harriet 

calls them ‘what ifs’. In addressing concerns with repetition, these concepts remained in my 

subconscious. Perhaps in telling me what they felt like they needed in character creation, 

Harriet and Benjamin also gave me a window into what they needed for the entire Inter-Actor 

Interaction process. While I did not realize this at the time, when things seemed like they were 

falling apart, I grabbed hold of what I thought was spontaneous inspiration, but was actually a 

memory of something they needed. The ‘what if’ structure is of crucial importance to this 

research and it is the product of the three of us: Harriet proposed the idea for character 

creation and Benjamin and Harriet together developed it. I then adapted this request into a 

Global process, framing each step of the Inter-Actor Interaction process as a new ‘what if’ 

question. 
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Strip Three: Embodied Exploration with Propositional ‘What Ifs’ 

Repetition to Establish Performance Structure → Repetition to Establish Procedural 

Memory of the Embodied Exploration Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Video from early in the Lab features a progression of a scene through six iterations. Actors 

demonstrate greater facility with (though not mastery of) Embodied Exploration in two 

areas:  

Spinal Engagement: Lacking at first, but increasing proficiency demonstrated as steps 

progress (more pronounced with Harriet than Benjamin). Significant increase in energy and 

commitment with tonal ‘what ifs’ (slapstick comedy and melodrama). By final iteration, 

both actors are more fully engaging their spinal columns.  

Interaction: Initially, actors not directing energy at scene partners and little manifestation of 

effect. Staccato rhythm and lack of continuous movement shown in early iterations and 

most pronounced for Benjamin in ‘pulling actions’ step – pausing to consider options. 

Increased energy in tonal ‘what ifs’ leads to improvement in energy direction and effect 

manifestation, which carries through to final iteration.

 

 































World of the Play and Character Lenses 

Reflection-in-Action 

Embodied Exploration (as may be seen by the video strips thus far) is a highly energetic, highly 

physical interaction which, if performed for any length of time, would be viewed as 

overwrought, chaotic and ultimately uninteresting, lacking any dynamic or expressive variety. 

One feature of pre-agreed-upon performance structures is that if they are well-constructed, 

they contain significant potential for variety and dynamism. Minimizing pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures necessitated an alternate approach to achieving this aim. Here 

character and world of the play fulfil this function without fixing elements of the interaction.  

In traditional identification-oriented practices, character and world of the play function as 

additions – the actor assumes specific psychological and physical characteristics that may be 

alien to him/her; the actor reacts to real and imagined environmental and atmospheric 

influences. In the Inter-Actor Interaction process, character and world of the play function as 

lenses through which the pursuit of interactive goals is viewed. Holistic understanding of 

character and world of the play leads to a series of physical, vocal emotional and psychological 

restrictions on what is revealed physically by the actor. 

 

The term lens is used with specific intention. Inter-Actor Interaction requires that actors not 

reduce the energy engaged in Embodied Exploration, but that they should hide its full 

manifestation. By doing this, Barba’s concept of ‘luxury energy’, or the utilization of more 

energy than necessary to achieve a given performance aim, rather than the minimum energy 

required (Barba 1995, p.9), is engaged, dilating the actor’s presence. Barba suggests that an 

actor should be able to compress the energy needed for a large action into a much smaller 

space. He writes ‘this process, which composes a small action as if it was much larger, conceals 

the energy and makes the performer’s entire body come alive, even when immobile’ (Barba 
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1995, pp.28–29). Barba describes this dilation as a quality in performers that attracts 

attention, drawing the audience into the performance (Barba & Savarese 2006, p.52). If 

Barba’s theory of luxury energy is correct, then the resulting dilation of presence would ensure 

expressivity while allowing the actors’ focus to remain on the interaction. 

 

Lensing shares many features with several of Michael Chekhov’s concepts. Chekhov believed a 

key feature of the acting process involved ‘radiating’, a process by which the actor projects 

his/her energy in a specific manner though appearing still (Powers 1991b, p.xli; Chekhov 2005, 

pp.7–8). Chekhov prescribes a specific exercise to develop radiating in actors in which he asks 

the actor to ‘imagine that invisible rays stream from your movements into space, in the 

direction of the movement itself’ and ‘send out these rays from your chest, arms and hands, 

from your whole body at once, in the direction in which you have moved’ (Chekhov 1991, 

pp.46–47). Even though Chekhov warns that the actor should ‘avoid mistaking physical tension 

for radiation’ (Chekhov 1991, p.47), it appears that he is advocating a similar use of energy 

generation. This is particularly evident when he discusses the use and application of 

psychological gesture (another of his concepts), advocating that even if a movement cannot 

physically continue, ‘it can and must go on regardless of the body’s inability to follow’ 

(Chekhov 1991, p.80). This is the mechanism by which lensing works. Chekhov also applied this 

conception when working on film, suggesting that an actor should not ‘do less’ (a common 

piece of advice for film acting), but rather, radiate even more strongly ‘and then imagine that a 

soft gossamer “veil” descends upon you, “veiling” your expression’ (Powers 1991a, p.165). It 

could be argued that Chekhov’s concept of ‘veiling’ as applied in film acting is repurposed in 

this process for theatre acting as lensing. 
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There is also similarity between this use of lensing and elements of Lecoq’s movement 

pedagogy. In training actors, Lecoq suggests that they ‘begin by expanding the movement to 

its maximum’ and then ‘take the opposite course by reducing the same movement to the point 

where it is almost imperceptible from outside’ (Lecoq et al. 2000, pp.78–79). At first glance, 

this appears to be merely an exploration of movement possibilities (and it is), but Lecoq goes 

further, explaining that this reduction ‘consists simply in respiration, in apparent immobility’ 

(Lecoq et al. 2000, p.79, emphasis added). Apparent immobility is not the same thing as 

immobility; unperceived movement still occurs. 

 

Analysis-through-Practice 

Restriction through lensing was originally envisioned as a process echoing Alfreds’s approach 

to rehearsal, which is divided into three strands developed in isolation and then reintegrated 

(Alfreds 2007, p.158). The character and world of the play lenses would be crafted in parallel 

but separate processes alongside Embodied Exploration and eventually applied to the 

interaction. Implementation of this approach proved problematic on both Wars of the Roses 

Part One and the Lab. In Wars of the Roses Part One, logistical challenges necessitated 

compromising the designed process; there was simply not enough time to work on three 

distinct strands in depth. I noted: ‘I don’t think the logistics of this schedule are conducive to 

the process…I feel like I’m having to rush a bit to get through the rehearsal rather than giving 

everything the time it really needs’ (Silberschatz 2011e). I was also specifically concerned 

about the character and world of the play lenses recognizing that ‘I haven’t spent nearly the 

time I would like to on these elements because there simply isn’t the time to do so’ 

(Silberschatz 2011e). I decided characters and the world of the play being less sharply defined 

would not impact the final performance as much as if interaction in scenes was unclear. In 

addition, the sharing of all twenty-one actors across three distinct productions often 
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Figure Twelve: Character lenses in Wars of the Roses Part One 
Photograph by Pola Anton 

necessitated that actors split their time between the three rehearsal rooms, not just day by 

day, but hour by hour. While scenes could be worked in smaller groups with the actors who 

appeared in them, the lack of a full ensemble made it impossible to undertake world of the 

play exercises. It was logical therefore that Embodied Exploration was foregrounded at the 

expense of character and world of the play. Many of the actors felt there was insufficient time 

for the rehearsal process  to fully function (Martha 2011, p.7; Diana 2011, p.10; Nancy 2011, 

p.9). Matt was specific in noting that more attention was needed on developing the character 

strand: 

I think if there was more time spent on…the characters – just how they would behave in 
a standard situation that might have helped… then you’d know how you’d normally 
behave and when you got to a situation that jarred from that I think it would actually 
increase the flow because you’d feel how different… More time of characters away from 
the scenes. Because the scene puts a very specific framework on what they’re trying to 
do and what they’re trying to accomplish, but they all have a much broader life. (Matt 
2011, p.7)  
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Due to the time and logistical constraints, world of the play was explored even less, featuring 

only one session on the parliament scenes of the play. Thomas suggested that the parliament 

day ‘was great. It really was. But the reminders of that day didn’t come back often enough. The 

reminder: we are in parliament. Here’s how we behave’ (Thomas 2011, p.7). Martha felt that 

more work on environment ‘would have been really good, actually. It probably would have 

helped with exploring in each scene’ (Martha 2011, p.8). Diana framed the problem more 

succinctly and scathingly: ‘I think my idea of the [environment] was different from [Rebecca’s] 

idea of the [environment] and how one behaves to [other characters]’ (Diana 2011, p.8). 

Interestingly, Rebecca offered a minority opinion (that was not shared by any of the other 

actors and reinforces Diana’s point): ‘We might have rushed over a little bit of the atmosphere 

and environment, but there was so much other good stuff that was happening that it was 

almost ok’ (Rebecca 2011, p.6). The outcome was that actors had individual and intellectual 

understanding of character and world of the play, but struggled to implement them in 

performance. The restrictions were not clearly defined across the entire ensemble and some 

actors felt they were never able to relinquish consciousness of the world of the play and 

character restrictions as they understood them (Thomas 2011, p.8; Matt 2011, p.3). 

 

Additionally, the mechanism by which the lenses were applied to the interaction was never 

clearly developed or implemented. Various attempts were made to facilitate this process, but 

even where apparently successful, many actors felt the transition was much too sudden. 

Martha indicated that ‘I kind of felt like I was in a bit of a game of chess on stage. And I felt like 

all the work I had done prior was kind of – not being stifled by – it was kind of being quashed 

by this thought: ‘I need to be here, need to be here, need to be here’’ (Martha 2011, p.3). 

Nancy suggested that ‘the change from full-bodied to scaling it down so quickly’ meant that 

she did not ‘have time for that to happen organically… So one minute I was doing very full-
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bodied work and it seemed like in the next rehearsal I had to be aware of where I was standing 

on stage’ (Nancy 2011, p.7, emphasis added). Similarly, Paula stated that 

…we did all of that wonderful physical body work with the emotion and the text and 
really trying to affect each other physically and then brought it to the [theatre] and all of 
a sudden these stagnant space fillers got put in the scene and then it became more of a 
‘ok you want to move, you want to do things physically affect people, but now you have 
the concrete rules in place’. (Paula 2011, p.10, emphasis added)  
 

The manner in which the character and world of the play lenses were applied caused a 

disconnect between what Paula felt she was meant to be doing – affecting other actors – and 

the rules that were put in place. She had difficulty reconciling these two ideas. The Wars of the 

Roses Part One actors present a picture of a process in which conscious mediation was 

required to facilitate the application of the character and world of the play lenses. In essence, 

this required that the actors divide their consciousness between awareness of the lenses and 

playing the interactive game. By reintroducing this division, the process failed to live one of its 

stated values. 

 

 
Figure Thirteen: Wars of the Roses Part One from rehearsal (left) to performance (right) 

Photographs by Pola Anton (left) and Ken Dundas (right) 
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The Lab did not face the same logistical difficulties as Wars of the Roses Part One, but the 

creation and application of the character and world of the play lenses was similarly 

problematic. Benjamin and Harriet found the idea of working on character and world of the 

play in isolation from the scene work to be jarring. Harriet could not separate the strands, 

viewing the combination of interaction, character and world of the play as essential and 

indivisible. For her, the difficulty lay in  

the idea that you can separate the two things out: you can say that well do this physical 
embodiment but not think about the scene, you know? Because we’re so used to going, 
‘right who are these people? What’s happening? What’s the story we’re telling here?’ 
And anything that we do, any kind of exploration in rehearsal is always focused on that; 
that’s its main aim and it’s been hard to step back and go, ‘right, ok, let’s free fall’. 
(Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.2) 
 

 Benjamin similarly felt that ‘we’re looking at text and language and the play and the 

characters as well as this other thing side by side [and] you cannot help but ask questions 

about that world and why’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.3). On a theoretical level, Benjamin 

and Harriet did not see a reason to separate character and world of the play from the scene 

itself. In addition, there was a significant question regarding how these elements could be 

brought together. This manifested most clearly when Benjamin and Harriet began asking 

‘where’s the bridge?’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.3). Seemingly, neither Harriet nor Benjamin 

could see how these various strands of practice (none of which related directly to playing the 

scene in a traditional sense) could add up to something that would enable them to perform 

the text for an audience. Benjamin clarified this point: ‘I’m just going to keep talking about 

how do we bridge that gap between talking about a text and this movement-based world? And 

how to slot them in gently?’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.6). Though the quote suggests 

discomfort with how to use Embodied Exploration with text, it seemed to me that he was 

actually asking how we could move from Embodied Exploration to something that resembled 

appropriate performance style. When I suggested that the lensing process would assist with 

this, Benjamin revealed that even after much contextualizing discussion, he didn’t have an 
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understanding of what lensing was (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.6). Benjamin was not to 

blame for this lack of understanding. Lensing at this stage of the process was only a concept 

and I did not have a clear idea of how to actually achieve it. Admitting this, I suggested that 

when we spoke about lensing, that we were actually speaking about Benjamin’s question of 

how to take what was happening in Embodied Exploration and make it into something that 

appeared to be appropriate performance style. Both Benjamin and Harriet seemed to 

understand this goal, and it led Benjamin to offer a simile of what we would try to do: 

It’s like an amputee body right and you’ve got an arm that you’ve been working on for 
ages and that moment where the body’s been waiting for the arm and the arm’s waiting 
on the body and when the arm gets attached to the body, it’s whether it takes or not. 
And you’ve got to wait a wee bit of time to see if the arm is going to reject the 
body…And then you’ve got to make sure that it works properly and stuff. (Harriet & 
Benjamin 2012b, p.7) 

 
Although this analogy was offered with good humour – which included Benjamin jokingly 

saying ‘put that in your big PhD pipe and smoke it’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012b, p.8) – the 

uncertainty about how everything would fit together was a key issue that required addressing. 

 

Based on the success of implementing ‘what ifs’ in Embodied Exploration, I expanded their 

use: ‘I think that the lensing can be part of the series of ‘what ifs’, for example: ‘what if this 

interaction happened in May’s flat?’’ (Silberschatz 2012a, p.20). Ultimately, this led to a 

process in which broad-strokes choices about environment were discovered via the use of 

directorial questioning in which I would ask specific questions about the environment and the 

actors would answer through psychophysical exploration. This would then prompt the 

question ‘what if this interaction happened in this environment?’ Next, broad-strokes 

character choices were made. I believe this could be achieved through any number of 

processes provided that they allowed instant psychophysical exploration of potential choices. 

In practice, we utilized a technique I was taught at Shakespeare’s Globe: Elements and 

Archetypes. In this process, each of the four classical elements (earth, water, fire and air) is  
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represented by a full-body gesture designed to affect change in an actor’s energy and 

emotional state. These are combined with four archetypes (the sovereign, the magician, the 

warrior and the lover), which are represented by gestural movement patterns designed to 

affect behaviour. Various combinations lead to very different physical and psychological lives 

which may be employed as a starting point for the creation of characters (or in the case of this 

research, the creation of the character lens).  

 

When this approach to the creation of the character- and world of the play- lenses was 

adopted, Benjamin believed that ‘what we were playing with today felt more conducive to 

creating a scene by using the tools that we used yesterday because today we felt as though 

there was actually – not choices but we were starting to veer towards creating…a scene’ 

(Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, p.6). Harriet confirmed this, saying ‘what we’ve been 

doing…definitely feels more focused on the scene, the characters, than some of the stuff we 

Figure Fourteen: Elements and Archetypes: ‘The Magician’ 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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were doing at the earlier part of the process. And whether in your sense [the earlier approach] 

was [focused on that], it didn’t feel like it to us, I think. Now it feels to us like it’s all working 

towards doing that’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, p.7).  

 

 

Figure Fifteen: Benjamin’s Element/Archetype 
combination in isolation 

Photograph by Pola Anton 
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Strip Four: ‘What if the interactive game happened in a specific environment?’ 

World of the Play as Additions → World of the Play as Restrictions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Environment is briefly examined via directorial questioning and collaborative discussion. 

Benjamin and Harriet then explore the decisions made psychophysically. This may be seen 

in the exploration particularly when Harriet puts her feet up while sitting. The notion that 

the method of exploration of the environment might vary depending on the scene is 

advanced. When the interaction resumes, the beginnings of lens-based restriction 

are evident. Though Harriet and Benjamin have been instructed to err on the side of full 

psychophysicality, manifestation is slightly reduced. Harriet and Benjamin are more vocally 

contained: In a previous run, Benjamin shouted and elongated the word ‘die’ (this may be 

seen in the Process Demonstration Video found in Appendix D). Here, Benjamin’s use of 

the word ‘die’ includes a brief pause, suggesting he is restricting the vocalization he 

used previously. The restrictions seem to be deployed consciously: Harriet and Benjamin 

appear tentative. Though no effort is made to play the environment, luxury energy is rarely 

engaged: both actors are reducing their performances rather than lensing them.

 

 



























Strip Five: ‘What if the interactive game happened in specific character bodies?’ 

Character as Additions → Character as Restrictions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Creation of Character Lens 

Four elements and four archetypes are explored individually. Harriet and Benjamin then try 

combinations with their characters from ‘Breasts and etcetera’ in mind: transition from overt 

use of element and archetype gestures and movements to a more internalized version, 

leading to the character body lens. Character voice lens found using the body lens as 

starting point. 

Application of Character Lens 

Benjamin – Lensing remains non-naturalistic: action, effect and reaction all clearly 

manifested. Lensing most clearly seen in the extent of psychophysical manifestation: head 

and shoulders become the primary outlet for physical action and reaction originating in the 

spinal column. 

Harriet – Lensing much more complete than Benjamin’s: while not wholly naturalistic, long 

stretches seem mostly lensed in this direction. Energy is not as outwardly or forcefully 

directed at Benjamin. Occasional manifestation of Embodied Exploration grammar is 

evident: use of head and upper torso movement, for example. 
 

 



















Propositional Full Lenses 

Analysis-through-Practice3 

It became clear throughout the Lab that whenever the process became too detailed, too 

focused, or attempted to prescribe exactly what was to occur at every given point of the 

process, it created conditions that negatively impacted the actors. In response to one such 

instance, Benjamin articulated a very clear rebuke:  

You’re taking a lot of power off the actor as well because…it becomes just about 
technique or – it sounds rude, but I’m not being rude – but it’s what you’ve brought into 
the room and it’s just about that rather than…everybody being equal and trying to bring 
our own stuff into the room… If we’re just doing it that one way, it’s like we’re just doing 
what you want to do. (Harriet & Benjamin 2012c, p.7) 
 

As skilled, professional actors, Benjamin’s and Harriet’s potential contributions to the 

restricting lenses required inclusion in order to create a positive rehearsal environment. While 

the application of techniques like those used for the creation of world of the play and 

character lenses were designed with this in mind, it became clear that they also needed space 

to operate without technique being dictated to them. Lacking this (as evidenced by Benjamin’s 

response), they responded negatively and for this reason, the question ‘what if you played the 

interactive game fully lensed?’ was introduced. Having explored character and world of the 

play and begun to apply them through ‘what ifs’, this step enabled the actors to explore 

potential lensing restrictions and offer, based on their current understanding of the lenses, 

their proposal for what the fully lensed scene would look like.

3 From this step in the process, Inter-Actor Interaction developed as a logical consequence of what 
occurred in the Lab via analysis-through-practice. As such, these steps were not designed in the virtual 
rehearsal room in my role as process architect, but rather emerged as necessary steps to continue the 
process as it developed in the lab. For this reason, discursive analysis moving forward will feature only 
discourse on analysis-through-practice. 
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Strip Six: ‘What if you played the interactive game fully lensed?’ 

Acting the Scene → Playing a Mediated, Psychophysical, Interactive Game 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Traces of full psychophysical manifestation are less overt and inconsistent. Early in the 

scene, Harriet’s focus is divided between the injured bird and Benjamin, and this leads to 

instances where it appears she is acting the scene (such as when she illustrates with 

her own body the position of the bird). Benjamin, partly due to the way the scene is 

written is more able to focus on Harriet, allowing himself to be pulled and continuously 

focusing his energy on Harriet. As the scene progresses, the interactive game becomes 

more prominent. At one point, Harriet springs up in response to Benjamin. The 

movement appears unplanned. Moving forward, the mediated interactive game is 

foregrounded. At this point, the actors might be unable to focus fully on the game and 

require a temporary division of consciousness. The abbreviated demonstration may also 

have prevented their procedural memories from adopting full manifestation.

 

 























Refining ‘What Ifs’ 

Analysis-through-Practice 

The restrictions offered by the lenses are still at this point rough and crudely defined. 

Necessary refinement must occur without creating a pre-agreed-upon performance structure. 

Continued deployment of ‘what ifs’ emerged as a sensible way to address this need. Proposing 

a ‘what if’ at this stage engaged the actors, asking them to utilize their creativity to answer the 

question actively. The greater the challenge, the greater the demand placed on the actors’ 

creativity. For example, at one point in working on ‘Breasts and etcetera’ (which takes place in 

a hotel room) I asked Harriet and Benjamin ‘what if you couldn’t ever look at each other?’ In 

response to this, Benjamin ‘locked himself in the bathroom’ (he stayed in the area designated 

as the bathroom) and carried on a large portion of the scene from there (Harriet & Benjamin 

2012d, p.12). To prevent incidental fixing of the results of a particular ‘what if’, its antithesis 

was often immediately proposed, forcing a radical change from the first ‘what if’. A third run, 

allowing the actors to synthesize what they learned about the restricting lenses then occurred 

as a new iteration of the fully lensed performance.  

 

This use of ‘what ifs’ shares similarities with ‘points of concentration’, an Alfreds concept in 

which the entire play (or part of it) is run while the actors focus on a specific element – it could 

be their relationship with one particular character, the environment, or a technical request 

(such as forbidding anyone to raise their voice) – while still maintaining their performances in 

full detail (Alfreds 2007, pp.183–195). By proposing a point of concentration, Alfreds asks 

actors to explore a scene in a particular direction without sacrificing other elements of their 

performances, a feature that is also present in the deployment of ‘what ifs’ here. The use of 

‘what ifs’, however, differs from Alfreds’s points of concentration in a key way. Alfreds uses 

points of concentration to add layers of subtlety and depth to performances that are far along 
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in the rehearsal process. Here, ‘what ifs’ are ‘a way of pushing against the boundaries of the 

interactive game – of testing where the borders of the playing space are. In essence, they are 

gradually affixing a more specific, more detailed character and world of the play lens on the 

interactive game… the actors gradually clarify and define the lenses, but do so through play’ 

(Silberschatz 2012a, p.22). 

 

This use of ‘what ifs’ also owes a debt to Stanislavsky’s practice, particularly to his use of what 

he simply called ‘if’ (Stanislavski 2010b, pp.37–59). For Stanislavsky, ‘if’ is extremely important. 

He argues that ‘its significance lies, above all, in the fact that it initiates every creative act… For 

actors, “if” is the lever which lifts us out of the world of reality into the only world where we 

can be creative’ (Stanislavski 2010b, p.48). He further offers that ‘the secret of “if”, as a 

stimulus, lies in the fact that it doesn’t speak about actual facts, of what is, but what might 

be...“if”...This word is not a statement, it’s a question to be answered. The actor must try to 

answer it’ (Stanislavski 2010b, pp.50–51) and suggests that ‘if’ can both help the actor to 

discover a logical and appropriate sequence of actions and can ‘immediately produce a strong 

state of real agitation and dynamic action’ (Stanislavski 2010b, p.49). Stanislavsky’s use of ‘if’ is 

a way of exploring action and given circumstances and is a step toward establishing agreed-

upon structures for performance. It is meant to uncover truthful behaviour under the specified 

conditions proposed which can later be shaped to performance text and fixed into a final form. 

Contrastingly, my use of ‘what ifs’ is specifically designed to break the boundaries of what is 

acceptable in given circumstances in order to more cleanly define the lenses of character and 

world of the play.  

 

Harriet and Benjamin were positive in their assessment of this aspect of the process. Benjamin 

felt that working in this way was a way of ‘letting the actors do their job’ (Harriet & Benjamin 
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2012d, p.13). Harriet added that ‘we feel we can bring stuff to this, you know? (Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012d, p.8) and that ‘it’s a creative process and creative for me anyway, being 

creative is to build, you know, to build steps bit by bit. It doesn’t necessarily need to be linear; 

it can be pulling stuff in from the sides but always when you’ve done something there’s a 

result about it: a change’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, p.15). Harriet’s specific recognition of the 

value of the result or the change that emerged from the ‘what ifs’ further speaks to the 

efficacy of allowing actors space to contribute and suggests that this approach did, in fact, 

engage the actor’s creativity and in doing so, made the process more effective. In discussing 

the process developments after the session in which this was first attempted, both Harriet and 

Benjamin agreed that ‘it was great’ and that it felt ‘much more coherent’ (Harriet & Benjamin 

2012d, p.15). 

 

 

 

 

Figure Sixteen: Outcome of several ‘what ifs’ in the Lab  
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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Strip Seven: Refining ‘What Ifs’ 

Director Gives Performance Notes → Refinement through Dialectical ‘What ifs’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Explicit Dialectical ‘What Ifs’: ‘constant movement’ / ‘remain seated’; ‘line break 

pauses’ / ‘no pauses’. Both pairs used to push against the boundaries of what can be 

manifested through full lensing. All four ‘what ifs’ push too far for a finished performance, 

but allow extremes to be explored and discoveries to be made. 

Implicit Dialectical ‘What Ifs’: ‘reversed status’; ‘battle for control’; ‘baby immediately 

taken away’; ‘panto character’; ‘genuinely like each other’. They are opposite extremes 

to Benjamin’s and Harriet’s habitual choices. Some push too far (‘panto character’; 

‘reversed status’) some are arguably effective performance choices (‘genuinely like each 

other’; ‘baby immediately taken away’). These are not required performance choices, but 

possibilities experienced, informing the interactive game.  

Final Performance Run: Traces of previous ‘what ifs’ may be seen, particularly implicit 

‘what ifs (‘genuinely like each other’, ‘baby immediately taken away’, ‘battle for control’). 

However, actors do not play the scene according to my direction, but preserve the 

interactive game. 

 

 















































Reaffirming the Psychophysical, Interactive Game 

Analysis-through-Practice 

In early lensed runs, I observed that elements of the interactive game were being lost to 

actors’ desire to express content. This was problematic throughout the Lab process, 

particularly toward the end as the sharing approached. In order to foreground the 

psychophysical, interactive game, I decided to introduce an exercise whereby the actors began 

operating at the most basic level of Embodied Exploration – playing the game without text or 

story until they felt sufficient momentum had been established and then immediately snap 

into the fully lensed run of the scene. In one particular rehearsal, the actors agreed that they 

were losing the sense of the game and felt that this approach was particularly effective. Harriet 

observed: 

I like that actually I think It’s a good rehearsal technique, because (this was a surprise) I 
kind of missed the physical thing when we started this morning. I was like ‘Oh, are we 
just going to go straight into it?’…when we first started this morning doing almost a cold 
reading of it, it felt kind of something lacking here… which surprised me a little bit. So 
then in the middle of the process going ‘right, ok, you’ve got to do the interactive game 
and then go into the scene’ is satisfying. (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, p.18) 
 

Once I began using this exercise in the Lab, every time it was deployed (with one exception 

where Benjamin did not have full command of his lines), the results were consistent and 

positive: the sense of the psychophysical, interactive game returned to the scene without 

overpowering the lenses (Silberschatz 2012a, pp.25–27). 

 

The re-affirmation of the psychophysical, interactive game is, in a sense, a re-affirmation of the 

value of the unexpected. In this sense, Inter-Actor Interaction resonates with Lone Twin’s 

durational journeys into the unknown. In their performance journeys, Whelan and Winters 

deliberately make uncertainty a key and driving feature of the work (Brodzinski 2011), 

extending the scope for creative chaos from rehearsal into the performance process itself. 
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Inter-Actor Interaction attempts a similar extension. In this way, Inter-Actor Interaction 

embraces a letting go of the results of play in performance, no matter how interesting those 

results might be. 
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Strip Eight: ‘What if we started from the full psychophysical, interactive game?’ 

Fixing Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structure → Re-affirming the psychophysical, 

interactive game 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Some effects of this exercise may be seen by comparison with Strip Six. Where in Strip Six 

Harriet reverted to elements of content expression, here her focus is more fully directed at 

Benjamin. Even when she approaches the injured bird, there is a sense of connection 

through her back to Benjamin that prevents all of her energy from being directed towards 

the bird: she utilizes luxury energy to draw Benjamin closer to her (supplementing this with 

gesture). Benjamin still allows himself to be pulled subtly by Harriet. His physicality is 

less overtly focused on manipulating Harriet, but (even though his text is written in an 

aggressive voice, seemingly dismissing the bird) he still seems to be reaching out to 

Harriet, manifesting the pulling actions vocally. These changes may be the result of 

additional scene repetitions, but more direct interaction between actors is detectable 

immediately following the textless Embodied Exploration run.

 

 



















Continuation of the Inter-Actor Interaction Process towards Public Performance 

Though the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab focused exclusively on the rehearsal 

room context, I was still able to hypothesize, though not explore in practice, the remaining 

steps of the process leading up to public performance. The addition of all technical elements 

could, I believed, be addressed through further deployment of ‘what ifs’ (for example, ‘what if 

you had to play the game in these clothes?’; ‘what if you had to play the game on this set?’). 

This would enable the incorporation of non-actor elements of theatrical performance without 

recourse to pre-agreed-upon performance structures (Silberschatz 2012a, pp.22, 25). The 

psychophysical, interactive game could continue to be played, but with additional restrictions 

to manifestation as dictated by technical requirements. Admittedly, this approach is untested 

and might require further adaptation and development. Moreover, it might necessitate 

adjustments on the part of the designer, but this question remains unanswered as the 

designer’s relationship to the Inter-Actor Interaction process is outside the scope of this 

investigation. Even the addition of an audience could, I theorized, be framed as simply another 

‘what if’ in the series: ‘what if you had to play the game in front of these people?’ The scene 

runs in Strips Six and Eight already feature this particular ‘what if’ as an audience was present 

throughout the working process. However, the two scenes which were the focus of the Lab’s 

three weeks were not rehearsed in the presence of an audience, and as such, the sharing 

represented the first time this ‘what if’ was introduced. These performed scenes may be seen 

below. 
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Video: ‘Breasts and etcetera’ Sharing Performance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Video: ‘He’s asleep’ Sharing Performance 

  

150 
 











Instructively, though the ‘what if’ structure did not yet exist during Wars of the Roses Part One, 

Alfreds’s points of concentration were used with technical elements and audience being 

introduced in this manner, creating a similar dynamic to the proposed use of ‘what ifs’. The 

tech and dress rehearsals for Wars of the Roses Part One ran remarkably smoothly. I observed 

that while there was nothing particularly different about their content as compared to other 

processes on which I have been involved, ‘the actors had become so adept in the performance 

that we often had extra time’ (Silberschatz 2011a). In my prior directorial experience, 

completing a technical or dress rehearsal on time was an extraordinarily rare occurrence; the 

complexity involved usually precluded it. That the tech and dress rehearsal process for Wars of 

the Roses Part One managed to be completed early is not conclusive proof that the proposed 

deployment of ‘what ifs’ to incorporate technical elements into a performance is effective, but 

it demonstrates that this theory at the very least shows promise. A recording of a public 

performance of Wars of the Roses Part One may be found in Appendix A. 
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Conclusion 

The presentation and analysis of the Inter-Actor Interaction process, along with its 

development across the reflection-in-action and analysis-through-practice phases of this 

research demonstrates that the process in its current form is functional as a rehearsal 

methodology. Moreover, it charts how specific minor transitions are applied in attempting to 

live the values proposed by this research. Further analysis via reflection-on-action is required 

to determine how effective the Inter-Actor Interaction process is in addressing the research 

aims. The following chapter will engage in this reflection-on-action.  

Figure Seventeen: Images from the final dress rehearsal of Wars of the Roses Part One 
Photographs by Ken Dundas 
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Chapter Four: Reflection-on-Action 
 
Having discussed the development and implementation of the Inter-Actor Interaction process 

in the previous chapter through discursive and strip analysis, it is now worth considering 

whether the values underpinning this research – the minimization of pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures and divided consciousness – were successfully lived. It is also worth 

revisiting flow criticism and considering how effective the performances emerging out of the 

Inter-Actor Interaction process were as flow activities. Similarly, the question of how Inter-

Actor Interaction may be situated among contemporary practice requires consideration. 

Through these examinations, Inter-Actor Interaction is reconnected to the theories and 

practices that helped to shape it. This chapter will address each of these questions in turn. 

 

Minimization of Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structures 

In discussing their experience of performing Wars of the Roses Part One several actors 

commented on the freedom they had in their performance choices. Rebecca referenced the 

lack of pre-agreed-upon structures in discussing her experience, suggesting that ‘because we 

didn’t have any set blocking, I felt like I could play if I wanted to do something weird. But I 

generally didn’t do anything too weird’ (Rebecca 2011, p.2). This statement revels in the 

freedom offered by performance in celebrating Rebecca’s ability to ‘do something weird’ while 

at the same time hints at the added responsibility felt as a result of this agency in that she 

never did anything ‘too weird’. Thomas more explicitly articulated this: 

If a character feels antsy one night, then they have the freedom to be antsy with full 
movement as opposed to being set in one location or having a lighting cue where they 
must hit or must not hit and not distract from something else. It becomes, I think, a 
fuller – it felt like a fuller production at that point. Open to divert from one path but not 
the story. So that was nice. (Thomas 2011, pp.2–3) 

 
The freedom actors felt was not merely emancipation from a performance structure imposed 

by the director, but from structure imposed by other actors and by themselves. Diana and 
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Thomas had several scenes together and in discussing these scenes in her interview, Diana 

indicated that she and Thomas never imposed predetermined ideas. In fact, she admitted that 

she and Thomas ‘didn’t talk a lot’ (Diana 2011, p.6) and that they simply allowed scenes to 

unfold (Diana 2011, p.6). She offered an example of this in action:  

There was one night… where at some point… I just ran and jumped at him and he caught 
me. And while I was in mid-air, I thought ‘this could go really badly. I could go flying into 
that screen and knock down what consists of our entire set.’ But it was fine. Even 
afterwards I was like ‘thanks for catching me’ and he was like ‘no problem’. So it was 
fine. I knew whatever happened up there would be fine. (Diana 2011, p.7) 
 

The freedom to attempt something as radical as jumping into another actor’s arms without 

notice or warning, combined with the other actor’s total acceptance of this potentiality in 

performance is indicative of a performance experience where actors were free not only from 

directorial authority over their performance, but from the constraints that might have been 

imposed by other actors. 

 

 

 
Figure Eighteen: Thomas and Diana in the final dress rehearsal of Wars of the Roses Part One 

Photograph by Ken Dundas 
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In spite of these responses, however, there is an underlying question. Although I never 

implemented a pre-agreed-upon performance structure and the actors felt they had freedom, 

is it possible that they began to unconsciously repeat themselves, settling into a performance 

structure? Nancy alluded to this possibility when she said ‘I think probably I was moving 

around the stage in the same pattern, but I was doing that because it felt natural’ (Nancy 2011, 

p.3). How then can a determination be made? 

 

The fixed position recordings of the final dress rehearsal and all three performances offer 

insight. By overlaying these four performances, the degree of sameness and difference 

between each performance can be examined. Included here is an overlay of one scene 

between Thomas and Diana, which will now be analysed. For clarity, the sound has been 

removed and replaced by an analytic commentary track.  
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Video: Wars of the Roses Part One Overlaid Performances with Commentary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure Nineteen: Thomas’s and Diana’s physical motif in 

rehearsal 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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While physical motifs are repeated and the performances converge at varying points, the 

degree of variance both in physical movement and in the interaction implied by the differences 

is significant enough to indicate that Thomas and Diana were not executing a pre-agreed-upon 

performance structure. Importantly, I did not give any notes to the actors after public 

performances began, and Diana has already indicated that they never discussed their scenes. 

The variance, therefore, is likely a result of the actors changing their performances in response 

to differing internal and external circumstances and is evidence of the minimization of pre-

agreed-upon performance structures. This is not to say that the actors never repeated 

themselves in performances, nor can I claim that elements of pre-agreed-upon structures 

never emerged; at times they did. What the evidence suggests is that the conditions of the 

performance were such that the actors felt no responsibility to play a scene in a certain way 

because they had done so previously.  Equally, there was no obligation to vary performances 

for the sake of variance, a condition which (if it existed) would have potentially been as 

negatively evaluated by flow theory as identification-oriented processes featuring pre-agreed-

upon performance structures: challenges would have become greater with each performance 

requiring new choices, potentially bringing them in excess of actors’ skills; the sense of control 

might have been lost; action and awareness might not have merged because in attempting 

specifically to not repeat themselves, actors would have had to engage a similar division of 

consciousness required for the execution of pre-agreed-upon performance structures. The 

minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures is, in this case, the freedom from 

thinking about what must be done in performance and the evidence suggests that this 

freedom was present in Wars of the Roses Part One. 

 

As already discussed, the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab differentiated itself from 

Wars of the Roses Part One in a number of ways (see Chapters Two and Three). Even so, it 
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showed similar success to Wars of the Roses Part One in minimizing pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures. In interviews, Benjamin suggested that ‘you feel as though you can 

pull in any direction…And it’s going to hold…there’s no fear of trying stuff’ (Harriet & Benjamin 

2012e, p.1) and Harriet concurred that ‘it does feel a bit like if one of us decides to do 

something different, the other one just goes…Not that it necessarily would throw us, but it 

does feel very secure in that sense that we…expect it, if you like’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, 

p.1). Neither Harriet nor Benjamin felt under any obligation to repeat an element of their 

performance, suggesting that pre-agreed-upon structures were not a prevalent feature of the 

outcomes of the process. Alongside this freedom, both actors indicated that they understood 

the boundaries of the scenes they were playing, and felt that they could push against them 

without worrying that it would ‘ruin the shape’ or ‘fuck the scene’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, 

p.2). The actors’ experience while performing varied. Harriet offered (and Benjamin agreed) 

that ‘because you feel different each time it’s enjoyable’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.3, 

emphasis added). This indicates variance in the emotional content from performance to 

performance, further supporting the idea that there was a minimization of pre-agreed-upon 

performance structure: each time a scene was performed, something was different because it 

was causing different emotional reactions in Harriet and Benjamin. 

 

In spite of these comments, Harriet was careful to add that ‘there will be moments where 

physically we’re in the same positions’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.5), suggesting that she 

was aware of a certain level of repetition from performance to performance. Moreover, 

Benjamin drew my attention to a specific moment in performance in which he began whistling 

Brahms Lullaby: 

Well one I really enjoy playing…[is] the whistling thing…I can’t stop myself doing that 
now because it feels right in a lot of ways…So why would I start to reject my instincts, 
you know?… even if you try not to do it you kind of end up slipping into it… And it feels 
as though something’s missing then, because I think once I didn’t do it the other day and 
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I ended up just whistling really quietly because it felt as though it was missing… There’s 
some stuff you just cannot help but do because it becomes sort of built in… And you 
don’t want to reject the good stuff if you think it’s good. (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, 
pp.11–12) 

 
Here are clear indications that there were elements of pre-agreed-upon structure in 

performance. While Harriet discusses the potential to arrive in the same physical 

configuration, Benjamin presents a specific performance choice. In this case, he frames it as 

something that feels right and implies that it always feels right to do this. To him deployment 

of this moment is opting for what he considers a strong performance choice. To me, this is 

indicative of pre-agreed-upon structure finding its way into the performance. The issue is 

complicated by the possibility that the decision to whistle emerged organically within the 

interaction each time. Moreover, if Benjamin as actor wants to do this, would my telling him to 

not repeat himself be a negative structure, refocusing him on what he is supposed to do in 

performance? Given this information, it became possible that Benjamin and Harriet were 

creating on both a conscious and unconscious level pre-agreed-upon structures of what they 

felt worked best in the performance of the scenes and were executing them. Perhaps, then, 

the freedom to which Harriet and Benjamin referred was present, but only as a potentiality. 

 

Overlaid video again provides a window to understanding this. However, creating overlaid 

video from Lab footage was complicated by several factors. Due to the physical configuration 

of the rehearsal room and camera, it was impossible to overlay more than two performances 

while maintaining clarity. Moreover, it should be noted that the smaller performance area 

meant that there was less room for the large-scale physical variances seen in the Wars of the 

Roses Part One performances to emerge. However, these limitations also offered potential 

positive benefits. The camera is much closer to the actors and in this way, many more nuanced 

details of performance may be seen offering a fuller picture of similarities and differences.  
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Video: ‘He’s asleep’ Overlaid Performances with Commentary4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These two performances share similarities of physical configuration, but there are enough 

subtle differences in how Harriet and Benjamin interact to suggest that the execution of pre-

agreed-upon performance structure was not a primary driving force in the performance. 

Harriet and Benjamin may have repeated elements of performances that they found 

particularly effective (meaning the performances were not completely lacking in pre-agreed-

upon structures) but even with this repetition, the possibility of change – the knowledge that 

they could and should follow impulses arising out of the interaction between them (even if 

these differed considerably from performance to performance) – seemed to sufficiently 

address the issues raised by the use of pre-agreed-upon performance structures. In this way, 

structure has not been eliminated, but it has been minimized, approaching, though not 

reaching, the aspirational pole of no-structure. 

4 For reference, when the commentary refers to ‘Version A’ it refers to the pairing of Harriet in a blue 
top and Benjamin in a solid top. ‘Version B’ refers to Harriet in black and Benjamin in stripes. 
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It should be acknowledged that some of the structural elements that did emerge – times in 

both overlaid videos where the actors are doing largely the same thing, for example – may 

have resulted from the influence of scripted text in this process. This impact of scripted text 

was acknowledged and welcomed, provided it did not take precedence over the direct, 

spontaneous interaction. It is therefore reasonable to consider whether the attempt to move 

away from pre-agreed-upon performance structures was undercut at the outset by the 

methodological decision to operate in a text-based paradigm. Certainly, pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures could have been further minimized if the requirement to work from a 

scripted source was eliminated. In spite of this, the use of scripted text introduced another 

condition to the performance: positive tension. Much of the Inter-Actor Interaction process 

engages in positive tension. For example, the deliberate tension between Embodied 

Exploration and the use and application of the character and world of the play lenses. In this 

Figure Twenty: The ‘crossing and blocking’ motif in rehearsal 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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relationship, the developing lenses restrict how much of the free psychophysicality and 

vocality may be physically manifested. What the lenses ‘filter’ out is physically hidden, existing 

only in the actors’ energetic bodies. This tension assists in the generation of luxury energy in 

performance, helping to facilitate the dilation of the actors’ presence. Scripted text functions 

similarly. It is the first lens applied to the interaction (requiring, for example, potential changes 

in the pattern of the interactive game). It sits, to some extent, in opposition to the free 

psychophysical interaction of Embodied Exploration and in doing so, begins to generate 

positive tension, which is built further by subsequent lenses throughout the rehearsal process. 

This use of positive tension is a key feature of the Inter-Actor Interaction process, even though 

it introduces additional structuring elements.  

 

Minimization of Divided Consciousness 

Discussion about whether and to what degree divided consciousness appeared in actors 

throughout this research is complicated by the fact that where it does appear, its causes are 

far from uniform. In Wars of the Roses Part One, the previously mentioned difficulties with the 

creation and implementation of the character and world of the play lenses prompted divided 

consciousness in many actors. Diana offered a detailed insight into how poorly defined world 

of the play lenses contributed to a form of divided consciousness:  

I think it’s easier to do an intimate scene and easier for two or three people to get on 
the same page, but when you add in other folks it [is harder] because we all have to be 
there. So that to achieve that flow where you’re not thinking…‘I think she’s too close to 
me’…‘why is that [character] way over there?’…I think we all [could have] had clearer 
parameters. (Diana 2011, pp.8–9) 
 

Diana illustrates that during the scene in question, part of her focus was not on what was 

happening between her and her scene partners, but on the fact that she and other actors had 

different ideas of what was acceptable behaviour in the scene. Here consciousness is divided 

not along the lines of goals and feedback, but between interaction with a scene partner and 

162 
 



evaluation of other actors’ interpretations of the world of the play. This further reinforces the 

need for absolute clarity in the restrictions provided by the lenses. Because these restrictions 

were not clearly defined in Wars of the Roses Part One, the actors had to foreground 

negotiation of the restrictions in performance, occupying part of their conscious acting process 

alongside their focus on interaction.  

 

Another source of divided consciousness may not be related directly to the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process, but rather to the individual temperaments of the actors. Thomas observed 

times when his consciousness divided: 

There’s this ethereal text floating around – the ethereal page or the ethereal way a 
scene should be going. Or it’s like I’ll be able to see the page of text and say ‘that’s my 
line, that’s their line, that’s my line, that’s their line’. And I’ll try to file through it. The 
second I go to that– the second I go back to looking at script – reading off it or looking 
for what the cue is I miss the cue from the individual I’m with. (Thomas 2011, p.7, 
emphasis added) 

 
Here, divided consciousness manifests as described in Chapter One. Thomas offers actor goals 

when he talks about the ‘way a scene should be going’ and specifically articulates that these 

prevented him from focusing on the interaction with his scene partner (missing ‘the cue from 

the individual I’m with’). That consciousness could be divided along these lines when the entire 

process was designed to preclude this possibility is indicative, at minimum, of elements of the 

rehearsal and performance process outside of my control as director and implementer of the 

Inter-Actor Interaction process. Perhaps Thomas’s own habits and proclivities introduced a 

goal-feedback schism into parts of his working process. It should be noted, however, that 

similar situations occurred in the Lab. 

 

In discussing their sharing performances, Benjamin and Harriet both mentioned the danger of 

making eye contact with someone they knew in the audience (a problem particular to the 

performance configuration placing audience quite close to the actors and all around them, 

163 
 



causing them to be in the light) (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.11). At the same time, Harriet 

recognized that this difficulty was not unique to the Inter-Actor Interaction process: ‘we know 

that that’s dangerous so we guard to make sure’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.11). This 

situation manifested itself in another way. For one of the scenes, Benjamin ‘remember[ed] 

thinking ‘I’m moving a bit too much’ at one point and that flipped me out [of the interactive 

game]. It was when I was walking up and down at the end of the bed and…I just felt ‘why am I 

moving so much?’’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.14). Similarly, Harriet recalled ‘when I was 

sitting on the bed…I was really conscious of the people behind me so I just moved. But again it 

was momentary, and it was just a technical monitor, if you like’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, 

p.15). Both of these situations are indicative of divided consciousness. Whether recognizing 

audience members or concerning themselves with stagecraft, there were moments in 

performance when Harriet’s and Benjamin’s focus was not entirely on the interaction, but on 

the audience. They were not always operating on the interactive level, but occasionally utilized 

actor consciousness. 

 

There were other examples of the re-emergence of divided consciousness. Some were fleeting, 

as when Benjamin described ‘moments where I flick out of it…or in passing catch your eye and 

then I’m in a room again with the director watching’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.14). Others 

were more sustained, such as in the final week when Benjamin felt that during runs he was 

often ‘teching [him]self’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.14). These examples seem to indicate 

that despite my best efforts, there were times when Harriet and Benjamin lost focus on the 

interaction. It is worth noting, however, that while they did describe these situations, they 

were not overly concerned by them. Harriet felt that the technical awareness they displayed 

was ‘instinctive almost’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.14), while Benjamin insisted ‘it’s just 

inbuilt’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.19). Both of them felt that they were ‘not even doing it 
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consciously…that’s just a technical, in the bone kind of thing’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.19). 

This reflection from Benjamin and Harriet paints a less dire picture of those instances of 

divided consciousness. In their descriptions of moments when technical awareness was 

present, there is an underlying sense that they became conscious of these technical 

adjustments only after they occurred, meaning that they were operating below the level of 

conscious decision-making. To use a simile, these might be like the micro-adjustments to 

posture and weight distribution a cyclist uses to maintain balance on a moving bicycle. The 

rider is not necessarily always conscious of every adjustment he/she makes, but they still occur 

and may be recognized after the fact. It could be that Harriet and Benjamin actually were 

engaging in a continual unconscious adjustment of their performances based on tacit 

understanding of stagecraft and that unless they became conscious of this process, it did not 

interfere with their interaction at all. Indeed, remarking on a similar situation where 

performance craft knowledge may have become conscious, Harriet commented that she ‘was 

completely unconscious of the camera guys’ during the scene performances (Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012f, p.14), suggesting that her focus was centred on the interaction itself. 

Moreover, she explained her experience in some detail: 

I’ve been finding with this process I’m not thinking ahead quite so much, which 
sometimes you do. You think ‘oh, right, ok, what’s coming up after this speech?’ Which 
is a modified version of ‘blah, blah, blah, my line’. I found it easier…to listen to what was 
being said to me and just say back what the answer was. (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, 
p.16) 

 
She further indicated that they were ‘really concentrating on each other, not in a way that’s 

outside the scene, but you’re picking up and looking for-’ at which point Benjamin interrupted 

that it was ‘like two musicians jamming’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.5). 
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In addition, the goal-feedback schism described by Thomas was less of a problem in the Lab. 

Harriet said that in a more conventional process, she ‘would remember the things either that 

went brilliantly or went really badly’ whereas in this process, she was ‘more concerned with 

when it differed’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.9), indicating that this was possibly due to the 

fact that she was ‘not monitoring as much’ and that she ‘[couldn’t] judge it’ (Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012e, pp.9–10). Benjamin concurred and added ‘It’s weird because you don’t have 

that perfect performance – you don’t have the performance image in your head’ (Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012e, p.10, emphasis added). Here, Benjamin implicitly acknowledges that he has 

relied on inner models for feedback previously and explicitly states that this was not the case 

Figure Twenty One: The Lab: listening in rehearsal 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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in the Lab performances. His comment, combined with Harriet’s, suggests that the inner model 

of what the performance should be was not present. 

 

Another interesting aspect of the divided consciousness question emerged in our discussion of 

the line between actor and character. Benjamin in particular was adamant that ‘it’s all one 

thing, man, well in my opinion, I cannot separate…them’ to which Harriet agreed (Harriet & 

Benjamin 2012e, p.13). While this was a common reaction to the actor/character question 

throughout the lab, Benjamin made an interesting comment in the post-sharing interview: ‘I 

never had to form characters throughout the last couple weeks…I don’t feel as though I had 

much difference in the two performances’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.7). While Benjamin 

was concerned about this and considered his perceived lack of differentiation between his two 

characters problematic, it is interesting that from the outside, it appeared that he had created 

two very different characters. That he was not aware of this actually suggests that his focus 

was not on presenting a specific choice to the audience, but on the interaction itself and in this 

sense, is reflective of an outcome where he was actually able to deploy the character lenses 

via procedural rather than working memory. In spite of his discomfort, I believe that this is a 

positive feature of the process and that the concerns he had could have been mitigated with 

reassurance had the issue arisen prior to the sharing performance. 

 

What emerges then from the discussion of divided consciousness in the Inter-Actor Interaction 

process is not a definitive statement either affirming or denying the presence of divided 

consciousness in actors, but a more nuanced picture. Clearly, elements of divided 

consciousness did enter into performance in both Wars of the Roses Part One and the Lab. 

Some of these, such as the issues surrounded clarity of the restrictions emerged as a direct 

result of a deficiency in an early iteration of the process. Others were a product of participants’ 
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habitual acting technique. The accuracy of viewing divided consciousness as a spectrum of 

possibilities as described in Chapter One is therefore affirmed here in practice. Some forms of 

divided consciousness (such as Harriet’s and Benjamin’s tacit understanding of stagecraft) are 

less severe than others (Thomas’s ethereal text). By reorienting performance as a game in 

which consciousness is unified on the interactive level, Inter-Actor Interaction attempts to 

move actors along the spectrum toward unified consciousness while recognizing that this goal 

may be an impossible to reach extreme. In doing so, divided consciousness is minimized. 

 

 

Performances as Flow Activities: A Return to Flow Criticism 

The complex picture of various emergences of divided consciousness (a key impediment to 

flow as discussed in Chapter One) suggests that the application of flow criticism to Inter-Actor 

Interaction is now warranted. The most obvious and direct way to examine this question is to 

determine whether the actors experienced flow or not. This does not, however, offer a 

complete picture of Inter-Actor Interaction’s flow-potentiality. The causes of flow are often a 

complex combination of external factors (such as the rehearsal and performance process in 

Figure Twenty Two: The spectrum of actor consciousness in this research process 
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this case) and internal factors (the ‘autotelic personality’ – an individual’s ability to direct focus 

in a flow-conducive way – has been shown to be a key factor in flow experiences (M. 

Csikszentmihalyi 1990, p.157; Logan 1988, p.173)). Therefore, beyond the binary question of 

whether flow was experienced, a determination should be made regarding whether aspects of 

the rehearsal process contributed to the experience. 

 

Despite process shortcomings, qualitative and quantitative evidence suggests that actors in 

Wars of the Roses Part One and the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab experienced 

flow in performance. This is illustrated first and foremost by their responses to the Event 

Experience Scale. After the first performance of Wars of the Roses Part One, all twenty-one 

cast members were asked to complete the Event Experience Scale anonymously. Of these, 

fifteen actors completed and returned the survey. Likewise, Benjamin and Harriet completed 

the Event Experience Scale immediately after the Lab sharing. The results of these surveys 

were then analysed in a number of ways. First, the surveys were examined individually. Each 

flow dimension was given a composite score by averaging the responses of the four questions 

relating to the given dimension. Then an overall flow score was generated for each survey by 

averaging the composite value of each flow dimension. The Wars of the Roses Part One 

surveys were then examined as a group, with the mean and median score for each flow 

dimension calculated as well as the standard deviation. Mean, median and standard deviation 

were also calculated for the overall composite score. Mean was also calculated in this way for 

Benjamin’s and Harriet’s responses, but as these two responses are all the data available for 

the Lab, median and standard deviation were not calculated. 

 

When examined, several features emerge. First, and most basically, the composite flow scores 

indicate that flow was generally experienced. The baseline for flow experiences in this survey 
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is 3, which is neutral in the Likert response spectrum. Anything higher indicates agreement 

with statements that suggest a flow dimension was being fulfilled. The mean of overall flow 

scores for Wars of the Roses Part One is 3.77, and the median 3.83. Additionally, only one of 

the fifteen surveys received features an overall flow score of less than 3 (2.78). All other 

overall scores range from 3.13 to 4.83. The standard deviation for the overall flow scores is 

0.51. As the survey allows for only whole-number responses, this standard deviation indicates 

a reasonably close clustering of responses. Moreover, this clustering is indicative of a good 

degree of flow-conduciveness: one full standard deviation below the mean would still be 

above 3 and therefore above the flow threshold.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 Individual Flow Dimension Mean Scores  

Actor Challenge-
Skill 
Balance 

Action / 
Awareness 
Merger 

Clear 
Goals 

Feedback Distractions 
Excluded 

Sense 
of 
Control 

Loss of Self- 
Consciousness 

Transformation 
of Time 

Autotelic 
Experience 

Overall 
Flow Score 

A 4.00 3.75 4.25 3.50 3.25 3.25 4.00 2.75 4.00 3.64 
B 3.75 4.25 4.75 3.75 4.25 3.75 3.00 5.00 4.50 4.11 
C 4.25 3.00 3.75 3.25 3.25 3.75 2.00 4.25 3.75 3.47 
D 3.75 2.75 3.25 3.25 2.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 2.75 3.19 
E 4.50 4.00 3.75 4.25 4.00 3.75 4.75 5.00 4.50 4.28 
F 4.25 4.25 3.50 3.25 3.75 4.25 5.00 3.00 4.00 3.92 
G 4.00 4.00 4.25 2.00 4.00 2.50 4.00 5.00 4.75 3.83 
H 4.25 2.25 4.75 2.75 4.25 3.00 1.75 4.50 4.50 3.56 
I 4.25 4.25 4.00 3.25 5.00 4.75 3.00 3.00 3.75 3.92 
J 2.75 2.75 2.50 2.25 2.50 2.50 3.50 3.25 3.00 2.78 
K 4.25 3.00 3.50 3.25 2.50 3.67* 3.00 1.75 3.25 3.13 
L 4.25 3.75 4.00 3.25 3.75 3.50 3.75 3.75 5.00 3.89 
M 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.25 5.00 5.00 4.25 5.00 5.00 4.83 
N 4.50 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.25 4.25 4.25 4.25 4.5 4.22 
O 4.50 2.50 4.00 4.50 4.00 4.50 1.50 3.25 5.00 3.75 
           
Mean 4.15 3.57 3.95 3.38 3.75 3.73 3.42 3.82 4.15 3.77 
           
Median 4.25 3.75 4.00 3.25 4.00 3.75 3.50 3.75 4.50 3.83 
           
Standard 
Deviation 

0.50 0.80 0.64 0.71 0.81 0.74 1.05 1.00 0.73 0.51 

*Only 3 of the 4 question for this dimension were answered 

Table One: Wars of the Roses Part One Event Experience Scale Survey Results 
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A few features of individual flow dimension scores require comment. The mean and median 

for each dimension is above 3, with a range between 3.25 and 4.5. Only two standard 

deviations are 1 or greater (loss of self-consciousness and transformation of time), indicating 

clustering similar to the overall scores across most flow dimensions. The greater disparity 

between transformation of time scores might be explained by size of role. It is impossible to 

know who completed the survey, but of the twenty-one actors performing in Wars of the 

Roses Part One, nine were in very small roles owing to cast sharing with the other two 

productions. If fifteen of twenty-one actors responded, some of these actors in small roles 

must have completed the Event Experience Scale. These actors spent significant time during 

the performance off-stage and it is possible that they were simply never performing 

continuously for long enough for the transformation of time to occur. It is more difficult to 

theorize an explanation for the disparity in the loss of self-consciousness dimension scores. 

Perhaps it is related to conditions outside of Wars of the Roses Part One entirely: some actors 

may naturally be more or less self-conscious when they perform. However, due to the 

anonymity granted the actors who completed the survey it is impossible to connect individual 

responses to performances, rehearsal activity or (if they were interviewed) interview 

responses. 

 

Three individual dimensions (challenge-skill balance, clear goals and autotelic experience) are 

still above the flow threshold at one full standard deviation below the mean. For two 

additional dimensions (distractions excluded and sense of control) one full standard deviation 

from the mean is extremely close to 3 at 2.94 and 2.99 respectively, indicating that these 

dimensions probably do not enter the territory of anti-flow at one full standard deviation 

below the mean. While one full standard deviation below the mean is lower for the other four 

dimensions (2.77, 2.67, 2.37 and 2.82 for action/awareness merger, feedback, loss of self-

171 
 



consciousness and transformation of time, respectively), for only one of these (loss of self-

consciousness) is one full standard deviation below the mean closer to 2 than 3. On the whole, 

the responses to the Event Experience Scale suggest that the experience of performing in Wars 

of the Roses Part One was generally flow-conducive. 

 

Harriet’s and Benjamin’s responses to the Event Experience Scale feature generally higher 

composite and individual flow scores. 

 

 
 Individual Flow Dimension Mean Scores  

Actor Challenge-
Skill 
Balance 

Action / 
Awareness 
Merger 

Clear 
Goals 

Feedback Distractions 
Excluded 

Sense 
of 
Control 

Loss of Self 
Consciousness 

Transformation 
of Time 

Autotelic 
Experience 

Overall 
Flow Score 

Benjamin 3.50 4.38 5.00 3.00 4.00 4.25 3.75 4.00 4.75 4.07 
Harriet 4.00 4.00 4.75 3.25 4.00 4.00 5.00 3.75 4.50 4.14 
           
Mean 3.75 4.19 4.86 3.13 4.00 4.13 4.38 3.86 4.63 4.10 

 

 

 

Both actors’ scores are high, considering that in this survey, 4 corresponds with ‘agree’ and all 

statements are indicative of flow dimensions being fulfilled. Moreover, these overall scores are 

both significantly higher than the mean overall flow score from Wars of the Roses Part One 

and most of the individual dimension scores are comparable to or higher than the means from 

Wars of the Roses Part One. 

Table Two: strangers, babies Lab Event Experience Scale Survey results 
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Figure Twenty Three: Comparison of Event Experience Scale mean results: Wars of the Roses Part One 
(WOTR) and the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research Lab (S,B) 
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As only two actors participated in the Lab process, it is impossible to assert with any certainty 

that the developments in the Inter-Actor Interaction process are responsible for the 

improvement in flow scores. They could simply be chance occurrences. It is also possible that, 

owing to their greater experience, Harriet and Benjamin were more likely to find flow in any 

performance situation. However, that the scores are higher is at least suggestive of a possible 

link between the developments in the process and the improved flow scores. On the whole 

these survey results should not be taken as anything other than indicative. Triangulation with 

interview data will further support analysis of flow-conduciveness in the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process. 

 

This triangulation will begin with one striking feature of the Event Experience Scale data that 

requires examination. In both Wars of the Roses Part One and the Lab, the unambiguous 

feedback score is lowest at 3.38 for Wars of the Roses Part One and 3.13 for the Lab. 

Interviews with actors from Wars of the Roses Part One generated divided results. Some, like 

Nancy and Martha indicated that they did have a clear sense of how they were doing (Nancy 

2011, p.4; Martha 2011, p.7). Interestingly, only Rebecca was unambiguous in her assertion, 

saying that she ‘felt like I definitely knew how well I was doing’ (Rebecca 2011, p.3). Matt’s 

experience of feedback was more intermittent, suggesting that ‘it was easier for me to tell how 

I was doing in group scenes. When it went down to the ‘one-on-one’, it was harder’ (Matt 

2011, p.4), indicating that there were times when Matt received clear feedback because ‘there 

was more people to feed off of and work with’ (Matt 2011, p.4), but others when he did not. In 

either case, he looked to his fellow actors in performance. 

 

Paula felt ‘there was a lack of feedback’ (Paula 2011, p.6) and Diana indicated that ‘I didn’t get 

a lot of feedback from the performances… I wanted more feedback. I really did’ (Diana 2011, 
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p.4). Paula found this lack of feedback ‘frustrating’ (Paula 2011, p.6), insisting that she ‘at least 

need[ed] to know if [she was] screwing it up and if [she was] sounding like shit, that kind of 

thing’ (Paula 2011, p.6). Neither of these two actresses felt they had a clear picture of how well 

or poorly they were doing. Diana was specifically clear on why she needed more feedback:  

[Actors] can feel as right as possible and be completely off. There’s no actual technical ‘I 
am playing the right note, my foot is turned out, I’m perfectly on point, my partner has 
me, the orchestra is following me’. There’s nothing like that for us. It’s so intangible. So 
we have to have that. (Diana 2011, p.5) 

 
Upon initial examination, this split between the actors interviewed about whether they had a 

clear sense of feedback would seem to undercut the findings of the Event Experience Scale, 

indicating that the reality was not as stark as the quantitative measure suggests. However, the 

fact that the types of feedback indicated by the actors who felt like they had a clear sense are 

radically different combined with the specific needs articulated by Diana and Paula is 

suggestive of a deeper problem: the actors did not know where they could look to find 

appropriate feedback and therefore more keenly felt the lack of actor feedback. I believed that 

perhaps this instruction was lost in the chaos of attempting to perform in three full 

productions simultaneously. 

 

These conditions did not exist in the Lab, however, and Harriet’s and Benjamin’s feedback 

scores were even lower than the Wars of the Roses Part One actors’. To some extent this is 

understandable. Harriet stated that she was not judging the performance and did not 

remember aspects of her performance that she would describe as going ‘brilliantly or 

badly’(Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.9). In spite of this, the fact that most other aspects of flow 

were apparently fulfilled seems to indicate that feedback should have been present and 

available. This apparent disconnect may be explained by the survey itself. To determine a 

feedback score, the Event Experience Scale asks to what extent participants agree with 

statements such as ‘It was really clear to me how my performance was going’ and ‘I was aware 
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of how well I was performing’ (Jackson & Eklund 2004, p.85). Given the phrasing of the 

statements, it is possible that both Harriet and Benjamin interpreted them to mean ‘I knew 

how well I was acting’ rather than ‘I knew how well I was doing with respect to pursuing my 

interactive goals’. Most of their responses to these statements were 3s, suggesting that they 

neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement in question. This is consistent with Wars of 

the Roses Part One actor experience. Diana, for example (in Wars of the Roses Part One), 

indicated that when things were going well in performance, it went by like a ‘blur’ and she 

‘was relieved that I couldn’t pick out everything’ and that this ‘told me that the part of my 

brain had shut off that needed to be shut off to perform’(Diana 2011, p.3). She called this a 

‘good blur’ (Diana 2011, p.4) and suggests that for some participating actors, a sign of a good 

and enjoyable performance is that they don’t know how well they are acting. While I cannot 

confirm this is true of Harriet and Benjamin, it may help to explain the lower feedback 

dimension score on the survey: it is not that actors did or did not have feedback, but feedback 

as they understood it in the survey may have been irrelevant to the experience of performance 

in this process. 

 

Beyond this issue and the presence of varying forms of divided consciousness already 

discussed, interviews with Wars of the Roses Part One actors and Harriet and Benjamin 

support the general suggestion of the Event Experience Scale results that flow was 

experienced in performance. Sometimes, this was remembered as occurring in a specific scene 

(Nancy 2011, p.5) or moment (Martha 2011, p.5). For others, the memory was more general: 

‘Every performance there were [times] where I definitely felt like I was very much in the zone, 

the flow’ (Matt 2011, p.5). Paula, Diana, Thomas and Rebecca also reported experiencing flow 

(Diana 2011, p.5; Paula 2011, p.9; Rebecca 2011, p.4; Thomas 2011, p.5). Significantly, Joshua, 

who was already familiar with the flow experience, offered that ‘previous to this process, I 
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think I could only describe myself as being in it for maybe two minutes at a time… But this was 

a process where I did feel the most tunnel vision, the most excited, and the most ecstatic 

about what I was doing’ (Joshua 2011, p.5). This combination of quantitative flow scores 

provided by the Event Experience Scale and qualitative recounting of flow experiences 

suggests that flow was experienced, and in Joshua’s case, the experience was much more 

powerful and prevalent than his previous experiences in performance. Harriet and Benjamin 

were also positive in their responses. Both indicated that they enjoyed the performance 

(Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.1), pointing to the possibility that flow was experienced in the 

sharing performance. When asked directly, Harriet and Benjamin felt that they were in flow 

during the performance, Harriet ‘for the most part’ and Benjamin said he did experience flow, 

but ‘fell in and out of it’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, pp.10–11). Though he felt he ‘fell in and 

out’ of flow, Benjamin described his performance experience as being ‘like you’re just in a 

different universe for those six or seven minutes’, to which Harriet added that it was ‘like when 

you go from using five senses to all of a sudden you have to use sixth one… It’s like there’s an 

added dimension in the universe’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.3), again pointing to a 

heightened experience for both of them. 

 

It is possible that the energy of performing for an audience for the first time might have 

contributed to the flow experience (it almost certainly increased the level of excitement), but 

all participating actors in both projects offered specific examples of how the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process helped facilitate their flow experiences. Nancy felt that Embodied 

Exploration led to clear goals: 

I knew what I wanted to achieve and who I needed to affect to do that because of the 
full-bodied exploration work that we’d done. Even when we were static onstage, there 
was still so much movement within the scene and internally, which had come from 
scaling down the movement’ (Nancy 2011, p.6).  
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Thomas attributed Embodied Exploration to making the material ‘somehow more familiar’, 

observing that ‘I found in rehearsals it was markedly different [from the other shows we were 

working on]’ (Thomas 2011, p.8), suggesting that he felt Embodied Exploration enabled a 

degree of mastery of the material unmatched by other rehearsal processes. Though not as 

specific with regard to why they found it helpful, Martha, Matt, Paula, Diana and Rebecca all 

cited embodied exploration as the dominant feature of the rehearsal process that enabled 

them to achieve flow in performance (Martha 2011, p.5; Matt 2011, p.7; Paula 2011, pp.9–10; 

Diana 2011, p.9; Rebecca 2011, p.5). While few of the actors directly connected the freedom 

from pre-agreed-upon performance structures with their ability to find flow, many (as has 

been previously shown) commented on that as a positive feature of the rehearsal process and 

Joshua was specific, stating that ‘it was the freedom right up until the end’ that helped him 

find flow (Joshua 2011, p.6). 

Figure Twenty Four: Clarity of goals in Wars of the Roses Part One 
Photograph by Pola Anton 
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Harriet and Benjamin felt that the psychophysicality of the Embodied Exploration process 

(particularly when recalled late in the working process) was flow-conducive. Both mentioned 

that our use of that technique in the morning prior to the sharing was a key support for them 

to experience flow (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.17). They also felt that the fact that they did 

not know what the other might do sharpened their focus onto each other, which, to Benjamin 

meant that ‘you [couldn’t] just sit back on it, [you had] to be active’ and for Harriet was ‘a help 

in achieving flow’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012f, p.19). Beyond this, by the end of the Lab Harriet 

indicated (with Benjamin’s agreement) that performing the scenes was ‘always enjoyable’ 

(Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.2) and moreover, that she ultimately judged a scene by whether 

she was excited by playing it: ‘whether it excites me to play the scene in whatever way, 

whatever emotional state it puts me into or I get into, is it an enjoyable process? That’s my 

only benchmark with this’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012e, p.10). This is consistent with Briton’s 

Figure Twenty Five: Focus in the final dress rehearsal of Wars of the Roses Part One 
Photograph by Peter Searle 
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proposal that to make actor training more flow conducive, it should be oriented around actors 

pursuing pleasurable enjoyment through training (Briton 2010). Owing to the complex 

relationship between activity and individual personality, this process is not the only means by 

which pleasurable enjoyment might be achieved. Inter-Actor Interaction relies on deployments 

of play in aspiring to achieve this aim. It is the particularity of these that situates it among 

other play-oriented contemporary performance practices. 

 

Situation within Play-Oriented Contemporary Performance Practice 

In its deployment of play, Inter-Actor Interaction is situated in a territory of contemporary 

performance practice signposted by Complicité, Forced Entertainment, Lone Twin and the 

Factory Theatre. There are also resonances with the Lecoq lineage, particularly Gaulier’s 

foregrounding of games and game playing (Kendrick 2011). I have attempted in discussing the 

development and execution of the Inter-Actor Interaction process to identify and briefly 

unpack both similarities and differences between these practices and various elements of 

Inter-Actor Interaction. When examined in totality, however, Inter-Actor Interaction 

differentiates itself from these practices in two further ways: its specific deployment of play 

and its aspirations regarding the actor’s subjective experience. 

 

Inter-Actor Interaction attempts to minimize pre-agreed-upon performance structures and 

divided consciousness. In doing so, performance is re-contextualized as game playing and is 

bound by a set of rules codified in the Embodied Exploration process and the use of various 

lenses. These particular rules differentiate Inter-Actor Interaction from other play-oriented 

practices. Simply put, in Inter-Actor Interaction, the actors are playing a different game than 

actors in projects by Complicité, Forced Entertainment, Lone Twin or the Factory Theatre. 

There is, however, a second level of play – tension rather – that emerges in the Inter-Actor 
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Interaction process originating from the decision to employ the process on text-based, rather 

than devised or improvisatory processes. As already discussed, tension is introduced between 

the freedom sought in minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures and the 

requirement to say specific lines in a specific order and is a source of energy in the 

performances emerging from the Inter-Actor Interaction process. In many ways, this tension 

echoes Grotowski’s ‘conjunctio-oppositorum’, a dialectic between rigorous, artificial structure 

and actor’s organic impulses (Slowiak & Cuesta 2007, p.92). Positive tension is not, however, 

located solely between the use of fixed text and the minimization of pre-agreed-upon 

performance structures, but appears across the entire Inter-Actor Interaction process. In the 

pursuit of the minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance structures, Inter-Actor 

Interaction isolates various strands of performance, deconstructing it. This isolation may be 

traced to Alfreds, who suggests a division into three strands (text, character and world of the 

play (Alfreds 2007, p.158). Unlike Alfreds, who re-combines the strands into a unified whole, 

Inter-Actor Interaction deliberately sets these strands in opposition to each other. This results 

in a deliberately imperfect re-assembly. Small gaps and misalignments appear between various 

levels of performance. The tension between fixed text and the unstructured nature of 

Embodied Exploration is therefore one of many tensions built into the Inter-Actor Interaction 

process. 
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Inter-Actor Interaction further differentiates itself from other contemporary, play-oriented 

performance practices in its aspirations regarding the actor’s subjective experience. The work 

of Lecoq, Gaulier and Pagneux features the notion of ‘play as a quality to be sought and 

expressed through action and interaction’ (Murray 2010, p.222, italics in original). Arguably, 

play, particularly the actor’s pleasure in playing, is an explicit outcome of this work. Similarly, 

the various descriptions of play in the processes of Complicité, Forced Entertainment, Lone 

Twin and the Factory Theatre, point toward an implicit valuing of pleasurable play. Here, Inter-

Actor Interaction (drawing on flow theory) diverges from these practices. 

 

In flow theory, Csikszentmihalyi separates the terms ‘pleasure’ and ‘enjoyment’ by arguing 

that pleasure derives from feelings of contentment in an experience while enjoyment is 

marked by challenging experiences which demand tremendous effort and skill 

Interaction via Embodied Exploration 

Text 

Character 

World of the Play 

What Ifs 

Inter-Actor Interaction 

Figure Twenty Six: Tensions in Inter-Actor Interaction 
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(Csikszentmihalyi 1990, pp.44–46). In fact, he considers enjoyment and flow analogous by re-

naming the nine dimensions of flow ‘the elements of enjoyment’ (Csikszentmihalyi 1990, 

pp.48–70). Significantly, Csikszentmihalyi articulates that enjoyable experiences may be 

pleasurable, but that they need not be. In cases where what is enjoyable is not pleasurable, he 

suggests that ‘afterward we think back on them and say, “That was really fun” and wish they 

would happen again’ (Csikszentmihalyi 1990, p.46). This potential separation of enjoyment and 

pleasure points to a specific feature of Inter-Actor Interaction that differentiates it from other 

play-oriented, contemporary performance practices. The practices of Lecoq, Gaulier, Pagneux, 

Complicité, Forced Entertainment, Lone Twin and the Factory Theatre are not merely 

pleasurable experiences: the work is challenging and capable of promoting tremendous 

growth. Though these practitioners do not explicitly articulate flow as a goal in their work, it is 

reasonable to suggest that the working processes are potentially able to facilitate flow in 

actors, particularly pleasurable flow experiences – pleasurable enjoyment. Contrastingly, while 

Inter-Actor Interaction does not avoid pleasurable enjoyment, it does not place extra value on 

achieving it. A wide range of emotional responses to the tasks proposed by Inter-Actor 

Interaction is possible (and indeed has manifested in the work undertaken thus far) and rather 

than privileging the pleasurable, Inter-Actor Interaction embraces these other emotional 

experiences of potential flow/enjoyment as a key feature. In short, Inter-Actor Interaction’s 

deployment of play considers negative, even painful responses an outcome of equal value to 

that of pleasure. 

 

Conclusion 

Reflection-on-action analysis of the Inter-Actor Interaction process has allowed this 

dissertation to come full-circle. I have demonstrated that pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures were minimized, while positive tension was introduced. Possibly related to this is 
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the successful minimization of divided consciousness. In this sense, the two values proposed 

by this research have been lived. In achieving this, I was able to return to flow criticism and 

examine this new process. No definitive conclusions can be made about the flow-

conduciveness of the Inter-Actor Interaction process as a whole. The inherent variables of the 

rehearsal and performance process preclude any certainty that the successful achievement of 

the flow state is related to the process undertaken. What may be said, however, is that flow 

experiences were not prevented by the process. The tension between identification-oriented 

rehearsal and performance practice and pre-agreed-upon performance structures has been 

replaced by other, positive tensions deliberately introduced in the performance process. The 

play between these tensions situates Inter-Actor Interaction within the territory of play-

oriented contemporary performance practices.  
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Conclusion 
 
The result of three years’ research is first and foremost a practice – Inter-Actor Interaction: an 

approach to rehearsal and performance that moves from pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures to interactive game playing. In achieving this transition, divided consciousness in 

actors is reduced and flow is, at minimum, not impeded by the practice in its current form. 

Given this, it is reasonable now to explicate the research’s contributions to knowledge. 

Recognizing the methodological considerations outlined in Chapter Two, however, it is equally 

appropriate to address specifically the limitations of this research. The limitations and 

successes of the research thus far prompt a series of questions about the structure and 

function of various component elements of the Inter-Actor Interaction process and future 

directions for this line of research. Additionally, however, there is a more personal and 

subjective outcome: the effect this practice and the research journey has had on me as a 

practitioner. I am fundamentally a different director now than I was at the start of this journey 

and this change – where I am now – should be documented here for comparison with the 

description of where I was prior to undertaking this research. This conclusion will address each 

of these topics in turn. 

 

Contributions to Knowledge 

This research has emerged from a variety of contexts and as such, I have needed to develop 

particular strategies and approaches in order to facilitate it. The result is that there are several 

contributions to knowledge: flow criticism has been developed as a tool for the interrogation 

of performance practice; the blending of action research and reflective practice led to a 

cyclical, iterative methodological framework in three steps, each operating in a different 

research register using innovative approaches to documentation and analysis; Inter-Actor 

Interaction represents a contribution to knowledge on both the theoretical and practical levels 
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of rehearsal and performance practice. While these contributions have been presented and 

discussed in detail throughout this thesis, it is worth recapitulating them here. 

 

Flow Criticism 

The examination of flow theory undertaken by this research has generated a novel approach 

to interrogating rehearsal and performance practice. Rather than attempting to analyse the 

outcomes of a rehearsal and performance process, the use of flow theory enables the process 

to become an object of examination itself. Flow’s potential positive impact on the rehearsal 

and performance practice suggests that processes and practices may be analysed to 

understand the degree to which they facilitate (or fail to facilitate) those flow dimensions that 

are not exclusively symptomatic of a flow experience: 

• Challenge-skill balance 

• Clear goals 

• Immediate feedback 

• Action/awareness merger 

• Sense of control 

• Loss of self-consciousness 

This interrogation – termed flow criticism in this research – has been applied to identification-

oriented rehearsal and performance practice that utilizes pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures. In doing so, territory for exploration opened and was subsequently explored 

throughout this research. Given this, it is not unreasonable to ask whether further territory 

might be revealed by applying flow criticism in this manner to other performance paradigms. 
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The Methodological Framework 

Cyclical, iterative approaches to research enquiries are often a feature of practice-led research. 

However, this research, by hybridizing action research’s enquiry cycle with reflective practice 

has created a new cycle that has proven effective in this research enquiry. Drawing on Schön’s 

reflective practice, I have argued that the practice of directing does not only occur in the real-

world rehearsal room, but may also be undertaken in a virtual rehearsal room. As a result, the 

action research enquiry cycle was modified from five-steps (observe – reflect – act – evaluate – 

modify) to three (reflection-in-action – analysis-through-practice – reflection-on-action). This 

modified cycle enabled me to engage with my directing practice as a researcher throughout 

the research enquiry: practice was more fully able to lead this research. This framework, 

though particular to my research and drawing on my biases and individual conceptions of 

directorial practice, may be applicable to other practice-led research endeavours in which 

some aspect of the practice might occur in a virtual world. 

 

Beyond the overarching framework, there are also specific methodological strategies 

employed by this research that might be considered an innovation. Specifically, the use of 

overlaid video as a tool for analysing performance is a novel approach to video documentation 

and analysis. 

 

The Inter-Actor Interaction Process 

The Inter-Actor Interaction process represents a contribution to knowledge on both the 

theoretical and practical levels. Theoretically, it explores territory opened by minimizing pre-

agreed-upon performance structures in scripted drama by introducing tensions to the 

performance process. These tensions between the various levels of performance, particularly 

between text and the underlying freedom sought by minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance 
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structures have been re-contextualized as positive tension. Practically, two principal features 

of the Inter-Actor Interaction process have emerged: Embodied Exploration and ‘what ifs’. 

Embodied Exploration engages with the potentials of a performance text psychophysically and 

interactively – actors are not expected to intellectually analyse scripts at length before 

performing, nor are they handed specific interpretations from a director whose aim is the 

presentation of a specific meaning within the given text. ‘What ifs’ in this research 

demonstrate the need for potential novelty in performance, and more specifically when used 

as a technique for lensing, are a new application of Barba’s luxury energy concept: the lenses 

of character and world of the play, applied and refined through a series of ‘what if’ 

propositions, hide the full manifestation of the psychophysical interaction, thereby dilating the 

actor’s scenic presence. 

 

In this research, I have organized these techniques into a cohesive and coherent rehearsal 

process, but these individual elements (and indeed others) might be adopted without 

wholesale adoption of the Inter-Actor Interaction process. It remains an open process 

designed to adapt to the specific and individual conditions of any rehearsal room. Indeed, the 

difficulties faced by applying Embodied Exploration on strangers, babies with Harriet and 

Benjamin led to the adoption of the ‘what if’-based approach in order to facilitate their 

engagement. The principles we worked towards in the rehearsal room have remained 

consistent throughout this research, but the achievement of these principles has been flexible 

to accommodate particularities of the rehearsal room.  

 

Limitations 

In recapitulating this research’s contributions to knowledge, it must be acknowledged that 

very real limitations exist. Flow criticism has not been tested on any performance paradigm 
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other than identification-oriented practice that utilizes pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures. It’s effectiveness as a tool for the interrogation of rehearsal and performance 

practice remains provisional until further interrogations of other performance paradigms are 

conducted. The methodological framework and overlaid video analysis are similarly particular 

to this research. The Inter-Actor Interaction process is limited in the scope of the two practical 

engagements (Wars of the Roses Part One and the strangers, babies Practice-Led Research 

Lab) and by the lack of application of the process outside of these projects. 

 

A total of twenty-three actors have engaged in the Inter-Actor Interaction process at various 

stages of this research, of these ten have provided detailed feedback in the form of interviews 

and only two have offered sustained discourse on the process as they participated in it. If, as 

has been discussed in Chapter Two, one of the key uncontrollable variables of the rehearsal 

process is the actors themselves, then many more actors will need to embark on this working 

process before a definitive determination of efficacy may be reached. At this point in the 

research, the efficacy of Inter-Actor Interaction as a rehearsal methodology is suggested by the 

work undertaken thus far, but is by no means certain. 

 

Additionally, the process has been tested on a very limited sample of scripts: an edited 

Shakespeare text, and the largely naturalistic strangers, babies, a contemporary Scottish play. 

Neither of these texts were particularly challenging to the Inter-Actor Interaction rehearsal 

methodology. Indeed, strangers, babies was selected particularly for what I considered its 

suitability to the process. Wider application of the process therefore cannot be asserted at this 

stage. There is no way of knowing, for example, how the Inter-Actor Interaction process might 

support actors engaged in a play with required, rigorously structured physical detail, such as 

the later work of Samuel Beckett. Nor can any definitive statement be made about application 
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of the process on non-narrative texts. All that may be said is that the process was, with 

adaptation, able to function on the two texts chosen. Broader applicability remains theoretical. 

 

Finally, my own contribution in the rehearsal room cannot be understated. As director, my 

personality and aesthetic sensibility undoubtedly affects the rehearsal experience, even if and 

when I am aware of this fact. There is no way to know if the Inter-Actor Interaction process 

would be an effective rehearsal technique for another director. Again, all that may be said is 

that this approach works for me. In spite of all of this, the in-built flexibility and adaptability of 

all of this research’s contributions to knowledge enable future research to address these 

limitations in future research. 

 

Functional Questions about Inter-Actor Interaction 

Though the Inter-Actor Interaction process appears effective as a rehearsal process from first 

read to finished performance on the projects undertaken in this research, there are still 

functional questions about how the process might be improved. How dangerous should 

performances to be? Should there be a palpable possibility of failure in each performance, or is 

a sense of surety that things will not fall apart essential to the work? Additionally, Inter-Actor 

Interaction relies on complicity among performers, but by situating interactive goals in 

opposition to each other, it also utilizes competition. Is there a correct balance between these 

two apparently oppositional forces? If so, is that balance fixed or should it fluctuate depending 

on the performers and performance conditions? Each of these questions requires practical 

engagement in the rehearsal room and further practice-led research activity. Possibly, these 

questions will never have definitive answers, but must be asked of each new rehearsal and 

performance situation. 
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Future Avenues of Research 

Audience Reaction 

Minimizing pre-agreed-upon performance structures prompts other, more conceptual 

questions about this work. First, who is the ‘author’ of the performance in Inter-Actor 

Interaction? In processes featuring pre-agreed-upon performance structures authorship might 

be considered to be shared in varying proportion between playwright, actors and the director. 

Minimizing pre-agreed-upon structures problematizes the question of authorship. Without a 

pre-agreed-upon structure, I cannot claim authorship as director of the production. Nothing 

that happens in performance has been dictated by me to the actors. The playwright’s words 

are being spoken, but the aim is not to express a specific meaning of a text, rather, it is to play 

an interactive game suggested by the text. Actors in this work, meanwhile, are engaged in 

interaction with each other that is magnified through the use of luxury energy. Although 

expression may continue to be a concern for actors, it is not the primary focus of the process 

and as such, individual actors are not authoring their performances – they are working for 

interactive goals in response to other actors. I would suggest that in Inter-Actor Interaction, 

authorship is a liminal phenomenon. It exists betwixt actors (in the interaction that emerges) 

and within the tension between the actors, the lenses shaped throughout the rehearsal 

process and the influencing factor of the text. In fact, authorship is perhaps the wrong concept 

to assign to this work, which might be more accurately described as game playing. Unlike 

authorship, which suggests the creation of a fixed, readable work, game playing is by definition 

variable. To attempt to play an identical game twice is counter to the spirit of play: if the 

outcome is known in advance, there is no interest in playing. Moreover, the events of a game 

occur in response to the game’s conditions and the other players in real time with regard only 

for the best strategy to achieve the game’s goals. 
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Given these circumstances, it is reasonable to propose that future research should be 

conducted on audience reactions to performances emerging from the Inter-Actor Interaction 

process. This question of the audience has been deliberately avoided in this research. I chose 

instead to devote attention to the actor and director in the rehearsal room in attempting to 

develop contributions to rehearsal and performance practice. The focus was to determine 

whether and how these contributions could be developed without regard to the ultimate 

effect they would have on an audience. While the PhD has focused on this development, the 

research can and should continue by taking the audience into account. What is audience 

reaction to performances created via Inter-Actor Interaction? Is it any different to reactions to 

other performance approaches? Does the audience require context regarding what is 

occurring in the performance? Do they need to know that the performance is unstructured? 

How might this be communicated? Are there aesthetic choices that are particularly conducive 

to work created via Inter-Actor Interaction? Or, to put it more succinctly, I will quote Benjamin, 

who in discussion about where this research might go after the completion of the PhD, 

laughingly summed it up: ‘Does this fucking work?’ (Harriet & Benjamin 2012d, p.25).  

 

A further area opened by these types of questions is the audience’s role in the performance 

process, particularly with the question of the creation of meaning in performance. While the 

meaning of a theatrical performance is always a collaborative creation between the 

performers, director, designers and the audience who interprets what they see, in Inter-Actor 

Interaction, the process is more fluid. Inter-Actor Interaction creates conditions in which the 

meaning of a performance is more fully generated and controlled by the audience. There is no 

attempt to ‘[look] for meaning and [make] it meaningful’ (Brook in Marowitz 1963, p.105) to 

an audience. Rather, a level of distance between performer and spectator emerges and an 

implicit demand is placed on the audience to cross that distance without being met half way by 
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the actors. In considering whether Inter-Actor Interaction ‘works’, the question of whether 

audiences are willing or able to cross that distance is key. This alongside the other questions 

about the audience articulated above and continued developments to the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process are key questions for this research moving forward. 

 

Applications to New Writing Development 

Another potential research avenue is the possibility of Inter-Actor Interaction’s application to 

the development of new writing. Significantly, this possibility was proposed by the playwright 

of strangers, babies, Linda McLean. 

 

McLean attended the sharing at the end of the Lab and was therefore able to view the two 

scenes which had been prepared and the entire process demonstration. She graciously agreed 

to be interviewed about her reactions to the performance and the Inter-Actor Interaction 

process. She was effusive in her assessment of the process, describing the Embodied 

Exploration work as ‘wonderful’ and ‘almost balletic’ (L. McLean 2012, p.2), with a key feature 

being that it ensured that the actors did not ‘overthink it’ (L. McLean 2012, p.9) and that by 

engaging fully in the interaction, they were forced to simply respond to each other. For 

McLean, this manifested particularly in Harriet’s performance. McLean comments on this: 

The thing that struck me most about that is that you can play May with your head, but if 
you don’t play it with your heart and your body then I think you close down some of our 
emotional involvement with her. If you don’t see that huge emotional spread for her, 
then I think you don’t ever fully empathize with her. And what I saw in Harriet was that 
wonderful humanity which needs to be apparent from the very first. You have to be 
drawn in… And the thing that I saw in Harriet’s performance was that it – it’s easy to 
describe an actor as open hearted because they’re very generous, but actually to see 
that even though there is a lot of restraint in that first scene, to see those two things 
playing with and against each other, I really loved.(L. McLean 2012, p.7) 

 
In strangers, babies, McLean prefers a holistically integrated performance, particularly for 

May, the lead character. Her positive response to the Embodied Exploration process might 
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have emerged from its privileging of a holistic, rather than cerebral approach to the interaction 

and performance. McLean did raise a question, however: ‘how much of that was the work that 

you had done with them and how much was an actress’s very fine understanding of a text?’ (L. 

McLean 2012, p.8). This is a question that cannot be ignored when issues of performance 

quality are discussed. Did the aspects of Harriet’s performance that McLean found 

praiseworthy emerge as a result of the process or as a result Harriet’s talent as an actor? 

 

This is a question that I do not believe can be conclusively answered. It confronts the 

numerous, less tangible variables of the rehearsal process, such as outside factors in Harriet’s 

life and experience at that time, Benjamin’s influence in the room, and many others. It is worth 

noting, however, that even early in the process when things were difficult and frustrating, 

Harriet herself stated her belief that ‘there’s lots of stuff that comes out of it actually’ (Harriet 

& Benjamin 2012b, p.8). Benjamin (who was the more outspoken of the two in voicing 

problems and concerns with the process) offered: ‘Part of me does think – I’ll be honest – 

when we’re doing it, I think that’s a bunch of wank…but I know that it opens up opportunities 

or possibilities that I couldn’t have come up with sitting around a table’ (Harriet & Benjamin 

2012d, p.9) This is not to suggest that Harriet’s performance was an outcome of the Inter-

Actor Interaction process. To claim this would be disingenuous and fail to acknowledge 

Harriet’s talents. Rather, at this point, I would only suggest that perhaps the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process created conditions where Harriet’s instincts and talents could realize 

McLean’s writing in a way McLean found appropriate and effective. 

 

McLean also recognized the value of the lensing process. When asked whether she felt 

satisfied with the performances in the sharing as a reflection in her work, she gave an 

unqualified affirmative response (L. McLean 2012, p.6). She then elaborated:  
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I suppose it is a little bit like the sculptor – was it Anish Kapoor? I can’t remember. Or 
someone else? – Who talked about how you make an elephant: you chip away 
everything in the marble that isn’t elephant. And the reason I use that – it’s not quite 
the same thing, but what I saw there was a kind of inflated version when they’re doing 
everything large. And then when I saw them actually just read the lines, I felt they still 
had all of that power and movement, and that somehow their body had internalized 
that. Or maybe it was the externalizing of it that had created a big enough shape that it 
was there and seemed almost effortless. (L. McLean 2012, p.6) 

 
This description aligns with the luxury energy concept that underpins the lensing process. 

McLean suggests that in viewing the work, she could feel the luxury energy operating beneath 

the lenses in the actors’ performances and pointed specifically to this element of the work as 

the source of her satisfaction. The lensing process had always been a question, and I was 

prepared to accept that it was in many ways an imaginative stimulus or framing of the process 

to facilitate its development. This may still be the case, but it is worthwhile to note that 

McLean identified this feature in their performances and responded positively to it. 

 

The fact that McLean was so overwhelmingly positive about what she saw in the sharing led 

me to ask her if there was anything she did not like. After thinking, she responded very simply: 

‘No’ (L. McLean 2012, p.5). While it is reassuring to know that the playwright was happy with 

the work done on her script, this reaction was particularly important to this work. Minimizing 

pre-agreed-upon performance structures necessitates abandoning the idea that there is one 

most effective way to play a scene. In doing so vast spaces for potential conflicting story 

elements to emerge in performance were created. I believed it was possible that McLean 

might object to this openness with the story of the play and that in our zeal to work out this 

process, Harriet, Benjamin and I had, in abandoning the communication of fixed meaning as a 

performance paradigm, ignored McLean’s script and intentions. That she was so positive about 

the process suggested that even with the openness of the performances, we had, at least in 

her estimation, still delivered a performance consistent with her aims as playwright. 
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All of this contributed, I believe, to McLean’s suggestion that Inter-Actor Interaction, and more 

specifically, Embodied Exploration, might be applicable to new writing development. In the 

interview, she thought back to the process demonstration ‘when they were doing that 

wonderful, almost balletic – trying to pull or push or make someone be in a space or share a 

space’ (L. McLean 2012, p.2) and in doing so, indicated that ‘I would love to test a script like 

that before I finish it. You know, like after a first draft’ (L. McLean 2012, p.3). McLean 

elaborated on the appeal of Embodied Exploration:  

It’s very muscular. And one of the things that people quite often say about my work is 
it’s muscular. And I think that’s about tuning into the power of the emotions underneath 
whatever surface lightness or lyricism there might be in the words. It’s always 
underpinned by that longer, slower tide, and I think that’s the thing that I saw when 
they were without the words, when they were physicalizing it. So I suppose that the lure 
of that in terms of a first draft is I think I’d be able to see without being waylaid by the 
words what the flows were. (L. McLean 2012, p.3) 

 
I had never considered the possibility of engaging in Embodied Exploration without a finished 

text, but the notion is tantalizing, perhaps most so in that it further complexifies the question 

of authorship of the performance. If the actors are contributing to the development of the 

script through Inter-Actor Interaction, then the finished performance has been authored even 

more collaboratively. There are, of course, practical questions as well: would the process begin 

with an early draft of a written scene? Could Embodied Exploration and lensing be adapted 

into a devising process? The research has thus far focused on the director-actor relationship; 

working on new writing development, the relationship between each participant and the 

playwright would introduce new working dynamics and potentially new avenues of discovery 

about the process itself. Moreover, new writing development would represent another type of 

script, distinct from a published contemporary play or a classical text on which to test the 

process. This notion is a worthy future research project to be explored. 
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My Growth as a Director 

Though exploration of Inter-Actor Interaction will continue in subsequent research, one 

outcome that I may assert now is that the minimization of pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures is fundamentally incompatible with the directorial processes I implemented in my 

practice years ago. The Marc Silberschatz of 2007 would have been neither willing nor able to 

use Inter-Actor Interaction. It requires relinquishing directorial control over performance in 

favour of uncertainty, collaborative agency for all production participants and creative chaos in 

performance itself. For me, a new view of performance has emerged. It is one that embraces 

the use of this particular type of creative chaos in a process where failure in performance is a 

real possibility rather than an illusion constructed through a rigorous structuring process. 

Additionally, I no longer view rehearsal and performance in categorical terms or as distinct 

entities. Rather, they are part of a continuum of development, exploration and play that does 

not cease while a production runs. Indeed, in many ways, I no longer view my practice as a 

series of discrete productions which may or may not be related, but as a continual experiment, 

begun in this research and continuing in and between each new directorial project. This line 

between research and practice – already blurred at the start of my PhD – has been largely 

obliterated for me. I cannot yet say what effect this will have on future directorial endeavours, 

but I believe that in individual, subjective terms a key outcome of this research has been this 

opening of my practice. I have fundamentally changed as a director and the implications of this 

may still be further explored.   

 

Conclusion 

While the questions and ideas raised in this chapter represent the future of the research, it is 

perhaps appropriate to conclude this dissertation with a final summation of the research itself. 

By using flow theory, I proposed two values that moved away from the identification-oriented 
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approaches that comprised my prior training and experience: the minimization pre-agreed-

upon performance structures linked to the fixing and communicating of the meaning of a 

performance text and the minimization of divided consciousness. The research sought a 

practical rehearsal approach to live these values and through two projects, the Inter-Actor 

Interaction process was developed. This process remains necessarily provisional. In all 

likelihood given the complexities and particularities of rehearsal and performance projects, it 

will always remain provisional, adapting and changing to suit specific rehearsal and 

performance conditions. Even so, this does not diminish the fact that the research successfully 

lived the stated values. Future projects, whether research, theatre or a hybrid between the 

two will expand on the admittedly limited field in which this research was developed while 

simultaneously continuing the experiment that is my directorial practice. There is no way to 

know at this time whether the practice can generalize beyond the specific conditions of this 

research or, for that matter, what impact my new view of directing and performance will have 

on my future directorial work. However, Inter-Actor Interaction suggests that it is possible in 

theory, practice and for myself as a practitioner to minimize pre-agreed-upon performance 

structures and divided consciousness and has offered one process for doing so. 
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Glossary of Terms Used in this Research 
 
Action – In Embodied Exploration: a psychophysical effort directed at another actor or actors 

that attempts to manipulate their physicality via energy in order to achieve an interactive goal. 

 

Analysis-through-Practice – The second stage of this research’s methodological framework in 

which hypotheses emerging from reflection-in-action are tested in an actual (rather than 

virtual) rehearsal room. 

 

Divided Consciousness – In this research: a schism between character goals existing within the 

fictional performance and actor feedback existing outside it. 

 

Effect – In Embodied Exploration: the complicit, psychophysical manifestation of the result of 

an action being directed at an actor or actors. 

 

Embodied Exploration – A psychophysical, interactive game in which actors work to achieve 

interactive goals, deployed early in the Inter-Actor Interaction process. 

 

Flow Criticism – The use and application of flow theory to interrogate rehearsal and 

performance processes. 

 

Identification-Oriented Practice – Any process that seeks to facilitate actor-character merger. 

 

Interactive Goals – Goals abstracted from character objectives relating to trying to get another 

actor to do something specific. 
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Lensing – The process by which restrictions of the interaction emerging from Embodied 

Exploration based on character and world of the play are applied and explored. 

 

Pre-Agreed-Upon Performance Structures – In this research: any planned performance 

output, regardless of its form or content, whose purpose is to communicate a specific and pre-

chosen meaning to an audience. 

 

Reaction – In Embodied Exploration, an Action originating from an Effect. 

 

Virtual Rehearsal Room – A tacit construction drawing on Schön’s ‘virtual world of practice’ 

employed based on my experience as an actor and director in which reflection-in-action may 

be conducted to generate hypotheses to be tested via analysis-through-practice. 

 

‘What Ifs’ – Propositions used throughout the Inter-Actor Interaction process that enhance 

actor facility with the Embodied Exploration grammar (‘Technical What Ifs’), facilitate 

repetition of the Embodied Exploration process through drastically altering the feeling of a run 

(‘Tonal What Ifs’) and refine the developing lenses (‘Refining What Ifs’). Also, the framework 

by which each new step of the Inter-Actor Interaction process is introduced.  
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Appendix A: Wars of the Roses Part One Performance Video 
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Appendix B: Wars of the Roses Part One Script 
 

Wars of the Roses 
Part One  

 
DRAMATIS PERSONAE 
 
KING HENRY VI 
DUKE OF GLOUCESTER – Uncle to the King and Protector 
DUKE OF EXETER – Great-uncle to the King 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER – Cardinal Beaufort 
EARL OF WARWICK 
DUKE OF YORK – Richard Plantagenet 
DUKE OF SOMERSET 
DUKE OF BUCKINGHAM 
VERNON 
BASSETT 
 
LORD TALBOT 
JOHN TALBOT – Lord Talbot’s Son 
EARL OF SUFFOLK – Later Duke of Suffolk 
SIR WILLIAM LUCY 
JOAN LA PUCELLE – also called Joan of Arc 
DUKE OF ALENCON 
MARGARET – of Anjou, later Queen of England 
 
MAYOR OF LONDON 
WOODVILLE 
VAUX 
DUCHESS OF GLOUCESTER 
GOVERNOR OF PARIS 
 
A Lawyer 
Heralds 
Messengers 
Servants 
Lords 
Soldiers 
Guards 
Commons 
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ACT I 
SCENE I. Westminster Abbey. 
Dead March. Enter the Funeral of King Henry the Fifth, attended on by KING HENRY VI, 
GLOUCESTER, EXETER, WARWICK, WINCHESTER, SOMERSET, BUCKINGHAM, YORK, ELEANOR, 
Heralds, & c  
 
GLOUCESTER 
Hung be the heavens with black, yield day to night! 
Comets, importing change of times and states, 
Brandish your crystal tresses in the sky, 
And with them scourge the bad revolting stars 
That have consented unto Henry's death! 
King Henry the Fifth, too famous to live long! 
England ne'er lost a king of so much worth. 
 
EXETER 
England ne'er had a king until his time. 
Virtue he had, deserving to command: 
His brandish'd sword did blind men with his beams: 
His arms spread wider than a dragon's wings; 
His sparking eyes, replete with wrathful fire, 
More dazzled and drove back his enemies 
Than mid-day sun fierce bent against their faces. 
What should I say? his deeds exceed all speech: 
He ne'er lift up his hand but conquered. 
 
WARWICK 
We mourn in black: why mourn we not in blood? 
Henry is dead and never shall revive: 
Upon a wooden coffin we attend, 
And death's dishonourable victory 
We with our stately presence glorify, 
Like captives bound to a triumphant car. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
He was a king bless'd of the King of kings. 
Unto the French the dreadful judgement-day 
So dreadful will not be as was his sight. 
The battles of the Lord of hosts he fought: 
The church's prayers made him so prosperous. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
The church! where is it? Had not churchmen pray'd, 
His thread of life had not so soon decay'd: 
None do you like but an effeminate prince, 
Whom, like a school-boy, you may over-awe. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Gloucester, whate'er we like, thou art protector 
And lookest to command the prince and realm. 
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Thy wife is proud; she holdeth thee in awe, 
More than God or religious churchmen may. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Name not religion, for thou lovest the flesh, 
And ne'er throughout the year to church thou go'st 
Except it be to pray against thy foes. 
 
EXETER 
Cease, cease these jars and rest your minds in peace: 
Let's to the altar: heralds, wait on us: 
Instead of gold, we'll offer up our arms: 
Since arms avail not now that Henry's dead. 
Posterity, await for wretched years, 
When at their mothers' moist eyes babes shall suck, 
Our isle be made a nourish of salt tears, 
And none but women left to wail the dead. 
Henry the Fifth, thy ghost I invocate: 
Prosper this realm, keep it from civil broils, 
Combat with adverse planets in the heavens! 
A far more glorious star thy soul will make 
Than Julius Caesar or bright-- 
 
Enter a Messenger 
 
Messenger  
My honourable lords, health to you all! 
Sad tidings bring I to you out of France, 
Of loss, of slaughter and discomfiture: 
Guienne, Champagne, Rheims, Rouen, 
Paris, Guysors, Poictiers, are all quite lost. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Is Paris lost? is Rouen yielded up? 
If Henry were recall'd to life again, 
These news would cause him once more yield the ghost. 
 
EXETER  
Were our tears wanting to this funeral, 
These tidings would call forth their flowing tides. 
 
Enter to them another Messenger 
 
Messenger  
Lords, view these letters full of bad mischance. 
France is revolted from the English quite, 
Except some petty towns of no import: 
The Dauphin Charles is crowned king of Rheims; 
The Bastard of Orleans with him is join'd; 
The Duke of Alencon flieth to his side. 
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EXETER  
The Dauphin crowned king! all fly to him! 
O, whither shall we fly from this reproach? 
 
GLOUCESTER  
We will not fly, but to our enemies' throats. 
 
Enter another Messenger 
 
Messenger  
My gracious lords, to add to your laments, 
Wherewith you now bedew King Henry's hearse, 
I must inform you of a dismal fight 
Betwixt the stout Lord Talbot and the French. 
My lords, my lords, the French have gathered head: 
The Dauphin, with one Joan la Pucelle join'd, 
A holy prophetess new risen up, 
Is come with a great power to raise the siege. 
The tenth of August last this dreadful lord, 
Retiring from the siege of Orleans, 
Having full scarce six thousand in his troop, 
By three and twenty thousand of the French 
Was round encompassed and set upon. 
No leisure had he to enrank his men; 
He wanted pikes to set before his archers; 
Instead whereof sharp stakes pluck'd out of hedges 
They pitched in the ground confusedly, 
To keep the horsemen off from breaking in. 
Hence grew the general wreck and massacre; 
Enclosed were they with their enemies: 
 
Exeunt 
 
SCENE II. Orleans. 
An alarum. Enter TALBOT. 
 
TALBOT  
Where is my strength, my valour, and my force? 
Our English troops retire, I cannot stay them: 
A woman clad in armour chaseth them. 
 
Enter JOAN LA PUCELLE 
 
Here, here she comes. I'll have a bout with thee; 
Devil or devil's dam, I'll conjure thee: 
Blood will I draw on thee, thou art a witch, 
And straightway give thy soul to him thou servest. 
 
JOAN LA PUCELLE  
Come, come, 'tis only I that must disgrace thee. 
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Here they fight 
 
TALBOT  
Heavens, can you suffer hell so to prevail? 
My breast I'll burst with straining of my courage 
And from my shoulders crack my arms asunder. 
But I will chastise this high-minded strumpet. 
 
They fight again 
 
JOAN LA PUCELLE  
Talbot, farewell; thy hour is not yet come: 
I must go victual Orleans forthwith. 
O'ertake me, if thou canst; I scorn thy strength. 
Go, go, cheer up thy hungry-starved men; 
This day is ours, as many more shall be. 
 
Exit 
 
TALBOT  
My thoughts are whirled like a potter's wheel; 
I know not where I am, nor what I do; 
A witch, by fear, not force, like Hannibal, 
Drives back our troops and conquers as she lists: 
So bees with smoke and doves with noisome stench 
Are from their hives and houses driven away. 
They call'd us for our fierceness English dogs; 
Now, like to whelps, we crying run away. 
 
A short alarum 
 
Hark, countrymen! either renew the fight, 
Or tear the lions out of England's coat; 
Renounce your soil, give sheep in lions' stead: 
Sheep run not half so treacherous from the wolf, 
Or horse or oxen from the leopard, 
As you fly from your oft-subdued slaves. 
 
Alarum. Here another skirmish 
 
It will not be: retire into your trenches: 
Pucelle is enter'd into Orleans, 
In spite of us or aught that we could do. 
The shame hereof will make me hide my head. 
 
Exit TALBOT. Alarum; retreat 
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SCENE III. London. Before the Tower. 
Enter GLOUCESTER, with his Serving-men in blue coats  
 
GLOUCESTER  
I am come to survey the Tower this day: 
Since Henry's death, I fear, there is conveyance. 
Where be these warders, that they wait not here? 
Open the gates; 'tis Gloucester that calls. 
 
WOODVILE the Lieutenant speaks within 
 
WOODVILE  
What noise is this? what traitors have we here? 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Lieutenant, is it you whose voice I hear? 
Open the gates; here's Gloucester that would enter. 
 
WOODVILE  
Have patience, noble duke; I may not open; 
The Cardinal of Winchester forbids: 
From him I have express commandment 
That thou nor none of thine shall be let in. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Faint-hearted Woodvile, prizest him 'fore me? 
Arrogant Winchester, that haughty prelate, 
Whom Henry, our late sovereign, ne'er could brook? 
Thou art no friend to God or to the king: 
Open the gates, or I'll shut thee out shortly. 
Serving-Men Open the gates unto the lord protector, 
Or we'll burst them open, if that you come not quickly. 
 
Enter to the Protector at the Tower Gates WINCHESTER and his men in tawny coats 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
How now, ambitious Humphry! what means this? 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Peel'd priest, dost thou command me to be shut out? 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
I do, thou most usurping proditor, 
And not protector, of the king or realm. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Stand back, thou manifest conspirator, 
Thou that contrivedst to murder our dead lord; 
Thou that givest whores indulgences to sin: 
Under my feet I stamp thy cardinal's hat: 
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In spite of pope or dignities of church, 
Here by the cheeks I'll drag thee up and down. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Gloucester, thou wilt answer this before the pope. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Winchester goose, I cry, a rope! a rope! 
Now beat them hence; why do you let them stay? 
Thee I'll chase hence, thou wolf in sheep's array. 
Out, tawny coats! out, scarlet hypocrite! 
 
Here GLOUCESTER's men beat out WINCHESTER's men, and enter in the hurly- burly the Mayor 
of London and his Officers 
 
Mayor  
All manner of men assembled here in arms this day 
against God's peace and the king's, we charge and 
command you, in his highness' name, to repair to 
your several dwelling-places; and not to wear, 
handle, or use any sword, weapon, or dagger, 
henceforward, upon pain of death. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Cardinal, I'll be no breaker of the law: 
But we shall meet, and break our minds at large. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Gloucester, we will meet; to thy cost, be sure: 
Thy heart-blood I will have for this day's work. 
 
Mayor  
I'll call for clubs, if you will not away. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Mayor, farewell: thou dost but what thou mayst. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Abominable Gloucester, guard thy head; 
For I intend to have it ere long. 
 
Exeunt 
 
SCENE IV. London. The Temple-garden. 
Enter SOMERSET, BUCKINGHAM, WARWICK, YORK, VERNON, & another Lawyer  
 
YORK 
Great lords and gentlemen, what means this silence? 
Dare no man answer in a case of truth? 
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BUCKINGHAM 
Within the Temple-hall we were too loud; 
The garden here is more convenient. 
 
YORK 
Then say at once if I maintain'd the truth; 
Or else was wrangling Somerset in the error? 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
Faith, I have been a truant in the law, 
And never yet could frame my will to it; 
And therefore frame the law unto my will. 
 
SOMERSET  
Judge you, my Lord of Warwick, then, between us. 
 
WARWICK  
Between two dogs, which hath the deeper mouth; 
Between two blades, which bears the better temper: 
Between two girls, which hath the merriest eye; 
I have perhaps some shallow spirit of judgement; 
But in these nice sharp quillets of the law, 
Good faith, I am no wiser than a daw. 
 
YORK 
Tut, tut, here is a mannerly forbearance: 
The truth appears so naked on my side 
That any purblind eye may find it out. 
 
SOMERSET  
And on my side it is so well apparell'd, 
So clear, so shining and so evident 
That it will glimmer through a blind man's eye. 
 
YORK 
Since you are tongue-tied and so loath to speak, 
In dumb significants proclaim your thoughts: 
Let him that is a true-born gentleman 
And stands upon the honour of his birth, 
If he suppose that I have pleaded truth, 
From off this brier pluck a white rose with me. 
 
SOMERSET  
Let him that is no coward nor no flatterer, 
But dare maintain the party of the truth, 
Pluck a red rose from off this thorn with me. 
 
WARWICK  
I love no colours, and without all colour 
Of base insinuating flattery 
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I pluck this white rose with Plantagenet. 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
I pluck this red rose with young Somerset 
And say withal I think he held the right. 
 
VERNON  
Stay, lords and gentlemen, and pluck no more, 
Till you conclude that he upon whose side 
The fewest roses are cropp'd from the tree 
Shall yield the other in the right opinion. 
 
SOMERSET  
Good Master Vernon, it is well objected: 
If I have fewest, I subscribe in silence. 
 
YORK 
And I. 
 
VERNON  
Then for the truth and plainness of the case. 
I pluck this pale and maiden blossom here, 
Giving my verdict on the white rose side. 
 
SOMERSET  
Prick not your finger as you pluck it off, 
Lest bleeding you do paint the white rose red 
And fall on my side so, against your will. 
 
VERNON  
If I my lord, for my opinion bleed, 
Opinion shall be surgeon to my hurt 
And keep me on the side where still I am. 
 
SOMERSET  
Well, well, come on: who else? 
 
Lawyer  
Unless my study and my books be false, 
The argument you held was wrong in you: 
 
To SOMERSET 
 
In sign whereof I pluck a white rose too. 
 
YORK 
Now, Somerset, where is your argument? 
 
SOMERSET  
Here in my scabbard, meditating that 
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Shall dye your white rose in a bloody red. 
 
YORK 
Meantime your cheeks do counterfeit our roses; 
For pale they look with fear, as witnessing 
The truth on our side. 
 
SOMERSET  
No, Plantagenet, 
'Tis not for fear but anger that thy cheeks 
Blush for pure shame to counterfeit our roses, 
And yet thy tongue will not confess thy error. 
Well, I'll find friends to wear my bleeding roses, 
That shall maintain what I have said is true, 
Where false Plantagenet dare not be seen. 
Away, away, good cousin Buckingham! 
We grace the yeoman by conversing with him. 
 
WARWICK  
Now, by God's will, thou wrong'st him, Somerset; 
His grandfather was Lionel Duke of Clarence, 
Third son to the third Edward King of England: 
Spring crestless yeomen from so deep a root? 
 
YORK 
He bears him on the place's privilege, 
Or durst not, for his craven heart, say thus. 
 
SOMERSET  
By him that made me, I'll maintain my words 
On any plot of ground in Christendom. 
Was not thy father, Richard Earl of Cambridge, 
For treason executed in our late king's days? 
And, by his treason, stand'st not thou attainted, 
Corrupted, and exempt from ancient gentry? 
His trespass yet lives guilty in thy blood; 
And, till thou be restored, thou art a yeoman. 
 
YORK 
My father was attached, not attainted, 
Condemn'd to die for treason, but no traitor; 
And that I'll prove on better men than Somerset, 
Were growing time once ripen'd to my will. 
For your partaker Buckingham and you, 
I'll note you in my book of memory, 
To scourge you for this apprehension: 
Look to it well and say you are well warn'd. 
 
SOMERSET  
Ah, thou shalt find us ready for thee still; 
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And know us by these colours for thy foes, 
For these my friends in spite of thee shall wear. 
 
YORK 
And, by my soul, this pale and angry rose, 
As cognizance of my blood-drinking hate, 
Will I for ever and my faction wear, 
Until it wither with me to my grave 
Or flourish to the height of my degree. 
 
SOMERSET 
Go forward and be choked with thy ambition! 
And so farewell until I meet thee next. 
 
Exit 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
Farewell, ambitious Richard. 
 
Exit 
 
YORK 
How I am braved and must perforce endure it! 
 
WARWICK  
This blot that they object against your house 
Shall be wiped out in the next parliament 
Call'd for the truce of Winchester and Gloucester; 
And if thou be not then created York, 
I will not live to be accounted Warwick. 
Meantime, in signal of my love to thee, 
Against proud Somerset and Buckingham, 
Will I upon thy party wear this rose. 
 
YORK 
Good Master Vernon, I am bound to you, 
That you on my behalf would pluck a flower. 
 
VERNON  
In your behalf still will I wear the same. 
 
Lawyer  
And so will I. 
 
YORK 
Thanks, gentle sir. 
Come, let us four to dinner: I dare say 
This quarrel will drink blood another day. 
 
Exeunt 
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SCENE V. GLOUCESTER'S house. 
Enter GLOUCESTER and his DUCHESS  
 
DUCHESS  
Why droops my lord, like over-ripen'd corn, 
Hanging the head at Ceres' plenteous load? 
Why doth the great Duke Humphrey knit his brows, 
As frowning at the favours of the world? 
Why are thine eyes fixed to the sullen earth, 
Gazing on that which seems to dim thy sight? 
What seest thou there? King Henry's diadem, 
Enchased with all the honours of the world? 
If so, gaze on, and grovel on thy face, 
Until thy head be circled with the same. 
Put forth thy hand, reach at the glorious gold. 
What, is't too short? I'll lengthen it with mine: 
And, having both together heaved it up, 
We'll both together lift our heads to heaven, 
And never more abase our sight so low 
As to vouchsafe one glance unto the ground. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
O Nell, sweet Nell, if thou dost love thy lord, 
Banish the canker of ambitious thoughts. 
And may that thought, when I imagine ill 
Against my king and nephew, virtuous Henry, 
Be my last breathing in this mortal world! 
My troublous dream this night doth make me sad. 
 
DUCHESS  
What dream'd my lord? tell me, and I'll requite it 
With sweet rehearsal of my morning's dream. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Methought this staff, mine office-badge in court, 
Was broke in twain; by whom I have forgot, 
But, as I think, it was by the cardinal; 
And on the pieces of the broken wand 
Were placed the heads of Edmund Duke of Somerset, 
And William de la Pole, the earl of Suffolk. 
This was my dream: what it doth bode, God knows. 
 
DUCHESS  
Tut, this was nothing but an argument 
That he that breaks a stick of Gloucester's grove 
Shall lose his head for his presumption. 
But list to me, my Humphrey, my sweet duke: 
Methought I sat in seat of majesty 
In the cathedral church of Westminster, 
And on my head did sit the diadem. 
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GLOUCESTER  
Nay, Eleanor, then must I chide outright: 
Presumptuous dame, ill-nurtured Eleanor, 
Hast thou not worldly pleasure at command, 
Above the reach or compass of thy thought? 
And wilt thou still be hammering treachery, 
To tumble down thy husband and thyself 
From top of honour to disgrace's feet? 
Away from me, and let me hear no more! 
 
DUCHESS  
What, what, my lord! are you so choleric 
With Eleanor, for telling but her dream? 
Next time I'll keep my dreams unto myself, 
And not be cheque'd. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Nay, be not angry; I am pleased again. 
I go. Come, Nell, thou wilt ride with us? 
 
DUCHESS  
Yes, my good lord, I'll follow presently. 
 
Exeunt GLOUCESTER 
 
Follow I must; I cannot go before, 
While Gloucester bears this base and humble mind. 
Were I a man, a duke, and next of blood, 
I would remove these tedious stumbling-blocks 
And smooth my way upon their headless necks; 
 
Exit 
 
ACT II 
SCENE I. Before Orleans. 
Enter TALBOT, SUFFOLK and Forces 
 
TALBOT  
Thrice noble and redoubted Earl of Suffolk, 
This happy night the Frenchmen are secure, 
Having all day caroused and banqueted: 
Embrace we then this opportunity 
As fitting best to quittance their deceit 
Contrived by art and baleful sorcery. 
 
SUFFOLK 
Coward of France! how much he wrongs his fame, 
Despairing of his own arm's fortitude, 
To join with witches and the help of hell! 
But what's that Pucelle whom they term so pure? 
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TALBOT  
A maid, they say. 
 
SUFFOLK 
Pray God she prove not masculine ere long, 
If underneath the standard of the French 
She carry armour as she hath begun. 
 
Enter JOAN LA PUCELLE, ALENCON & others above, thrusting out a torch burning 
 
JOAN LA PUCELLE  
Behold, this is the happy wedding torch 
That joins Orleans to her countrymen, 
But burning fatal to the Talbotites! 
 
TALBOT  
Foul fiend of France, and hag of all despite, 
Encompass'd with thy lustful paramours! 
I'll have a bout with you again, 
Or else let Talbot perish with this shame. 
 
JOAN LA PUCELLE  
Are ye so hot, sir? 
 
TALBOT  
Dare ye come forth and meet us in the field? 
 
JOAN LA PUCELLE  
Belike your lordship takes us then for fools, 
To try if that our own be ours or no. 
 
TALBOT  
I speak not to that railing Hecate, 
But unto thee, Alencon, and the rest; 
Will ye, like soldiers, come and fight it out? 
 
ALENCON  
Signior, no. 
 
TALBOT  
Signior, hang! base muleters of France! 
Like peasant foot-boys do they keep the walls 
And dare not take up arms like gentlemen. 
 
JOAN LA PUCELLE  
Away, captains! let's get us from the walls; 
For Talbot means no goodness by his looks. 
God be wi' you, my lord! we came but to tell you 
That we are here. 
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Exeunt from the walls 
 
TALBOT  
And there will we be too, ere it be long, 
Or else reproach be Talbot's greatest fame! 
Vow, Suffolk, by the honour of thy house, 
Either to get the town again or die: 
And I, as sure as English Henry lives 
And as his father here was conqueror, 
As sure as in this late-betrayed town 
Great Coeur-de-lion's heart was buried, 
So sure I swear to get the town or die. 
 
SUFFLOK 
My vows are equal partners with thy vows. 
 
TALBOT  
Well, let them practise and converse with spirits: 
God is our fortress, in whose conquering name 
Let us resolve to scale their flinty bulwarks. 
 
SUFFOLK 
Ascend, brave Talbot; we will follow thee. 
 
TALBOT  
Not all together: better far, I guess, 
That we do make our entrance several ways; 
That, if it chance the one of us do fail, 
The other yet may rise against their force. 
 
SUFFOLK 
Agreed: I'll to yond corner. 
 
TALBOT  
And here will Talbot mount, or make his grave. 
 
Cry: 'St. George,' 'A Talbot.’ Exeunt 
 
SCENE II. London. The Parliament-house. 
Flourish. Enter KING HENRY VI, EXETER, GLOUCESTER, WARWICK, SOMERSET, and 
BUCKINGHAM; WINCHESTER, YORK, and others. GLOUCESTER offers to put up a bill; 
WINCHESTER snatches it, and tears it  
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Comest thou with deep premeditated lines, 
With written pamphlets studiously devised, 
Humphrey of Gloucester? If thou canst accuse, 
Or aught intend'st to lay unto my charge, 
Do it without invention, suddenly; 
As I with sudden and extemporal speech 
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Purpose to answer what thou canst object. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Presumptuous priest! this place commands my patience, 
Or thou shouldst find thou hast dishonour'd me. 
Think not, although in writing I preferr'd 
The manner of thy vile outrageous crimes, 
That therefore I have forged, or am not able 
Verbatim to rehearse the method of my pen: 
No, prelate; such is thy audacious wickedness, 
Thy lewd, pestiferous and dissentious pranks, 
As very infants prattle of thy pride. 
Thou art a most pernicious usurer, 
Forward by nature, enemy to peace; 
Lascivious, wanton, more than well beseems 
A man of thy profession and degree; 
And for thy treachery, what's more manifest? 
In that thou laid'st a trap to take my life, 
As well at London bridge as at the Tower. 
Beside, I fear me, if thy thoughts were sifted, 
The king, thy sovereign, is not quite exempt 
From envious malice of thy swelling heart. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Gloucester, I do defy thee. Lords, vouchsafe 
To give me hearing what I shall reply. 
If I were covetous, ambitious or perverse, 
As he will have me, how am I so poor? 
Or how haps it I seek not to advance 
Or raise myself, but keep my wonted calling? 
And for dissension, who preferreth peace 
More than I do?--except I be provoked. 
No, my good lords, it is not that offends; 
It is not that that hath incensed the duke: 
It is, because no one should sway but he; 
No one but he should be about the king; 
And that engenders thunder in his breast 
And makes him roar these accusations forth. 
But he shall know I am as good-- 
 
GLOUCESTER  
As good! 
Thou bastard of my grandfather! 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Ay, lordly sir; for what are you, I pray, 
But one imperious in another's throne? 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Am I not protector, saucy priest? 
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BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
And am not I a prelate of the church? 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Yes, as an outlaw in a castle keeps 
And useth it to patronage his theft. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Rome shall remedy this. 
 
WARWICK  
Roam thither, then. 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
My lord, it were your duty to forbear. 
 
WARWICK  
Ay, see the bishop be not overborne. 
 
SOMERSET  
Methinks my lord should be religious 
And know the office that belongs to such. 
 
WARWICK  
Methinks his lordship should be humbler; 
It fitteth not a prelate so to plead. 
 
SOMERSET  
Yes, when his holy state is touch'd so near. 
 
WARWICK  
State holy or unhallow'd, what of that? 
Is not his grace protector to the king? 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Uncles of Gloucester and of Winchester, 
The special watchmen of our English weal, 
I would prevail, if prayers might prevail, 
To join your hearts in love and amity. 
O, what a scandal is it to our crown, 
That two such noble peers as ye should jar! 
Believe me, lords, my tender years can tell 
Civil dissension is a viperous worm 
That gnaws the bowels of the commonwealth. 
 
GLOUCESTER and WINCHESTER are silent 
 
O, how this discord doth afflict my soul! 
Can you, my Lord of Winchester, behold 
My sighs and tears and will not once relent? 
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Who should be pitiful, if you be not? 
Or who should study to prefer a peace. 
If holy churchmen take delight in broils? 
 
EXETER 
Yield, my lord protector; yield, Winchester; 
Except you mean with obstinate repulse 
To slay your sovereign and destroy the realm. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
He shall submit, or I will never yield. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Compassion on the king commands me stoop; 
Here, Winchester, I offer thee my hand. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Fie, uncle Beaufort! I have heard you preach 
That malice was a great and grievous sin; 
And will not you maintain the thing you teach, 
But prove a chief offender in the same? 
 
EXETER 
Sweet king! the bishop hath a kindly gird. 
For shame, my lord of Winchester, relent! 
What, shall a child instruct you what to do? 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Well, Duke of Gloucester, I will yield to thee; 
Love for thy love and hand for hand I give. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
[Aside] Ay, but, I fear me, with a hollow heart.-- 
See here, my friends and loving countrymen, 
This token serveth for a flag of truce 
Betwixt ourselves and all our followers: 
So help me God, as I dissemble not! 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
[Aside] So help me God, as I intend it not! 
 
KING HENRY VI  
O, loving uncle, kind Duke of Gloucester, 
How joyful am I made by this contract! 
 
WARWICK  
Accept this scroll, most gracious sovereign, 
Which in the right of Richard Plantagenet 
We do exhibit to your majesty. 
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GLOUCESTER  
Well urged, my Lord of Warwick: For sweet prince, 
And if your grace mark every circumstance, 
You have great reason to do Richard right; 
Especially for those occasions 
At Eltham Place I told your majesty. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
And those occasions, uncle, were of force: 
Therefore, my loving lords, our pleasure is 
That Richard be restored to his blood. 
 
WARWICK  
Let Richard be restored to his blood; 
So shall his father's wrongs be recompensed. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
As will the rest, so willeth Winchester. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
If Richard will be true, not that alone 
But all the whole inheritance I give 
That doth belong unto the house of York, 
From whence you spring by lineal descent. 
 
YORK 
Thy humble servant vows obedience 
And humble service till the point of death. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Stoop then and set your knee against my foot; 
And, in reguerdon of that duty done, 
I gird thee with the valiant sword of York: 
Rise Richard, like a true Plantagenet, 
And rise created princely Duke of York. 
 
YORK 
And so thrive Richard as thy foes may fall! 
And as my duty springs, so perish they 
That grudge one thought against your majesty! 
 
ALL  
Welcome, high prince, the mighty Duke of York! 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Now will it best avail your majesty 
To cross the seas and to be crown'd in France: 
The presence of a king engenders love 
Amongst his subjects and his loyal friends, 
As it disanimates his enemies. 
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KING HENRY VI  
When Gloucester says the word, King Henry goes; 
For friendly counsel cuts off many foes. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Your ships already are in readiness. 
 
Sennet. Flourish. Exeunt  
 
SCENE III. France. A battlefield. 
Alarum. Enter SUFFOLK with MARGARET in his hand 
 
SUFFOLK  
Be what thou wilt, thou art my prisoner. 
 
Gazes on her 
 
O fairest beauty, do not fear nor fly! 
For I will touch thee but with reverent hands; 
I kiss these fingers for eternal peace, 
And lay them gently on thy tender side. 
Who art thou? say, that I may honour thee. 
 
MARGARET  
Margaret my name, and daughter to a king, 
The King of Naples, whosoe'er thou art. 
 
SUFFOLK  
An earl I am, and Suffolk am I call'd. 
Be not offended, nature's miracle, 
Thou art allotted to be ta'en by me: 
So doth the swan her downy cygnets save, 
Keeping them prisoner underneath her wings. 
Yet, if this servile usage once offend. 
Go, and be free again, as Suffolk's friend. 
 
She is going 
 
O, stay! I have no power to let her pass; 
My hand would free her, but my heart says no. 
Fain would I woo her, yet I dare not speak: 
Fie, de la Pole! disable not thyself; 
Hast not a tongue? is she not here? 
Wilt thou be daunted at a woman's sight? 
Ay, beauty's princely majesty is such, 
Confounds the tongue and makes the senses rough. 
 
MARGARET  
Say, Earl of Suffolk--if thy name be so-- 
What ransom must I pay before I pass? 
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For I perceive I am thy prisoner. 
 
SUFFOLK  
How canst thou tell she will deny thy suit, 
Before thou make a trial of her love? 
 
MARGARET  
Why speak'st thou not? what ransom must I pay? 
 
SUFFOLK  
She's beautiful, and therefore to be woo'd; 
She is a woman, therefore to be won. 
 
MARGARET  
Wilt thou accept of ransom? yea, or no. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Fond man, remember that thou hast a wife; 
Then how can Margaret be thy paramour? 
 
MARGARET  
I were best to leave him, for he will not hear. 
 
SUFFOLK  
There all is marr'd; there lies a cooling card. 
 
MARGARET  
He talks at random; sure, the man is mad. 
 
SUFFOLK  
And yet a dispensation may be had. 
 
MARGARET  
And yet I would that you would answer me. 
 
SUFFOLK  
I'll win this Lady Margaret. For whom? 
Why, for my king: tush, that's a wooden thing! 
 
MARGARET  
He talks of wood: it is some carpenter. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Yet so my fancy may be satisfied, 
But there remains a scruple in that too; 
For though her father be the King of Naples, 
yet is he poor, 
And our nobility will scorn the match. 
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MARGARET  
Hear ye, captain, are you not at leisure? 
 
SUFFOLK  
It shall be so, disdain they ne'er so much. 
Henry is youthful and will quickly yield. 
Madam, I have a secret to reveal. 
 
MARGARET  
What though I be enthrall'd? he seems a knight, 
And will not any way dishonour me. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Lady, vouchsafe to listen what I say. 
 
MARGARET  
Perhaps I shall be rescued by the French; 
And then I need not crave his courtesy. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Sweet madam, give me a hearing in a cause-- 
 
MARGARET  
Tush, women have been captivate ere now. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Lady, wherefore talk you so? 
 
MARGARET  
I cry you mercy, 'tis but Quid for Quo. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Say, gentle princess, would you not suppose 
Your bondage happy, to be made a queen? 
 
MARGARET  
To be a queen in bondage is more vile 
Than is a slave in base servility; 
For princes should be free. 
 
SUFFOLK  
And so shall you, 
If happy England's royal king be free. 
 
MARGARET  
Why, what concerns his freedom unto me? 
 
SUFFOLK  
I'll undertake to make thee Henry's queen, 
To put a golden sceptre in thy hand 

223 
 



And set a precious crown upon thy head, 
If thou wilt condescend to be my-- 
 
MARGARET  
What? 
 
SUFFOLK  
His love. 
 
MARGARET  
I am unworthy to be Henry's wife. 
 
SUFFOLK  
No, gentle madam; I unworthy am 
To woo so fair a dame to be his wife, 
And have no portion in the choice myself. 
How say you, madam, are ye so content? 
 
MARGARET  
An if my father please, I am content. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Farewell, sweet madam: but hark you, Margaret; 
No princely commendations to my king? 
 
MARGARET  
Such commendations as becomes a maid, 
A virgin and his servant, say to him. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Words sweetly placed and modestly directed. 
But madam, I must trouble you again; 
No loving token to his majesty? 
 
MARGARET  
Yes, my good lord, a pure unspotted heart, 
Never yet taint with love, I send the king. 
 
SUFFOLK  
And this withal. 
 
Kisses her 
 
MARGARET  
That for thyself: I will not so presume 
To send such peevish tokens to a king. 
 
Exit MARGARET 
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SUFFOLK  
O, wert thou for myself! But, Suffolk, stay; 
Thou mayst not wander in that labyrinth; 
There Minotaurs and ugly treasons lurk. 
Solicit Henry with her wondrous praise: 
Bethink thee on her virtues that surmount, 
And natural graces that extinguish art; 
Repeat their semblance often on the seas, 
That, when thou comest to kneel at Henry's feet, 
Thou mayst bereave him of his wits with wonder. 
 
Enter TALBOT with his forces 
 
TALBOT  
Lost, and recover'd in a day again! 
This is a double honour, Suffolk: 
Yet heavens have glory for this victory! 
 
SUFFOLK 
Warlike and martial Talbot, Suffolk 
Enshrines thee in his heart and there erects 
Thy noble deeds as valour's monuments. 
 
TALBOT  
Thanks, gentle earl. But where is Pucelle now? 
I think her old familiar is asleep: 
Now will we take some order in the town, 
Placing therein some expert officers, 
And then depart to Paris to the king, 
For there young Henry with his nobles lie. 
 
SUFFOLK 
What wills Lord Talbot pleaseth Suffolk. 
 
Exeunt 
 
ACT III 
SCENE I. Paris. A hall of state. 
Enter KING HENRY VI, GLOUCESTER, WINCHESTER, YORK, SOMERSET, WARWICK, EXETER, the 
Governor, of Paris, and others  
 
GLOUCESTER  
Lord bishop, set the crown upon his head. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
God save King Henry, of that name the sixth! 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Now, governor of Paris, take your oath, 
That you elect no other king but him; 
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Esteem none friends but such as are his friends, 
And none your foes but such as shall pretend 
Malicious practises against his state: 
This shall ye do, so help you righteous God! 
 
Enter TALBOT and SUFFOLK 
 
TALBOT  
My gracious prince, and honourable peers, 
Hearing of your arrival in this realm, 
I have awhile given truce unto my wars, 
To do my duty to my sovereign: 
In sign, whereof, this arm, that hath reclaim'd 
To your obedience fifty fortresses, 
Twelve cities and seven walled towns of strength, 
Beside five hundred prisoners of esteem, 
Lets fall his sword before your highness' feet, 
And with submissive loyalty of heart 
Ascribes the glory of his conquest got 
First to my God and next unto your grace. 
 
Kneels 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Is this the Lord Talbot, uncle Gloucester, 
That hath so long been resident in France? 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Yes, if it please your majesty, my liege. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Welcome, brave captain and victorious lord! 
When I was young, as yet I am not old, 
I do remember how my father said 
A stouter champion never handled sword. 
Long since we were resolved of your truth, 
Your faithful service and your toil in war; 
Yet never have you tasted our reward, 
Or been reguerdon'd with so much as thanks, 
Because till now we never saw your face: 
Therefore, stand up; and, for these good deserts, 
We here create you Earl of Shrewsbury; 
And in our coronation take your place. 
 
Enter VERNON and BASSET 
 
VERNON  
Grant me the combat, gracious sovereign. 
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BASSET  
And me, my lord, grant me the combat too. 
 
YORK  
This is my servant: hear him, noble prince. 
 
SOMERSET  
And this is mine: sweet Henry, favour him. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Be patient, lords; and give them leave to speak. 
Say, gentlemen, what makes you thus exclaim? 
And wherefore crave you combat? or with whom? 
 
VERNON  
With him, my lord; for he hath done me wrong. 
 
BASSET  
And I with him; for he hath done me wrong. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
What is that wrong whereof you both complain? 
First let me know, and then I'll answer you. 
 
BASSET  
Crossing the sea from England into France, 
This fellow here, with envious carping tongue, 
Upbraided me about the rose I wear; 
Saying, the sanguine colour of the leaves 
Did represent my master's blushing cheeks, 
With other vile and ignominious terms: 
In confutation of which rude reproach 
And in defence of my lord's worthiness, 
I crave the benefit of law of arms. 
 
VERNON  
And that is my petition, noble lord: 
For though he seem with forged quaint conceit 
To set a gloss upon his bold intent, 
Yet know, my lord, I was provoked by him; 
And he first took exceptions at this badge, 
Pronouncing that the paleness of this flower 
Bewray'd the faintness of my master's heart. 
 
YORK  
Will not this malice, Somerset, be left? 
 
SOMERSET  
Your private grudge, my Lord of York, will out, 
Though ne'er so cunningly you smother it. 
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KING HENRY VI  
Good Lord, what madness rules in brainsick men, 
When for so slight and frivolous a cause 
Such factious emulations shall arise! 
Good cousins both, of York and Somerset, 
Quiet yourselves, I pray, and be at peace. 
 
YORK  
Let this dissension first be tried by fight, 
And then your highness shall command a peace. 
 
SOMERSET  
The quarrel toucheth none but us alone; 
Betwixt ourselves let us decide it then. 
 
YORK  
There is my pledge; accept it, Somerset. 
 
VERNON  
Nay, let it rest where it began at first. 
 
BASSET  
Confirm it so, mine honourable lord. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Confirm it so! Confounded be your strife! 
And perish ye, with your audacious prate! 
Presumptuous vassals, are you not ashamed 
With this immodest clamorous outrage 
To trouble and disturb the king and us? 
And you, my lords, methinks you do not well 
To bear with their perverse objections; 
Much less to take occasion from their mouths 
To raise a mutiny betwixt yourselves: 
Let me persuade you take a better course. 
 
EXETER  
It grieves his highness: good my lords, be friends. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Come hither, you that would be combatants: 
Henceforth I charge you, as you love our favour, 
Quite to forget this quarrel and the cause. 
And you, my lords, remember where we are, 
In France, amongst a fickle wavering nation: 
If they perceive dissension in our looks 
And that within ourselves we disagree, 
How will their grudging stomachs be provoked 
To wilful disobedience, and rebel! 
Beside, what infamy will there arise, 
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When foreign princes shall be certified 
That for a toy, a thing of no regard, 
King Henry's peers and chief nobility 
Destroy'd themselves, and lost the realm of France! 
O, think upon the conquest of my father, 
My tender years, and let us not forego 
That for a trifle that was bought with blood 
Let me be umpire in this doubtful strife. 
I see no reason, if I wear this rose, 
 
Putting on a red rose 
 
That any one should therefore be suspicious 
I more incline to Somerset than York: 
Both are my kinsmen, and I love them both: 
But your discretions better can persuade 
Than I am able to instruct or teach: 
And therefore, as we hither came in peace, 
So let us still continue peace and love. 
Cousin of Somerset, we institute your grace 
To be our regent in these parts of France: 
And, good my Lord of York, unite 
Your troops of horsemen with his bands of foot; 
And, like true subjects, sons of your progenitors, 
Go cheerfully together and digest. 
Your angry choler on your enemies. 
 
Exeunt all except York 
 
YORK  
Now Henry wears the badge of Somerset: 
So York must sit and fret and bite his tongue. 
A day will come when York shall claim his own; 
And therefore I will do what Henry bids, 
And, when I spy advantage, claim the crown, 
For that's the golden mark I seek to hit: 
Nor shall proud Lancaster usurp my right, 
Nor hold the sceptre in his childish fist, 
Nor wear the diadem upon his head, 
Whose church-like humours fits not for a crown. 
Then, York, be still awhile, till time do serve: 
Watch thou and wake when others be asleep, 
To pry into the secrets of the state; 
Till Humphrey with the peers be fall'n at jars: 
Then will I raise aloft the milk-white rose, 
With whose sweet smell the air shall be perfumed; 
And in my standard bear the arms of York 
To grapple with the house of Lancaster; 
And, force perforce, I'll make him yield the crown, 
Whose bookish rule will pull fair England down. 
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Exit 
 
Enter KING HENRY VI, SUFFOLK, GLOUCESTER and EXETER 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Whether it be through force of your report, 
My noble Lord of Suffolk, or for that 
My tender youth was never yet attaint 
With any passion of inflaming love, 
I cannot tell; but this I am assured, 
I feel such sharp dissension in my breast, 
Such fierce alarums both of hope and fear, 
As I am sick with working of my thoughts. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Tush, my good lord, this superficial tale 
Is but a preface of her worthy praise; 
The chief perfections of that lovely dame 
Had I sufficient skill to utter them, 
Would make a volume of enticing lines, 
Able to ravish any dull conceit: 
And, which is more, she is not so divine, 
So full-replete with choice of all delights, 
But with as humble lowliness of mind 
She is content to be at your command; 
Command, I mean, of virtuous chaste intents, 
To love and honour Henry as her lord. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
And otherwise will Henry ne'er presume. 
Therefore, my lord protector, give consent 
That Margaret may be England's royal queen. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Her father is no better than an earl, 
Although in glorious titles he excel. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Yes, lord, her father is a king, 
The King of Naples and Jerusalem; 
Marriage is a matter of more worth 
Than to be dealt in by attorneyship; 
Not whom we will, but whom his grace affects, 
Must be companion of his nuptial bed: 
And therefore, lords, since he affects her most, 
It most of all these reasons bindeth us, 
In our opinions she should be preferr'd. 
Whom should we match with Henry, being a king, 
But Margaret, that is daughter to a king? 
Her peerless feature, joined with her birth, 
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Approves her fit for none but for a king: 
Her valiant courage and undaunted spirit, 
More than in women commonly is seen, 
Will answer our hope in issue of a king; 
For Henry, son unto a conqueror, 
Is likely to beget more conquerors, 
If with a lady of so high resolve 
As is fair Margaret he be link'd in love. 
Then yield, my lords; and here conclude with me 
That Margaret shall be queen, and none but she. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Agree to any covenants, and procure 
That Lady Margaret do vouchsafe to come 
To cross the seas to England and be crown'd 
King Henry's faithful and anointed queen: 
Be gone, I say; for, till you do return, 
I rest perplexed with a thousand cares. 
And so, conduct me where, from company, 
I may revolve and ruminate my grief. 
 
Exit 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Ay, grief, I fear me, both at first and last. 
 
Exeunt GLOUCESTER and EXETER 
 
SUFFOLK  
Thus Suffolk hath prevail'd; and thus he goes, 
As did the youthful Paris once to Greece, 
With hope to find the like event in love, 
But prosper better than the Trojan did. 
Margaret shall now be queen, and rule the king; 
But I will rule both her, the king and realm. 
 
Exit 
 
SCENE II. Before Bourdeaux. 
Enter ALENCON and others, aloft, and TALBOT below 
 
TALBOT  
English John Talbot, captains, calls you forth, 
Servant in arms to Harry King of England; 
And thus he would: Open your city gates; 
Be humble to us; call my sovereign yours, 
And do him homage as obedient subjects; 
And I'll withdraw me and my bloody power: 
But, if you frown upon this proffer'd peace, 
You tempt the fury of my three attendants, 
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Lean famine, quartering steel, and climbing fire; 
Who in a moment even with the earth 
Shall lay your stately and air-braving towers, 
If you forsake the offer of their love. 
 
ALENCON 
Thou ominous and fearful owl of death, 
Our nation's terror and their bloody scourge! 
The period of thy tyranny approacheth. 
On us thou canst not enter but by death; 
For, I protest, we are well fortified 
And strong enough to issue out and fight: 
If thou retire, then Pucelle, well appointed, 
Stands with the snares of war to tangle thee: 
On either side of thee are squadrons pitch'd. 
Ten thousand French have ta'en the sacrament 
To rive their dangerous artillery 
Upon no Christian soul but English Talbot. 
For ere the glass, that now begins to run, 
Finish the process of his sandy hour, 
These eyes, that see thee now well coloured, 
Shall see thee wither'd, bloody, pale and dead. 
 
Drum afar off 
 
Hark! hark! now Pucelle’s drum, a warning bell, 
Sings heavy music to thy timorous soul; 
And mine shall ring thy dire departure out. 
 
Exeunt ALENCON, & c 
 
TALBOT  
He fables not; I hear the enemy: 
Out, some light horsemen, and peruse their wings. 
O, negligent and heedless discipline! 
How are we park'd and bounded in a pale, 
A little herd of England's timorous deer, 
Mazed with a yelping kennel of French curs! 
If we be English deer, be then in blood; 
Not rascal-like, to fall down with a pinch, 
But rather, moody-mad and desperate stags, 
Turn on the bloody hounds with heads of steel 
And make the cowards stand aloof at bay: 
Sell every man his life as dear as mine, 
And they shall find dear deer of us, my friends. 
God and Saint George, Talbot and England's right, 
Prosper our colours in this dangerous fight! 
 
Exeunt 
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ACT IV 
SCENE I. London. The palace. 
Flourish: Enter KING HENRY VI, GLOUCESTER, EXETER, WARWICK & WINCHESTER, on one side; 
MARGARET, SUFFOLK & BUCKINGHAM, on the other  
 
SUFFOLK  
As by your high imperial majesty 
I had in charge at my depart for France, 
As procurator to your excellence, 
To marry Princess Margaret for your grace, 
I have perform'd my task and was espoused: 
And humbly now upon my bended knee, 
In sight of England and her lordly peers, 
Deliver up my title in the queen 
To your most gracious hands, that are the substance 
Of that great shadow I did represent; 
The happiest gift that ever marquess gave, 
The fairest queen that ever king received. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Suffolk, arise. Welcome, Queen Margaret: 
I can express no kinder sign of love 
Than this kind kiss. O Lord, that lends me life, 
Lend me a heart replete with thankfulness! 
For thou hast given me in this beauteous face 
A world of earthly blessings to my soul, 
If sympathy of love unite our thoughts. 
 
MARGARET  
Great King of England and my gracious lord, 
The mutual conference that my mind hath had, 
By day, by night, waking and in my dreams, 
In courtly company or at my beads, 
With you, mine alder-liefest sovereign, 
Makes me the bolder to salute my king 
With ruder terms, such as my wit affords 
And over-joy of heart doth minister. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Her sight did ravish; but her grace in speech, 
Her words y-clad with wisdom's majesty, 
Makes me from wondering fall to weeping joys; 
Such is the fulness of my heart's content. 
Lords, with one cheerful voice welcome my love. 
 
ALL [Kneeling] 
Long live Queen Margaret, England's happiness! 
 
MARGARET  
We thank you all. 
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SUFFOLK  
My lord protector, so it please your grace, 
Here is the contract with Dauphin Charles. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
[Reads] 'Imprimis, it is agreed between the French 
king Charles, and William de la Pole, Marquess of 
Suffolk, ambassador for Henry King of England, that 
the said Henry shall espouse the Lady Margaret, 
daughter unto Reignier King of Naples, Sicilia and 
Jerusalem, and crown her Queen of England ere the 
thirtieth of May next ensuing. Item, that the duchy 
of Anjou and the county of Maine shall be released 
and delivered to the king her father'-- 
 
Lets the paper fall 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Uncle, how now! 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Pardon me, gracious lord; 
Some sudden qualm hath struck me at the heart 
And dimm'd mine eyes, that I can read no further. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Uncle of Winchester, I pray, read on. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER 
[Reads] 'Item, It is further agreed between them, 
that the duchies of Anjou and Maine shall be 
released and delivered over to the king her father, 
and she sent over of the King of England's own 
proper cost and charges, without having any dowry.' 
 
KING HENRY VI  
They please us well. Lord marquess, kneel down: 
We here create thee the first duke of Suffolk, 
And gird thee with the sword. Thanks, uncle Winchester, 
Gloucester, Buckingham, Exeter, and Warwick; 
We thank you all for the great favour done, 
In entertainment to my princely queen. 
Come, let us in, and with all speed provide 
To see her coronation be perform'd. 
Exeunt KING HENRY VI, MARGARET, and SUFFOLK 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Brave peers of England, pillars of the state, 
To you Duke Humphrey must unload his grief, 
Your grief, the common grief of all the land. 
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What! did my brother Henry spend his youth, 
His valour, coin and people, in the wars? 
Did he so often lodge in open field, 
In winter's cold and summer's parching heat, 
To conquer France, his true inheritance? 
And shall these labours and these honours die? 
O peers of England, shameful is this league! 
Fatal this marriage, cancelling your fame, 
Blotting your names from books of memory, 
Razing the characters of your renown, 
Defacing monuments of conquer'd France, 
Undoing all, as all had never been! 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Nephew, what means this passionate discourse, 
This peroration with such circumstance? 
For France, 'tis ours; and we will keep it still. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Ay, uncle, we will keep it, if we can; 
But now it is impossible we should: 
Suffolk, the new-made duke that rules the roast, 
Hath given the duchy of Anjou and Maine 
Unto the poor King Reignier, whose large style 
Agrees not with the leanness of his purse. 
 
EXETER 
Now, by the death of Him that died for all, 
These counties were the keys of Normandy. 
Anjou and Maine! myself did win them both; 
Those provinces these arms of mine did conquer: 
And are the cities, that I got with wounds, 
Delivered up again with peaceful words? 
 
WARWICK 
For Suffolk's duke, may he be suffocate, 
That dims the honour of this warlike isle! 
France should have torn and rent my very heart, 
Before I would have yielded to this league. 
I never read but England's kings have had 
Large sums of gold and dowries with their wives: 
And our King Henry gives away his own, 
To match with her that brings no vantages. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
She should have stayed in France and starved 
in France, Before-- 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
My Lord of Gloucester, now ye grow too hot: 
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It was the pleasure of my lord the King. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
My Lord of Winchester, I know your mind; 
'Tis not my speeches that you do mislike, 
But 'tis my presence that doth trouble ye. 
Rancour will out: proud prelate, in thy face 
I see thy fury: if I longer stay, 
We shall begin our ancient bickerings. 
Lordings, farewell; and say, when I am gone, 
I prophesied France will be lost ere long. 
 
Exit 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
So, there goes our protector in a rage. 
'Tis known to you he is mine enemy, 
Nay, more, an enemy unto you all, 
And no great friend, I fear me, to the king. 
Consider, lords, he is the next of blood, 
And heir apparent to the English crown: 
Had Henry got an empire by his marriage, 
And all the wealthy kingdoms of the west, 
There's reason he should be displeased at it. 
Look to it, lords! let not his smoothing words 
Bewitch your hearts; be wise and circumspect. 
He will be found a dangerous protector. 
 
BUCKINGHAM  
Why should he, then, protect our sovereign, 
He being of age to govern of himself? 
My Lord of Winchester, join you with me, 
And all together, with the Duke of Suffolk, 
We'll quickly hoise Duke Humphrey from his seat. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
This weighty business will not brook delay: 
I'll to the Duke of Suffolk presently. 
 
Exeunt WINCHESTER and BUCKINGHAM 
 
EXETER 
Pride went before, ambition follows him. 
While these do labour for their own preferment, 
Behoves it us to labour for the realm. 
Join we together, for the public good, 
In what we can, to bridle and suppress 
The pride of Suffolk and of Buckingham, 
And what’s more dangerous, Winchester’s ambition; 
And, as we may, cherish Duke Humphrey's deeds, 
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While they do tend the profit of the land. 
 
WARWICK  
So God help Warwick, as he loves the land, 
And common profit of his country! 
 
EXETER 
Then let's make haste away, and look unto the main. 
 
Exeunt WARWICK and EXETER 
 
SCENE II. Plains in Gascony. 
Enter SOMERSET, and SIR WILLIAM LUCY  
 
SOMERSET  
How now, Sir William! whither were you sent? 
 
LUCY  
Whither, my lord? from bought and sold Lord Talbot; 
Who, ring'd about with bold adversity, 
Cries out for noble York and Somerset, 
To beat assailing death from his weak legions: 
And whiles the honourable captain there 
Drops bloody sweat from his war-wearied limbs, 
And, in advantage lingering, looks for rescue, 
You, his false hopes, the trust of England's honour, 
Keep off aloof with worthless emulation. 
Let not your private discord keep away 
The levied succors that should lend him aid, 
While he, renowned noble gentleman, 
Yields up his life unto a world of odds: 
Orleans the Bastard, Charles, Burgundy, 
Alencon, Pucelle, compass him about, 
And Talbot perisheth by your default. 
 
SOMERSET  
York should have sent him aid. 
 
LUCY  
The fraud of England, not the force of France, 
Hath now entrapp'd the noble-minded Talbot: 
Never to England shall he bear his life; 
But dies, betray'd to fortune by your strife. 
 
SOMERSET  
If he be dead, brave Talbot, then adieu! 
 
LUCY  
His fame lives in the world, his shame in you. 
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Exeunt 
 
SCENE III. The palace. 
Enter SUFFOLK and MARGARET 
 
MARGARET  
My Lord of Suffolk, say, is this the guise, 
Is this the fashion in the court of England? 
Is this the government of Britain's isle, 
And this the royalty of Albion's king? 
What shall King Henry be a pupil still 
Under the surly Gloucester's governance? 
Am I a queen in title and in style, 
And must be made a subject to a duke? 
I tell thee, Pole, when in the city Tours 
Thou ran'st a tilt in honour of my love 
And stolest away the ladies' hearts of France, 
I thought King Henry had resembled thee 
In courage, courtship and proportion: 
But all his mind is bent to holiness, 
To number Ave-Maries on his beads; 
His champions are the prophets and apostles, 
His weapons holy saws of sacred writ, 
His study is his tilt-yard, and his loves 
Are brazen images of canonized saints. 
I would the college of the cardinals 
Would choose him pope, and carry him to Rome, 
And set the triple crown upon his head: 
That were a state fit for his holiness. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Madam, be patient: as I was cause 
Your highness came to England, so will I 
In England work your grace's full content. 
 
MARGARET  
Beside the haughty protector, have we Beaufort, 
The imperious churchman, Exeter, Buckingham, 
And proud Warwick: and not the least of these 
But can do more in England than the king. 
Not all these lords do vex me half so much 
As that proud dame, the lord protector's wife. 
She sweeps it through the court with troops of ladies, 
More like an empress than Duke Humphrey's wife: 
Strangers in court do take her for the queen: 
She bears a duke's revenues on her back, 
And in her heart she scorns our poverty: 
Shall I not live to be avenged on her? 
Contemptuous base-born callet as she is, 
She vaunted 'mongst her minions t'other day, 
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The very train of her worst wearing gown 
Was better worth than all my father's lands, 
Till Suffolk gave two dukedoms for his daughter. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Madam, myself have limed a bush for her, 
And placed a quire of such enticing birds, 
That she will light to listen to the lays, 
And never mount to trouble you again. 
So, let her rest: and, madam, list to me; 
For I am bold to counsel you in this. 
Although we fancy not the cardinal, 
Yet must we join with him and with the lords, 
Till we have brought Duke Humphrey in disgrace. 
So, one by one, we'll weed them all at last, 
And you yourself shall steer the happy helm. 
 
Exeunt 
 
SCENE IV. Other plains in Gascony. 
Enter severally Sir Willaim LUCY and YORK with trumpet and many Soldiers  
 
LUCY  
Thou princely leader of our English strength, 
Never so needful on the earth of France, 
Spur to the rescue of the noble Talbot, 
Who now is girdled with a waist of iron 
And hemm'd about with grim destruction: 
To Bourdeaux, warlike duke! to Bourdeaux, York! 
Else, farewell Talbot, France, and England's honour. 
 
YORK  
O God, that Somerset, who in proud heart 
Doth stop my cornets, were in Talbot's place! 
So should we save a valiant gentleman 
By forfeiting a traitor and a coward. 
Mad ire and wrathful fury makes me weep, 
That thus we die, while remiss traitors sleep. 
 
LUCY  
O, send some succor to the distress'd lord! 
 
YORK  
He dies, we lose; I break my warlike word; 
We mourn, France smiles; we lose, they daily get; 
All 'long of this vile traitor Somerset. 
 
LUCY  
Then God take mercy on brave Talbot's soul; 
And on his son young John, who two hours since 
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I met in travel toward his warlike father! 
This seven years did not Talbot see his son; 
And now they meet where both their lives are done. 
 
YORK  
Alas, what joy shall noble Talbot have 
To bid his young son welcome to his grave? 
Away! vexation almost stops my breath, 
That sunder'd friends greet in the hour of death. 
Lucy, farewell; no more my fortune can, 
But curse the cause I cannot aid the man. 
Maine, Blois, Poictiers, and Tours, are won away, 
'Long all of Somerset and his delay. 
 
Exit severally 
 
SCENE V 
Sound a sennet. Enter KING HENRY VI, MARGARET, GLOUCESTER, WINCHESTER, BUCKINGHAM, 
SUFFOLK, EXETER, WARWICK 
 
KING HENRY VI  
What tidings with our cousin Buckingham? 
 
BUCKINGHAM  
Such as my heart doth tremble to unfold. 
A sort of naughty persons, lewdly bent, 
Under the countenance and confederacy 
Of Lady Eleanor, the protector's wife, 
Have practised dangerously against your state, 
Dealing with witches and with conjurers: 
Whom we have apprehended in the fact; 
Raising up wicked spirits from under ground, 
Demanding of King Henry's life and death, 
And other of your highness' privy-council. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
O God, what mischiefs work the wicked ones, 
Heaping confusion on their own heads thereby! 
 
MARGARET  
Gloucester, see here the tainture of thy nest. 
And look thyself be faultless, thou wert best. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Madam, the king is old enough himself 
To give his censure: these are no women's matters. 
 
MARGARET  
If he be old enough, what needs your grace 
To be protector of his excellence? 
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GLOUCESTER  
Madam, I am protector of the realm; 
And, at his pleasure, will resign my place. 
But God in mercy so deal with my soul, 
As I in duty love my king and country! 
And, for my wife, I know not how it stands; 
Sorry I am to hear what I have heard: 
Noble she is, but if she have forgot 
Honour and virtue and conversed with such 
As, like to pitch, defile nobility, 
I banish her my bed and company 
And give her as a prey to law and shame, 
That hath dishonour'd Gloucester's honest name. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Call forth this foul offender to her answer 
And poise the cause in justice' equal scales, 
Whose beam stands sure, whose rightful cause prevails. 
 
Enter DUCHESS OF GLOUCESTER under guard  
 
KING HENRY VI  
Stand forth, Dame Eleanor Cobham, Gloucester's wife: 
In sight of God and us, your guilt is great: 
Receive the sentence of the law for sins 
Such as by God's book are adjudged to death. 
You, madam, for that you are nobly born, 
Shall, after three days' open penance done, 
Be henceforth banished to the Isle of Man. 
 
DUCHESS  
Welcome is banishment; welcome were my death. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Eleanor, the law, thou see'st, hath judged thee: 
I cannot justify whom the law condemns. 
 
Exeunt DUCHESS and other prisoners, guarded 
 
Mine eyes are full of tears, my heart of grief. 
Ah, Humphrey, this dishonour in thine age 
Will bring thy head with sorrow to the ground! 
I beseech your majesty, give me leave to go; 
Sorrow would solace and mine age would ease. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Nay, Gloucester, know that thou art gone too soon, 
Unless thou wert more loyal than thou art: 
I do arrest thee of high treason here. 
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GLOUCESTER  
Well, Suffolk, thou shalt not see me blush 
Nor change my countenance for this arrest: 
A heart unspotted is not easily daunted. 
The purest spring is not so free from mud 
As I am clear from treason to my sovereign: 
Who can accuse me? wherein am I guilty? 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
The duchess, by your subornation, 
Upon my life, began her devilish practices. 
 
MARGARET  
By flattery you have won the commons' hearts, 
And when you please to make commotion, 
'Tis to be fear'd they all will follow you. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
In your protectorship you did devise 
Strange tortures for offenders never heard of, 
That England was defamed by tyranny. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Tut, these are petty faults to faults unknown. 
Which time will bring to light in smooth Duke Humphrey. 
I do arrest you in his highness' name; 
And here commit you to Lord Winchester 
To keep, until your further time of trial. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
My lord of Gloucester, 'tis my special hope 
That you will clear yourself from all suspect: 
My conscience tells me you are innocent. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Ah, gracious lord, these days are dangerous: 
Virtue is choked with foul ambition 
And charity chased hence by rancour's hand; 
Foul subornation is predominant 
And equity exiled your highness' land. 
I know their complot is to have my life, 
And if my death might make this island happy, 
And prove the period of their tyranny, 
I would expend it with all willingness: 
But mine is made the prologue to their play; 
For thousands more, that yet suspect no peril, 
Will not conclude their plotted tragedy. 
Beaufort's red sparkling eyes blab his heart's malice, 
And Suffolk's cloudy brow his stormy hate; 
Sharp Buckingham unburthens with his tongue 

242 
 



The envious load that lies upon his heart; 
And you, my sovereign lady, with the rest, 
Causeless have laid disgraces on my head, 
And with your best endeavour have stirr'd up 
My liefest liege to be mine enemy: 
Ay, all you have laid your heads together-- 
Myself had notice of your conventicles-- 
And all to make away my guiltless life. 
I shall not want false witness to condemn me, 
Nor store of treasons to augment my guilt; 
The ancient proverb will be well effected: 
'A staff is quickly found to beat a dog.' 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
My liege, his railing is intolerable: 
If those that care to keep your royal person 
From treason's secret knife and traitors' rage 
Be thus upbraided, chid and rated at, 
And the offender granted scope of speech, 
'Twill make them cool in zeal unto your grace. 
Lord cardinal, he is your prisoner. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Sirs, take away the duke, and guard him sure. 
 
GLOUCESTER  
Ah! thus King Henry throws away his crutch 
Before his legs be firm to bear his body. 
Thus is the shepherd beaten from thy side, 
And wolves are gnarling who shall gnaw thee first. 
Ah, that my fear were false! ah, that it were! 
For, good King Henry, thy decay I fear. 
 
Exit, guarded 
 
KING HENRY VI  
My lords, what to your wisdoms seemeth best, 
Do or undo, as if ourself were here. 
 
MARGARET  
What, will your highness leave the parliament? 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Ay, Margaret; my heart is drown'd with grief, 
Whose flood begins to flow within mine eyes, 
My body round engirt with misery, 
For what's more miserable than discontent? 
Ah, uncle Humphrey! in thy face I see 
The map of honour, truth and loyalty: 
And yet, good Humphrey, is the hour to come 
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That e'er I proved thee false or fear'd thy faith. 
What louring star now envies thy estate, 
That these great lords and Margaret our queen 
Do seek subversion of thy harmless life? 
Thou never didst them wrong, nor no man wrong; 
And as the butcher takes away the calf 
And binds the wretch, and beats it when it strays, 
Bearing it to the bloody slaughter-house, 
Even so remorseless have they borne him hence; 
And as the dam runs lowing up and down, 
Looking the way her harmless young one went, 
And can do nought but wail her darling's loss, 
Even so myself bewails good Gloucester's case 
With sad unhelpful tears, and with dimm'd eyes 
Look after him and cannot do him good, 
So mighty are his vowed enemies. 
His fortunes I will weep; and, 'twixt each groan 
Say 'Who's a traitor? Gloucester he is none.' 
 
Exeunt all but MARGARET, WINCHESTER, SUFFOLK and BUCKINGHAM. 
 
MARGARET  
Free lords, cold snow melts with the sun's hot beams. 
Henry my lord is cold in great affairs, 
Too full of foolish pity, and Gloucester's show 
Beguiles him as the snake in flowering field, 
With shining chequer'd slough, doth sting a child 
That for the beauty thinks it excellent. 
Believe me, lords, were none more wise than I-- 
And yet herein I judge mine own wit good-- 
This Gloucester should be quickly rid the world, 
To rid us of the fear we have of him. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
That he should die is worthy policy; 
But yet we want a colour for his death: 
'Tis meet he be condemn'd by course of law. 
 
SUFFOLK  
But, in my mind, that were no policy: 
The king will labour still to save his life, 
The commons haply rise, to save his life; 
And yet we have but trivial argument, 
More than mistrust, that shows him worthy death. 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
So that, by this, you would not have him die. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Ah, Buckingham, no man so fain as I! 
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BUCKINGHAM 
Were't not all one, an empty eagle were set 
To guard the chicken from a hungry kite, 
As place Duke Humphrey for the king's protector? 
 
MARGARET  
So the poor chicken should be sure of death. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Madam, 'tis true; and were't not madness, then, 
To make the fox surveyor of the fold? 
Who being accused a crafty murderer, 
His guilt should be but idly posted over, 
Because his purpose is not executed. 
No; let him die, in that he is a fox, 
By nature proved an enemy to the flock, 
Before his chaps be stain'd with crimson blood, 
As Humphrey, proved by reasons, to my liege. 
And do not stand on quillets how to slay him: 
Be it by gins, by snares, by subtlety, 
Sleeping or waking, 'tis no matter how, 
So he be dead; for that is good deceit 
Which mates him first that first intends deceit. 
 
MARGARET  
Thrice-noble Suffolk, 'tis resolutely spoke. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Not resolute, except so much were done; 
For things are often spoke and seldom meant: 
But that my heart accordeth with my tongue, 
Seeing the deed is meritorious, 
And to preserve my sovereign from his foe, 
Say but the word, and I will be his priest. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
But I would have him dead, my Lord of Suffolk, 
Ere you can take due orders for a priest: 
Say you consent and censure well the deed, 
And I'll provide his executioner, 
I tender so the safety of my liege. 
 
SUFFOLK  
Here is my hand, the deed is worthy doing. 
 
MARGARET  
And so say I. 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
And I and now we three have spoke it, 
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It skills not greatly who impugns our doom. 
 
Exeunt 
 
ACT V 
SCENE I. The battlefield near Bourdeaux. 
Enter TALBOT and JOHN his son, wounded  
 
TALBOT  
Saint George and victory! fight, soldiers, fight. 
O young John Talbot! I did send for thee 
To tutor thee in stratagems of war, 
That Talbot's name might be in thee revived 
When sapless age and weak unable limbs 
Should bring thy father to his drooping chair. 
But, O malignant and ill-boding stars! 
Now thou art come unto a feast of death, 
A terrible and unavoided danger: 
Therefore, dear boy, mount on my swiftest horse; 
And I'll direct thee how thou shalt escape 
By sudden flight: come, dally not, be gone. 
 
JOHN TALBOT  
Is my name Talbot? and am I your son? 
And shall I fly? O if you love my mother, 
Dishonour not her honourable name, 
To make a bastard and a slave of me! 
The world will say, he is not Talbot's blood, 
That basely fled when noble Talbot stood. 
 
TALBOT  
If we both stay, we both are sure to die. 
 
JOHN TALBOT  
Then let me stay; and, father, do you fly: 
Your loss is great, so your regard should be; 
My worth unknown, no loss is known in me. 
Upon my death the French can little boast; 
In yours they will, in you all hopes are lost. 
 
TALBOT  
When from the Dauphin's crest thy sword struck fire, 
It warm'd thy father's heart with proud desire 
Of bold-faced victory. How dost thou fare? 
Fly, to revenge my death when I am dead: 
The help of one stands me in little stead. 
If I to-day die not with Frenchmen's rage, 
To-morrow I shall die with mickle age: 
By me they nothing gain an if I stay; 
'Tis but the shortening of my life one day: 
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In thee thy mother dies, our household's name, 
My death's revenge, thy youth, and England's fame: 
All these and more we hazard by thy stay; 
All these are saved if thou wilt fly away. 
 
JOHN TALBOT  
The sword of Orleans hath not made me smart; 
These words of yours draw life-blood from my heart: 
Before young Talbot from old Talbot fly, 
The coward horse that bears me fail and die! 
Surely, by all the glory you have won, 
An if I fly, I am not Talbot's son: 
Then talk no more of flight, it is no boot; 
If son to Talbot, die at Talbot's foot. 
 
TALBOT  
Then follow thou thy desperate sire of Crete, 
Thou Icarus; thy life to me is sweet: 
If thou wilt fight, fight by thy father's side; 
And, commendable proved, let's die in pride. 
 
Exeunt 
 
SCENE II. Bury St. Edmund's. A room of state. 
Sound trumpets. Enter KING HENRY VI, MARGARET, SUFFLOK, WINCHESTER, BUCKINGHAM, 
with Attendants 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Go, call our uncle to our presence straight; 
Say we intend to try his grace to-day. 
If he be guilty, as 'tis published. 
 
SUFFOLK  
I'll call him presently, my noble lord. 
 
Exit 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Lords, take your places; and, I pray you all, 
Proceed no straiter 'gainst our uncle Gloucester 
Than from true evidence of good esteem 
He be approved in practise culpable. 
 
MARGARET  
God forbid any malice should prevail, 
That faultless may condemn a nobleman! 
Pray God he may acquit him of suspicion! 
 
KING HENRY VI  
I thank thee, Meg; these words content me much. 
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Re-enter SUFFOLK 
 
How now! why look'st thou pale? why tremblest thou? 
Where is our uncle? what's the matter, Suffolk? 
 
SUFFOLK  
Dead in his bed, my lord; Gloucester is dead. 
 
MARGARET  
Marry, God forfend! 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
God's secret judgment: I did dream to-night 
The duke was dumb and could not speak a word. 
 
KING HENRY VI swoons 
 
MARGARET  
How fares my lord? Help, lords! the king is dead. 
 
BUCKINGHAM 
Rear up his body; wring him by the nose. 
 
MARGARET  
Run, go, help, help! O Henry, ope thine eyes! 
 
SUFFOLK  
He doth revive again: madam, be patient. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
O heavenly God! 
 
MARGARET  
How fares my gracious lord? 
 
SUFFOLK  
Comfort, my sovereign! gracious Henry, comfort! 
 
KING HENRY VI  
What, doth my Lord of Suffolk comfort me? 
Came he right now to sing a raven's note, 
Whose dismal tune bereft my vital powers; 
And thinks he that the chirping of a wren, 
By crying comfort from a hollow breast, 
Can chase away the first-conceived sound? 
Hide not thy poison with such sugar'd words; 
Lay not thy hands on me; forbear, I say; 
Their touch affrights me as a serpent's sting. 
Thou baleful messenger, out of my sight! 
Upon thy eye-balls murderous tyranny 
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Sits in grim majesty, to fright the world. 
Look not upon me, for thine eyes are wounding: 
Yet do not go away: come, basilisk, 
And kill the innocent gazer with thy sight; 
For in the shade of death I shall find joy; 
In life but double death, now Gloucester's dead. 
 
MARGARET  
Why do you rate my Lord of Suffolk thus? 
Although the duke was enemy to him, 
Yet he most Christian-like laments his death: 
And for myself, foe as he was to me, 
Might liquid tears or heart-offending groans 
Or blood-consuming sighs recall his life, 
I would be blind with weeping, sick with groans, 
Look pale as primrose with blood-drinking sighs, 
And all to have the noble duke alive. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Ah, woe is me for Gloucester, wretched man! 
 
MARGARET  
Be woe for me, more wretched than he is. 
What, dost thou turn away and hide thy face? 
I am no loathsome leper; look on me. 
Is all thy comfort shut in Gloucester's tomb? 
Why, then, dame Margaret was ne'er thy joy. 
Erect his statue and worship it, 
And make my image but an alehouse sign. 
Was I for this nigh wreck'd upon the sea 
And twice by awkward wind from England's bank 
Drove back again unto my native clime? 
What boded this, but well forewarning wind 
Did seem to say 'Seek not a scorpion's nest, 
Nor set no footing on this unkind shore'? 
The pretty-vaulting sea refused to drown me, 
Knowing that thou wouldst have me drown'd on shore, 
With tears as salt as sea, through thy unkindness: 
The splitting rocks cower'd in the sinking sands 
And would not dash me with their ragged sides, 
Because thy flinty heart, more hard than they, 
Might in thy palace perish Margaret. 
As far as I could ken thy chalky cliffs, 
When from thy shore the tempest beat us back, 
I stood upon the hatches in the storm, 
And when the dusky sky began to rob 
My earnest-gaping sight of thy land's view, 
I took a costly jewel from my neck, 
A heart it was, bound in with diamonds, 
And threw it towards thy land: the sea received it, 
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And so I wish'd thy body might my heart: 
Ay me, I can no more! die, Margaret! 
For Henry weeps that thou dost live so long. 
 
Noise within. Enter WARWICK 
 
WARWICK  
It is reported, mighty sovereign, 
That good Duke Humphrey traitorously is murder'd. 
The commons, like an angry hive of bees 
That want their leader, scatter up and down 
And care not who they sting in his revenge. 
Myself have calm'd their spleenful mutiny, 
Until they hear the order of his death. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
That he is dead, good Warwick, 'tis too true; 
But how he died God knows, not Henry: 
Enter his chamber, view his breathless corpse, 
And comment then upon his sudden death. 
 
WARWICK  
That shall I do, my liege and soon return. 
 
Exit 
 
KING HENRY VI  
O Thou that judgest all things, stay my thoughts, 
My thoughts, that labour to persuade my soul 
Some violent hands were laid on Humphrey's life! 
If my suspect be false, forgive me, God, 
For judgment only doth belong to thee. 
Fain would I go to chafe his paly lips 
With twenty thousand kisses, and to drain 
Upon his face an ocean of salt tears, 
To tell my love unto his dumb deaf trunk, 
And with my fingers feel his hand unfeeling: 
But all in vain are these mean obsequies; 
And to survey his dead and earthly image, 
What were it but to make my sorrow greater? 
 
Re-enter WARWICK  
 
WARWICK  
As surely as my soul intends to live 
With that dread King that took our state upon him 
To free us from his father's wrathful curse, 
I do believe that violent hands were laid 
Upon the life of this thrice-famed duke. 
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SUFFOLK  
Why, Warwick, who should do the duke to death? 
Myself and Beaufort had him in protection; 
And we, I hope, sir, are no murderers. 
 
WARWICK  
But both of you were vow'd Duke Humphrey's foes, 
And you, forsooth, had the good duke to keep: 
'Tis like you would not feast him like a friend; 
And 'tis well seen he found an enemy. 
 
MARGARET  
Then you, belike, suspect these noblemen 
As guilty of Duke Humphrey's timeless death. 
 
WARWICK  
Who finds the heifer dead and bleeding fresh 
And sees fast by a butcher with an axe, 
But will suspect 'twas he that made the slaughter? 
Who finds the partridge in the puttock's nest, 
But may imagine how the bird was dead, 
Although the kite soar with unbloodied beak? 
Even so suspicious is this tragedy. 
 
MARGARET  
Are you the butcher, Suffolk? Where's your knife? 
Is Beaufort term'd a kite? Where are his talons? 
 
SUFFOLK  
I wear no knife to slaughter sleeping men; 
But here's a vengeful sword, rusted with ease, 
That shall be scoured in his rancorous heart 
That slanders me with murder's crimson badge. 
Say, if thou darest, proud Lord of Warwick-shire, 
That I am faulty in Duke Humphrey's death. 
 
WARWICK  
What dares not Warwick, if false Suffolk dare him? 
 
MARGARET  
He dares not calm his contumelious spirit 
Nor cease to be an arrogant controller, 
Though Suffolk dare him twenty thousand times. 
 
WARWICK  
Madam, be still; with reverence may I say; 
For every word you speak in his behalf 
Is slander to your royal dignity. 
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SUFFOLK  
Blunt-witted lord, ignoble in demeanor! 
If ever lady wrong'd her lord so much, 
Thy mother took into her blameful bed 
Some stern untutor'd churl whose fruit thou art. 
 
WARWICK  
But that the guilt of murder bucklers thee 
And I should rob the deathsman of his fee, 
Quitting thee thereby of ten thousand shames, 
I would, false murderous coward, on thy knee 
Make thee beg pardon for thy passed speech, 
And say it was thy mother that thou meant'st 
That thou thyself was born in bastardy; 
And after all this fearful homage done, 
Give thee thy hire and send thy soul to hell, 
Pernicious blood-sucker of sleeping men! 
 
SUFFOLK  
Thou shall be waking well I shed thy blood. 
 
WARWICK  
Unworthy though thou art, I'll cope with thee 
And do some service to Duke Humphrey's ghost. 
 
SUFFOLK and WARWICK draw their weapons 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Why, how now, lords! your wrathful weapons drawn 
Here in our presence! dare you be so bold? 
Why, what tumultuous clamour have we here? 
 
Enter EXETER with the Commons 
 
EXETER 
Sirs, stand apart; the king shall know your mind. 
Dread lord, the commons send you word by me, 
Unless Lord Suffolk straight be done to death, 
Or banished fair England's territories, 
They will by violence tear him from your palace 
And torture him with grievous lingering death. 
They say, by him the good Duke Humphrey died; 
They say, in him they fear your highness' death; 
And therefore do they cry, though you forbid, 
That they will guard you, whether you will or no, 
From such fell serpents as false Suffolk is, 
With whose envenomed and fatal sting, 
Your loving uncle, twenty times his worth, 
They say, is shamefully bereft of life. 
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KING HENRY VI [To the Commons] 
I thank you for your tender loving care; 
And had I not been cited so by you, 
Yet did I purpose as you do entreat; 
For, sure, my thoughts do hourly prophesy 
Mischance unto my state by Suffolk's means: 
And therefore, by His majesty I swear, 
Whose far unworthy deputy I am, 
He shall not breathe infection in this air 
But three days longer, on the pain of death. 
 
MARGARET  
O Henry, let me plead for gentle Suffolk! 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Ungentle queen, to call him gentle Suffolk! 
No more, I say: if thou dost plead for him, 
Thou wilt but add increase unto my wrath. 
Had I but said, I would have kept my word, 
But when I swear, it is irrevocable. 
 
To SUFFOLK 
 
If, after three days' space, thou here be'st found 
On any ground that I am ruler of, 
The world shall not be ransom for thy life. 
Come, Warwick, come, good Warwick, go with me; 
I have great matters to impart to thee. 
 
Exeunt all but MARGARET and SUFFOLK 
 
MARGARET  
Mischance and sorrow go along with you! 
Heart's discontent and sour affliction 
Be playfellows to keep you company! 
There's two of you; the devil make a third! 
And threefold vengeance tend upon your steps! 
 
SUFFOLK  
Cease, gentle queen, these execrations, 
And let thy Suffolk take his heavy leave. 
 
MARGARET  
Fie, coward woman and soft-hearted wretch! 
Hast thou not spirit to curse thine enemy? 
 
SUFFOLK  
A plague upon them! wherefore should I curse them? 
Would curses kill, as doth the mandrake's groan, 
I would invent as bitter-searching terms, 
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As curst, as harsh and horrible to hear, 
Deliver'd strongly through my fixed teeth, 
With full as many signs of deadly hate, 
As lean-faced Envy in her loathsome cave: 
Now, by the ground that I am banish'd from, 
Well could I curse away a winter's night, 
Though standing naked on a mountain top, 
Where biting cold would never let grass grow, 
And think it but a minute spent in sport. 
 
MARGARET  
O, let me entreat thee cease. Give me thy hand, 
That I may dew it with my mournful tears; 
Ne’er let the rain of heaven wet this place, 
To wash away my woful monuments. 
O, could this kiss be printed in thy hand, 
That thou mightst think upon these by the seal, 
Through whom a thousand sighs are breathed for thee! 
So, get thee gone, that I may know my grief; 
'Tis but surmised whiles thou art standing by, 
As one that surfeits thinking on a want. 
I will repeal thee, or, be well assured, 
Adventure to be banished myself: 
And banished I am, if but from thee. 
Go; speak not to me; even now be gone. 
O, go not yet! Even thus two friends condemn'd 
Embrace and kiss and take ten thousand leaves, 
Loather a hundred times to part than die. 
Yet now farewell; and farewell life with thee! 
 
SUFFOLK  
Thus is poor Suffolk ten times banished; 
Once by the king, and three times thrice by thee. 
'Tis not the land I care for, wert thou thence; 
A wilderness is populous enough, 
So Suffolk had thy heavenly company: 
For where thou art, there is the world itself, 
With every several pleasure in the world, 
And where thou art not, desolation. 
I can no more: live thou to joy thy life; 
Myself no joy in nought but that thou livest. 
 
Enter VAUX 
 
MARGARET  
Wither goes Vaux so fast? what news, I prithee? 
 
VAUX  
To signify unto his majesty 
That Cardinal Beaufort is at point of death; 

254 
 



For suddenly a grievous sickness took him, 
That makes him gasp and stare and catch the air, 
Blaspheming God and cursing men on earth. 
Sometimes he talks as if Duke Humphrey's ghost 
Were by his side; sometime he calls the king, 
And whispers to his pillow, as to him, 
The secrets of his overcharged soul; 
And I am sent to tell his majesty 
That even now he cries aloud for him. 
 
MARGARET  
Go tell this heavy message to the king. 
 
Exit VAUX 
 
Now get thee hence: the king, thou know'st, is coming; 
If thou be found by me, thou art but dead. 
 
SUFFOLK  
If I depart from thee, I cannot live; 
And in thy sight to die, what were it else 
But like a pleasant slumber in thy lap? 
Here could I breathe my soul into the air, 
As mild and gentle as the cradle-babe 
Dying with mother's dug between its lips: 
Where, from thy sight, I should be raging mad, 
And cry out for thee to close up mine eyes, 
To have thee with thy lips to stop my mouth; 
So shouldst thou either turn my flying soul, 
Or I should breathe it so into thy body, 
And then it lived in sweet Elysium. 
To die by thee were but to die in jest; 
From thee to die were torture more than death: 
O, let me stay, befall what may befall! 
 
MARGARET  
Away! though parting be a fretful corrosive, 
It is applied to a deathful wound. 
To France, sweet Suffolk: let me hear from thee; 
For wheresoe'er thou art in this world's globe, 
I'll have an Iris that shall find thee out. 
 
SUFFOLK  
I go. 
 
MARGARET  
And take my heart with thee. 
 
SUFFOLK  
A jewel, lock'd into the wofull'st cask 
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That ever did contain a thing of worth. 
Even as a splitted bark, so sunder we 
This way fall I to death. 
 
MARGARET  
This way for me. 
 
Exeunt severally 
 
SCENE III. Another part of the field. 
Alarum: excursions. Enter TALBOT, wounded and led by a Sir William LUCY  
 
TALBOT  
Where is my other life? mine own is gone; 
O, where's young Talbot? where is valiant John? 
Triumphant death, smear'd with captivity, 
Young Talbot's valour makes me smile at thee: 
When he perceived me shrink and on my knee, 
His bloody sword he brandish'd over me, 
And, like a hungry lion, did commence 
Rough deeds of rage and stern impatience; 
But when my angry guardant stood alone, 
Tendering my ruin and assail'd of none, 
Dizzy-eyed fury and great rage of heart 
Suddenly made him from my side to start 
Into the clustering battle of the French; 
And in that sea of blood my boy did drench 
His over-mounting spirit, and there died, 
My Icarus, my blossom, in his pride. 
 
LUCY 
O, my dear lord, lo, where your son is borne! 
 
Enter Soldiers, with the body of JOHN TALBOT 
 
TALBOT  
O, thou, whose wounds become hard-favour'd death, 
Speak to thy father ere thou yield thy breath! 
Brave death by speaking, whether he will or no; 
Imagine him a Frenchman and thy foe. 
Poor boy! he smiles, methinks, as who should say, 
Had death been French, then death had died to-day. 
Come, come and lay him in his father's arms: 
My spirit can no longer bear these harms. 
Soldiers, adieu! I have what I would have, 
Now my old arms are young John Talbot's grave. 
 
TALBOT dies and both are carried in 
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SCENE IV. A bedchamber. 
Enter the KING, EXETER, WARWICK, to WINCHESTER in bed  
 
KING HENRY VI  
How fares my lord? speak, Beaufort, to thy sovereign. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
If thou be'st death, I'll give thee England's treasure, 
Enough to purchase such another island, 
So thou wilt let me live, and feel no pain. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Ah, what a sign it is of evil life, 
Where death's approach is seen so terrible! 
 
WARWICK  
Beaufort, it is thy sovereign speaks to thee. 
 
BISHOP OF WINCHESTER  
Bring me unto my trial when you will. 
Died he not in his bed? where should he die? 
Can I make men live, whether they will or no? 
O, torture me no more! I will confess. 
Alive again? then show me where he is: 
I'll give a thousand pound to look upon him. 
He hath no eyes, the dust hath blinded them. 
Comb down his hair; look, look! it stands upright, 
Like lime-twigs set to catch my winged soul. 
Give me some drink; and bid the apothecary 
Bring the strong poison that I bought of him. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
O thou eternal Mover of the heavens. 
Look with a gentle eye upon this wretch! 
O, beat away the busy meddling fiend 
That lays strong siege unto this wretch's soul. 
And from his bosom purge this black despair! 
 
WARWICK  
See, how the pangs of death do make him grin! 
 
EXETER 
Disturb him not; let him pass peaceably. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Peace to his soul, if God's good pleasure be! 
Lord cardinal, if thou think'st on heaven's bliss, 
Hold up thy hand, make signal of thy hope. 
He dies, and makes no sign. O God, forgive him! 
 

257 
 



WARWICK  
So bad a death argues a monstrous life. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Forbear to judge, for we are sinners all. 
 
Enter SOMERSET and YORK 
 
SOMERSET  
All health unto my gracious sovereign! 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Welcome my lords of Somerset and York.  
What news from France? 
 
SOMERSET  
That all your interest in those territories 
Is utterly bereft you; all is lost. 
 
KING HENRY VI  
Cold news, Lord Somerset: but God's will be done! 
Close up his eyes and draw the curtain close; 
And let us all to meditation. 
 
Exeunt all but EXETER 
 
EXETER  
Ay, we may march in England or in France, 
Not seeing what is likely to ensue. 
This late dissension grown betwixt the peers 
Burns under feigned ashes of forged love 
And will at last break out into a flame: 
As fester'd members rot but by degree, 
Till bones and flesh and sinews fall away, 
So will this base and envious discord breed. 
'Tis much when sceptres are in children's hands; 
But more when envy breeds unkind division; 
There comes the ruin, there begins confusion. 
 
Exit 
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Appendix C: Wars of the Roses Part One Photos 
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Appendix D: Lab Sharing Process Demonstration Video 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: 

• Occasionally in this sharing, Harriet’s and Benjamin’s real names were used. To 

preserve anonymity, the sound has been removed whenever this occurs in the above 

video. 

• Reference is made throughout the video to ‘Scene Three’ – this is ‘Breasts and 

etcetera’ and its text may be found in Appendix E. 
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Appendix E: strangers, babies Script Extracts 
 
Extracts are offered here by permission of the author. 
 
From ‘Greenstick fracture’ 
 
May and Dan, in their flat. 
 
MAY  Is it dead? 
  Oh God 
  Is  
  Is it? 
  It’s 
  I’m not sure 
  It isn’t moving 
  I’m scared to 
  To touch it 
  Do you think  
  Is it dead? 
 
DAN  Is what dead? 
 
MAY  The bird 
  The little bird 
  Look 
  Look 
  On the balcony 
  It’s a little 
 
DAN  Bird 
  Yes 
  I see it 
 
MAY  Is it a 
  What is it? 
 
DAN  I don’t know 
  You’re the birdwatcher 
 
MAY  It’s hard to see 
  It’s on its side 
  Its head looks 
  Awkward 
  Is it? 
  Do you think I should call the 
  Should I call? 
  Maybe if I/ 
  Tweettweettweet (more of a whistle than a tweet) 
 
DAN  Don’t be silly 
 
MAY  /spoke to it 
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  Maybe if it heard a familiar 
  A sound 
 
DAN  Do you really think it understands? 
 
MAY  I don’t know 
  Tweetweetweet 
  It’s instinct 
  Like when women talk in high flutey voices to babies 
  Even strangers’ babies. 
 
DAN  You’re not a bird 
  You don’t have bird instinct 
 
MAY  I have human 
  Humanitarian 
  Animal itarian 
  Love for fellow creature 
  Instinct 
  Don’t I? 
  Don’t I? 
 
DAN  Of course 
  Of course you do. 
 
MAY  Yes? 
  Yes I think so 
  I think that’s possible. 
  Tweet 
  Tweet tweet 
 
DAN  But you might want to consider 
  That standing over the poor injured thing 
  Squawking tweet tweet at it 
  Might terrify the life out of it. 
 
MAY  I’m not standing over it 
  I’m standing back 
  I’m giving it time to recover 
 
DAN  Come away 
 
MAY  But 
 
DAN  They never survive 
  People pick them up and put them in boxes and feed them with  
  nose drop droppers 
  But they die 
  Petrified. 
 
MAY  I wouldn’t kill it 
  Surely a creature 
  Even a little bird 
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  Surely it knows the difference between when it’s being tortured  
  and when it isn’t? 
  Surely after a while it comes to understand that it’s safe. 
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From ‘The very smell’ 

May and Duncan, in a hospice room. 
 
MAY  This is nice  
  Eh? 
  A nice room. 
  Look how 
  Isn’t it bright? 
  And cheerful 
  You’ll not be  
  Well who could be miserable? 
  With all this lovely colour 
  Inside 
  And out 
  Isn’t it nice? 
 
DUNCAN You going to be cheerful the whole visit? 
 
MAY  Hard to say 
 
DUNCAN Smiley smiley 
  For the whole 
  How long is it? 
  How long are you staying? 
 
MAY  It’s open 
  Open visiting 
  As long or as short as you 
 
DUNCAN Aye well 
  If you’re determined to be cheerful 
  Would you keep it short? 
  I’ve lost all those upper face muscles that make your mouth look  
  like a  
  A hammock 
  And anyway 
  I can’t be bothered 
 
MAY  Hammock? 
  Not at all 
  You’ve a lovely  
  Well anyway 
  It’s always nice 
  Isn’t it? 
  A welcoming smile 
  I like 
  I’m sure  
  People do it  
  It’s just being people 
  Human 
  One person to another 
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  Strangers 
  Smile 
  It’s normal 
 
DUNCAN Is it? 
 
MAY  And the room 
  It is pleasant 
  I’ll tell you the truth 
  I was dreading it 
  You know me 
  I mean 
 
DUNCAN I do know you 
  Far as you’ve been 
  Long as you’ve been 
 
MAY  I mean 
  You know what I’m like 
  In that respect 
  Still the same 
  Hospitals 
  The very smell 
  I’m mentally running away from the minute the automatic door  
  opens 
  By the time I get to a ward 
  I’m trying not to be sick 
 
DUNCAN Does that still bother you? 
 
MAY  Oh god 
  Oh  
  Worse than ever 
  
DUNCAN I’d have thought you’d have grown out of that 
  I’d have thought all that might not bother you any more. 
 
MAY  And then there’s the looking 
  It’s not straightforward 
  It’s like I’m on a roundabout 
  It’s beyond me how doctors and nurses find their way round 
  I was here 
  Long 
  How long 
  I can’t tell you 
  Must be twenty minutes before I found the right door 
  To be fair to myself 
  I was expecting more of a ward 
  I wasn’t expecting to find you 
  Tucked away  
  In a  
  A lovely room of your own 
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DUNCAN Oh aye 
  They’ve a rare system here 
  The closer you are to death 
  The nicer the room you get 
  It’s a meritocracy 
  I’m a union man 
  I approve 
 
MAY  So imagine 
  There I was 
  Outside the door 
  Reading your name 
  It always upsets me that 
  Reading your name. 
  And looking through the window 
  You were sleeping 
 
DUNCAN I wasn’t sleeping 
  I never sleep 
  I’ve got morphine on tap 
  It makes me dream 
  But it isn’t to be confused with sleep 
 
MAY  Your eyes were closed 
  What do you dream about? 
 
DUNCAN They’ve come in here some days 
  Some mornings I wake up ravenous 
  And they come in  
  With no breakfast 
  And I wait 
  And I wait 
  You don’t like to harass them 
  Do you? 
 
MAY  Don’t you? 
 
DUNCAN They’re pushed 
  Short staffed 
 
MAY  I’m sure they appreciate 
 
DUNCAN So you don’t 
  Do you? 
  You don’t bite off their heads as soon as they walk in the door  
  and yell 
  WHERE’S MY BLOODY BREAKFAST 
 
MAY  Dad 
  You’re 
 
DUNCAN I’m starving 
  I’m dying 
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  I’m not happy 
  WHERE’S MY BLOODY BREAKFAST? 
 
MAY  You’ll upset the other 
  Someone will come 
 
DUNCAN So you don’t  
  Do you? 
  You wait a while 
  Give them a chance 
  And before you know where you are 
  They’re giving you a wee jag of pethedine 
  Relax the muscles 
  Because they’re going to give you a wash 
  Help the pain 
  WHERE’S MY BLOODY BREAKFAST?  
  Next thing 
  You’ve no idea what time it is 
  Whether it’s still morning 
  Afternoon 
  What the hell time of day it is 
  You only know you never got your porridge 
 
MAY  I’m sure they’d bring it  
  If you asked 
  They seem very nice 
 
DUNCAN They bring it 
  Oh aye 
  After you say 
  I’m very hungry 
  Is there any chance of that delicious porridge, nurse? 
  I’ve a real fancy for it. 
 
MAY  You say that? 
  Delicious porridge 
  Do you really? 
 
DUNCAN Shutup 
 
MAY  I’ve a real fancy for it? 
   
DUNCAN Shutup 
 
MAY  I’d like to hear you say that 
  It would be worth the journey 
 
DUNCAN And then they say 
  We offered you porridge this morning 
  But you waved it away. 
  Waved it away 
 
MAY  Maybe you do sleep 
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DUNCAN I don’t sleep 
  And they never offer me porridge 
  Not that I turn down at any rate 
 
MAY  You look as if you’re sleeping 
  You certainly looked as if you were sleeping to me  
  As I looked through the window in the door 
 
DUNCAN Aye well I wasn’t 
 
MAY  You didn’t see me 
  You didn’t look round 
  I looked at you 
  I looked long and hard 
  Name on the door 
  Man in the bed 
 
DUNCAN Half a man 
 
MAY  And you looked pink faced 
  That was a surprise 
  Seeing you pink 
 
DUNCAN It’s the heat 
  The place is like a bloody conservatory 
  A BLOODY CONSERVATORY 
  COULD WE HAVE THE HEATING DOWN? 
 
MAY  I was thinking 
  How yellow you’ve looked 
  For such a long time 
 
DUNCAN Liver 
 
MAY  And how yellow is  
  Pink is  
  You don’t know you’re doing it 
  Do you? 
  Making those associations 
  But pink is  
  Innocent 
 
DUNCAN Bloody 
  Curtains are pink 
  Is that not a bit much? 
  Not everybody likes pink. 
 
MAY  So I was very quiet 
  You didn’t hear me 
 
DUNCAN I heard you 
 
MAY  I’ve been here for minutes 
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  Just standing 
  Enjoying the light 
  And the colour 
  And the relief 
  The relief 
  That it wasn’t  
  That it isn’t. 
  It’s not like hospitals I was in 
  Orthopaedics 
  Plaster 
  So when you woke up 
 
DUNCAN I wasn’t sleeping 
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From ‘Breasts and etcetera’ 

May and Roy, in a hotel room. 
 
ROY Is this    ? 
 
MAY  //Oh 
 
ROY  //O/kay? 
 
MAY  Yes 

 More than/ 
 
ROY  It’s just you don’t  
 
MAY  I know 
 
ROY  You don’t look 
 
MAY  It’s 

 I’m 
 Pink  
 The curtains are pink. 

 
ROY   Not good? 
 
MAY  Yes fine 

 I don’t know why 
 I didn’t expect them to be  
 Pink 
 That shade 
 Pink is 

 
ROY   I know 

 Twee 
 
MAY   No  

 Not that 
 They’re fine actually 
 Great 
 Ideal in fact 

 
ROY   I thought it was a good place 

 To start 
 
MAY   You’re right 
 
ROY   Something missing though? 
 
MAY   No no 
 
ROY   Not quite right? 
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MAY   No 
 No 

 
ROY   I should stop talking 

 Eh? 
 
MAY   … 
 
ROY   Talk some more? 
 
MAY   … 
 
ROY   You have very soft skin 
 
MAY   I was hoping you might  

 Hurt me. 
 
ROY   Hurt you? 
 
MAY   I was hoping 

 Yes 
 In your messages you were 

 
ROY   Oh 
 
MAY   Yes 

 Quite/ 
 
ROY   Assertive 
 
MAY   Assertive? 

 No 
 Assertive is 
 No 
 Not that 
 In the chat room 
 You were all 
 Give her a good this 
 Bite her that 

 
ROY   Assertive 

 That’s assertive for me 
  I 
  I 

   Women 
   You know 
   My boss 
   People I have to deal with 
   I had  
   I took 
 
MAY   …? 
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ROY   Assertive Ness 
   Classes 
   Night school 
   Adult education 
 
MAY   They told you to write that  
   That  
   Well violent 
   They told you to write that 
   In Adult Education Classes? 
 
ROY   God no 
 
MAY   What? 
 
ROY   //God no 
 
MAY   //God no you said 
   I say that 
   That’s something I say 
 
ROY   I know 
   It’s  
   I’m 
   This is my problem 
   I absorb  
   I don’t 
   Well 
   In the assertive ness class 
   They said I didn’t emanate 
 
MAY   Your emails certainly emanate 
 
ROY   I know 
 
MAY   In the chat room you were 
   //Jeez 
 
ROY   //Jeez 
 
MAY   //Ah shit 
 
ROY   //Ah shit 
 
MAY   Aaaa 
 
ROY   See 
   This is where I always end up 
   Jeez ah shit aaaaa 
   Or its equivalent 
   I don’t know 
   I’ve tried to 
   My wife 
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MAY   You’re married? 
 
ROY   You’re not? 
 
MAY   I 
   I’m 
   Yes 
   I’m married. 
 
ROY   Nice guy? 
 
MAY   Nice 
 
ROY   I have a nice wife 
   She’s very good. 
   Your husband? 
 
MAY   He’d never hurt me 
 
ROY   God no 
   I mean 
   I’d hope not 
 
MAY   No 
   No he doesn’t 
   I thought you might 
 
ROY   I wasn’t sure 
   If that was 
   //Jeez 
 
MAY   //Jeez 
 
ROY   Ah 
 
MAY   Shit 
   It’s not him 
 
ROY   No 
 
MAY   He’s 
 
ROY   Yes 
 
MAY   It’s me 
 
ROY   Empty 
 
MAY   No 
 
ROY   Not at all? 
 
MAY   Some 
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ROY    Yearning then? 
 
MAY   Yes yes 
   //Looking 
 
ROY   //Looking for 
 
MAY   Passion 
 
ROY   Passion 
 
MAY   //Right 
 
ROY   //Right 
 
MAY   Spontaneity 
 
ROY   Yes 
 
MAY   //Not 
 
ROY   //Not 
 
MAY   Forethought 
 
MAY   //God no 
 
ROY   //God no 
 
MAY   Not those God awful classes 
   Where you go along 
   And learn to light candles 
   With 
 
ROY   Essence 
 
MAY   Essence 
   Exactly 
   And  
 
ROY   Massage 
 
MAY   And  
   How to ask for what you want 
 
ROY   //Aaaa 
 
MAY   //Aaaaa 
 
ROY   //Shit 
 
MAY   //Shit 
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ROY   Or Confidence in 
   And with 
   Your partner’s clitoris. 
 
MAY   What? 
 
ROY   Yes 
 
MAY   Jeez 
   No 
 
ROY   What kind of hurting did you have in mind? 
 
MAY   I don’t  
   I thought you might know 
   You seemed 
 
ROY   I was copying it 
   From a film 
   I was in a hotel 
   It was late 
   I was watching the telly 
   It was France 
 
MAY   France 
 
ROY   I travel 
 
MAY   Where? 
 
ROY   Europe 
   America 
   Mostly those 
   Europe and America 
   Sometimes China 
   India 
   Actually just the once in India 
   And China 
   Middle East quite a lot 
 
MAY   The world is big 
   Isn’t it? 
 
ROY   Huge 
 
MAY   I don’t travel 
 
ROY   It’s not as much fun as you think 
 
MAY   I’ve never been abroad 
 
ROY   Never? 
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MAY   No 
   I nearly went to Ireland once 
   But they wanted to see my passport 
   I   
   I didn’t realise 
   I didn’t think you needed a passport to go to Ireland. 
   I don’t have one 
 
ROY   Jeez 
 
MAY   Yeah 
   Passports 
   All those forms 
   And 
   Black ink 
   Has to be black ink 
   Or blue 
  One of those 
  I get so far 
  And then 
  I don’t know 
  Photographs 
  Signing the back 
  Who to ask 
  It’s a  
  It’s a terrible 
  Rigmarole 
 
ROY  But 
  Well 
  It’s not as much fun as you think 
 
MAY  Really? 
 
ROY  Honest to 
  I’m sitting in a three star hotel in say 
  Say 
 
MAY  Where? 
 
ROY  Say  
  Prague 
 
MAY  Prague 
 
ROY  It’s costing me 
  Well 
  Next to nothing after you get there 
  Paid the flight and taxes 
  And hotel and what not 
  And I’m thinking 
  This weather 
  We get weather like this 

278 
 



  Sometimes we do 
  And this 
  This foreign language 
  It’s not that I can’t learn a foreign language 
  But 
  Speaking it 
  It never sounds the same as on the CD 
  And I can’t get what I want 
  Can’t  
  I end up in places that speak 
  English 
  And full of 
  English 
  And I’m thinking 
  I could be in the garden 
  Why am I not in the garden? 
  Sipping a cool beer 
  Lounging 
 
MAY  You have a garden? 
 
ROY  Yeah 
  Yeah 
 
MAY  You spend a lot of time in your garden? 
 
ROY  Grass to mow 
  Weeding 
  Pruning 
  Painting 
  Woodwork 
  Sanding the furniture 
  Busy busy 
  Yeah 
 
MAY  I don’t have a garden 
 
ROY  Well 
  It’s work 
  Isn’t it? 
  Probably why I go on holiday 
  Now that I come to think of it 
  I said to 
  I said 
  We should think about a flat 
  Sometime  
  In the future 
  Less work. 
 
MAY  But you like your garden. 
 
ROY  Like it 
  Yeah 
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  It’s  
  Yeah  
  I suppose 
 
MAY  But you don’t have a passion for it 
 
ROY  God no 
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From ‘He’s asleep’ 

May and Abel, in May’s flat. 
 
MAY  He’s asleep 
 
ABEL  Yes but 
 
MAY  Yes 
  But 
  He’s a poor sleeper 
 
ABEL  Is he? 
 
MAY  What are you doing? 
 
ABEL  Just my notes 
 
MAY  You’re writing … 
 
ABEL  …that he’s a poor sleeper. 
 
MAY  You don’t have to write that down 
  Do you? 
 
ABEL  Write everything down 
  That’s the mantra 
  Never can tell what’s 
  Relevant 
 
MAY  But he’s just 
  Lots of children have trouble with 
  Sleeping 
 
ABEL  How do you cope with that? 
 
MAY  I help him 
 
ABEL  What do you do? 
 
MAY  Well 
  You know 
  Same as everybody else 
 
ABEL  No no 
  You’d be amazed how different people cope with 
  Lack of sleep 
  Babies that don’t sleep 
 
MAY  He isn’t a baby any more 
  I would’ve thought 
  You would’ve stopped  
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  Checking 
 
ABEL  No chance of that 
 
MAY  What never? 
 
ABEL  I wouldn’t think so 
  Not unless 
  No 
  And besides 
  Better us than some 
  Wild vigilantes 
  That dead boy has a vengeful family 
  At least we’re on your side 
  And besides 
  You’d miss us 
  Course you would. 
 
MAY  It doesn’t matter whether I’d miss you or not 
  When you decide to go 
  Or they change your job 
  I get somebody else 
  It starts all over again. 
 
ABEL  Come on come on 
  We’re all doing our best 
  Eh? 
  With the budget 
  And the staff shortage 
  And the paperwork 
  God 
  Don’t talk to me about paperwork 
 
MAY  Maybe you should take fewer notes 
 
ABEL  We have guidelines 
  They come in by the truckload 
  Every week 
  And the latest guideline is 
  Write it down. 
  He doesn’t sleep well 
  That’s notable 
 
MAY  If you say so 
  And maybe under it you can write 
  So that’s why she didn’t let me disturb him. 
 
ABEL  Ha ha 
  I’ll be in and out in jig time 
  He won’t even know I’ve been here 
 
MAY  He’s sleeping 
  It’s taken me  
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  I was just about to lie down 
 
ABEL  Won’t take a minute 
  In here? 
 
MAY  He’s sleeping 
 
ABEL  You said 
 
MAY  I don’t want you to disturb him 
 
ABEL  You said 
 
MAY  He’s fine 
 
ABEL  Apart from the disturbed sleeping pattern 
 
MAY  I didn’t say disturbed 
  I didn’t say he had a disturbed anything 
  I said 
  I didn’t want 
  You’re the  
  The disturbance 
 
ABEL  I beg your pardon? 
 
MAY  I don’t mean 
  I’m just 
 
ABEL  This is my job 
  This is what I have to do 
  If I don’t do this 
  And  
  God forbid 
  But if I don’t do this 
  Don’t check your child 
  And anything 
  Anything happens 
  Who’ll be for the chop? 
 
MAY  Me 
 
ABEL  Well apart from you 
  You’re not 
  I’m deemed to be 
  Responsible 
 
MAY  He’s my boy 
  I look after him 
  He’s my responsibility 
 
ABEL  You know the way it is 
  A child from  
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  A woman like you 
  You know what that means 
  I don’t have to  
  Spell 
  It 
  Out 
 
MAY  Why don’t you phone me? 
  Why don’t you say 
  Is this a good time to come and visit? 
  Why don’t you do that? 
 
ABEL  Because that’s the exact opposite of a spot check 
  Isn’t it? 
  That gives you time to  
  Prepare 
 
MAY  I don’t need time to prepare 
  I need time to sleep 
  Rest 
 
ABEL  Are you a bit frazzled? 
 
MAY  Frazzled? 
  Are you writing that down? 
  No 
  No 
  I’m not  
  Frazzled. 
  I’m a bit tired. 
  Do mums not get tired? 
  Ordinary mums 
  Do they not get tired? 
 
ABEL  Yes they do 
  Indeed they do 
  How do you cope? 
  Maybe I can help 
 
MAY  I  
  The usual 
  You know 
  Sing 
  Sing a lullaby 
 
ABEL  Which lullaby? 
 
MAY  Any  
  I  
  I don’t know their names 
  Is it important? 
 
ABEL  Who knows? 
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  I wondered what you would sing 
 
MAY  I don’t know 
  Brahms 
 
ABEL  Brahms lullaby? 
  That’s not 
  Are there words to that? 
  That’s  
  Surely that’s German 
 
MAY  Is it? 
  I don’t know 
 
ABEL  How would you sing that then? 
 
MAY  Lullaby and goodnight 
  Go to sleep little 
  Is this? 
  I don’t have to do this do I? 
 
ABEL  Lullaby and goodnight 
  Go to sleep little? 
 
MAY  Baby/ Lullaby and goodnight/ Go to sleep little one. 
  Come back in an hour 
  Please 
  In an hour he’ll be up 
  Bright as a button 
  He never sleeps longer than an hour in the day. 
 
ABEL  I’ve never heard those words 
  Did you make that up? 
 
MAY  No 
  I don’t think so 
  I 
  I’m not very 
  Making things up 
  It’s 
  I’m not that creative 
 
ABEL  I wouldn’t say that. 
 
MAY  I would 
  I don’t  
  Make things 
  I’m not even a very good baker 
  Dan’s the baker 
  He has a feel for dough 
  Everyone says 
  He makes cakes 
  Why don’t you come back when Dan is here? 
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ABEL  I’m sorry 
  The thing is 
  I’m here now 
  So 
 
MAY  Because your job 
  Your job you say 
  Is to check on my boy 
  For 
  For 
 
ABEL  You know 
 
MAY  Right 
  Cuts? 
  Bruises? 
  
ABEL  Listlessness 
  Fearfulness 
  Evidence of malnutrition 
 
MAY  He’s a skinny boy 
  You’ll see that 
  No doubt write it down  
  But 
  He’s skinny by nature 
  Eats like a bird 
  It’s all I can do to 
  I tempt him with 
  Morsels 
  Peas 
  You can write that 
  He likes peas 
  He likes that 
  He laughs when the peas go rolling all over the table 
  He chases them 
  It’s  
  Such an innocent thing 
  Laughing at peas 
  We all laugh 
  Will you write that? 
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