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Abstract 

 

This thesis is based on a journey of practice undertaken by emerging theatre 

company, Massive Owl between 2012 and 2016. The thesis has been written 

by company member, Jenny Duffy but is reflective of the broader experience 

of the company as a whole. It exposes and discusses key trends, tactics, 

strategies and constraints of this journey, generating a unique contextual 

account of the experience and work of an emerging company working in the 

field of contemporary performance today. Through this the thesis responds to 

an identified gap in literature within the field of contemporary performance that 

examines the work of emerging artists.  

 

It analyses select frameworks currently available to and prolifically used by 

emerging artists including: Arts Council England’s funding programme, Grants 

for the Arts and ‘Scratch’ and Work-in-Progress events, from the perspective 

of an emerging company. Through examining the role of the arts within recent 

cultural policy and surrounding agendas of this policy, the thesis critiques the 

predominant instrumental and economic rationale for arts funding in relation to 

the neoliberal capitalist context and the impact this has on emerging artists’ 

development and their work. 

 

The thesis concludes with a call to arms from within the unstable and rapidly 

changing political climate of 2017, to value artists on their own merits and to 

not make claims for art within frameworks that place constraint on its wider 

role and value. 
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Prelude  

“Here I am. Here we are. Here we go.” (Massive Owl, 2013) 1 

   

(Figure 1, Offord 2015, Massive Owl, L-R Jenny, Sam, Danny.) 

 

“Better understanding of artists’ individual trajectories, of their 

economic and social status and rights, and of the factors that sustain or 

place constraints on their development would be an interesting theme 

for future research. Much research effort focuses on arts and cultural 

organisations and on people engaging with the arts; less considers the 

artists’ experiences of what can help them thrive.” 

(Arts Council England, 2014, p.6) 

																																																								
1 This quotation is taken from text spoken in We Used To Wait, the first of the two pieces of 
practice presented as the practice submission for the PhD. 
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This quotation is taken from an Arts Council England (ACE) evidence review 

on the value of arts and culture from 2014. Its identification of both the need 

for better understanding of “the factors that sustain or place constraint” (ACE 

2014 p.6) on artists’ development and the lack of research that considers 

artists experiences of “what can help them thrive” (ACE 2014 p.6), highlights a 

gap in knowledge within the arts sector that this practice-led PhD addresses.  

 

The contribution to knowledge the PhD makes is two-fold. It makes a 

professional contribution to the field of contemporary performance through the 

body of work that Massive Owl (the theatre company through which the 

practice for the PhD has been researched) have created and self-produced2 

over the PhD’s timeframe, from October 2012 – October 20163. This includes 

the creation and public performance of two original pieces of work: We Used 

To Wait (2013) and Castle Rock4  (2015). In addition to this professional 

contribution, the following thesis contributes to the academic field by 

addressing an identified gap in literature that examines the work of ‘emerging’ 

artists and companies5.  

																																																								
2 The term ‘self-producing’ refers to the way we produce our work as a theatre company. As a 
self-producing company we take on the role of producing our work ourselves, rather than 
working with an identified producer, or external organisation or venue. I further discuss our 
experience of self-producing later in the thesis in the section: ‘Strategies for making outside of 
the rehearsal room’ (p.105). Examples of the type of work involved in self-producing, 
including examples of submitted funding applications and tour packs we produced are 
provided in Appendix 2, p.167.  
3 This is the period in which the practice-led research for the PhD was undertaken. 
4 For a full list of public performances of both pieces of work from October 2012 – October 
2016, please see Appendix 1.0 p.150. 
5 A brief overview of existing publications by artists/ companies working in the field of 
contemporary performance that discuss and, to varying degrees, contextualise their work 
include publications such as the seminal Certain Fragments: Contemporary Performance and 
Forced Entertainment by Tim Etchells (1999), and, more recently: Small Acts of Repair – 
Performance, Ecology and Goat Island, edited by Stephen Bottoms and Matthew Goulish 
(2007), The Wooster Group Work Book, Andrew Quick (2007), Gob Squad and the 
Impossible Attempt to Make Sense of it All, Gob Squad (2010) Exercises for Rebel Artists: 
Radical Performance Pedagogy, Guillermo Gómez Peña (2011) Good Luck Everybody: Lone 
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‘Emerging’ is a term commonly used within the arts to categorise artists at the 

beginning of their career. Art journal, Bmore Art (2009) provides a useful 

outlining of characteristics commonly associated with the term: “an artist who 

has specialised training in his or her field (not necessarily gained in an 

academic institution), who is at the beginning of his or her career, and who 

has created a modest independent body of work” (Ober 2009). Whilst this 

summary is useful in outlining characteristics often associated with the term, it 

also exposes the problematic nature of attempting to define it; the use of 

language such as ‘specialised training’ (two terms that are also highly 

contested within the field of contemporary performance) for example, 

suggests a professionalised context surrounding the term and provokes 

questions around what ‘specialised training’ might constitute and how 

‘specialised’ and ‘training’ are defined. In contemporary performance the term 

emerging is often, but not exclusively, used to refer to young artists and 

companies at the beginning of their career. As a term, ‘emerging’ is nebulous 

in its various uses and meanings within the field and wider arts sector6. 

 

																																																																																																																																																															
Twin – journeys, performances and conversations (2011) and Purge, Brian Lobel (2016). 
Existing publications by scholars in the field that discuss and contextualise artists/ companies 
work include: Devising Performance: a critical history, Deirdre Heddon and Jane Milling 
(2006), Devising in Process eds. Alex Mermikides and Jackie Smart (2010) British Theatre 
Companies 1995 – 2014, Liz Tomlin (2013) and The Contemporary ensemble: interviews with 
theatre-makers, Duska Radosavljevic (2013). All of these publications focus on work by 
established artists/ companies. In the publications that focus on or are written by one 
particular artist/ company themselves, they have often collaborated with an academic or a 
writer and the focus of these publications is often on documentation of their work (through 
publishing playtexts, insights into rehearsal processes and devising techniques and exercises 
etc.) or focusing on a specific piece of work, rather than on substantially contextualising their 
evolution. 
6 The Guardian newspaper offers a useful discussion of the problematic nature of using and 
defining such a term here: http://www.theguardian.com/culture-professionals-network/culture-
professionals-blog/2012/nov/26/young-emerging-artists-label-problem. I discuss the term in 
further detail in part two of the thesis (p.31).  
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The thesis is an investigation into the journey of Massive Owl’s practice as an 

emerging company from October 2012 – October 2016. It analyses the 

frameworks impacting how we made and self-produced our work over this 

time period. The combined contribution of our practice over this time and this 

thesis generates a unique and timely account of an emerging company at the 

beginning of their career making theatre in the UK (predominantly in England) 

today, and provides a useful resource for both academics and artists working 

and researching in the field.  

 

Alongside myself, Massive Owl is comprised of fellow theatre makers, Sam 

Powell and Danny Prosser. The company was founded in 2009 whilst the 

original members (including Sam and Danny) were studying at Dartington 

College of Arts/ Falmouth University, and began working professionally in the 

summer of 2011, which, to contextualise, was one year after the change of 

government in the UK from Labour to the Conservative Liberal Democrat 

coalition government. I began working with Massive Owl one year later, in the 

summer of 2012, a few months before I began this PhD.  

 

Starting out 

Over the timeframe of the PhD, Massive Owl have striven to find ways to 

make theatre and get paid to do this. As an emerging and self-producing 

company, we have encountered various challenges in trying to do this, such 

as when two company members left at separate times; or when, in 2014, our 

application to ACE’s funding programme, ‘Grants for the Arts’ (GFTA) to help 

fund a tour wasn’t accepted; or when we weren’t programmed at Forest 
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Fringe in 20147; or, in 2015, when we weren’t accepted onto the MAKE 

residency programme8. When faced with such challenges we sought advice 

from other artists and companies9 who had successfully moved past the 

‘emerging’ to ‘mid-career’ or ‘established10’ stage in their career to find out 

how they had dealt with similar challenges when they were starting out. The 

generous advice given to us often included a variation of the statement: “but it 

was different when we started out”. This was particularly interesting for us to 

hear from artists and companies who were not much farther ahead of us in 

terms of timescale of their careers, such as performance company, Action 

Hero who began making work in 200511. It began to highlight the impact that 

the cultural shifts within the arts sector since 2010, might have had on the 

ability of emerging artists to thrive within this environment. 

																																																								
7 “Forest Fringe is an organisation run collaboratively by three artists based in the UK (…) We 
are perhaps most well known for the free venue we have run at the Edinburgh Festival for the 
last 10 years, providing space for new and experimental work within what is otherwise a very 
challenging commercial environment” (Forest Fringe, 2016). For more information please 
refer to Forest Fringe’s website: http://forestfringe.co.uk/new/. 
8 “MAKE is an artist development programme and residency initiative of Cork Midsummer 
Festival, Tiger Dublin Fringe , Project Arts Centre and Theatre Forum. It is open to Irish and 
international artists for the purpose of generating new performance work outside of the 
traditional writer-led model at all career levels” (Theatre Forum, 2016). For more information 
about the residency, please refer to Theatre Forum’s website: 
http://www.theatreforum.ie/training/make/make-home/  
9 This refers to the many informal conversations Massive Owl (both as a company and 
individuals) have had over the course of the PhD’s timeframe with other, more established, 
artists and theatre makers including Jo Bannon, Teresa Brayshaw, Kate Craddock, Anna 
Furse, Steve Gilroy, Gillie Kleiman, Lynnette Moran, Sleepwalk Collective and Andy Smith. It 
also refers to formal mentoring sessions Massive Owl undertook with Alex Kelly from Third 
Angel and Gemma Paintin from Action Hero as part of an ACE-funded research and 
development period making WUTW. 
10 Alongside ‘emerging’, two other terms commonly used to categorise artists are: ‘mid-career’ 
and ‘established’. Mid-career: “an artist who has created an independent body of work over a 
number of years and who has received regional or national recognition through publication or 
public presentation of his or her work”. Established: “an artist who is at a mature stage in his 
or her career and who has created an extensive body of independent work. An established 
artist has reached an advanced level of achievement by sustaining a nationally or 
internationally recognised contribution to the discipline” 
(http://bmoreart.com/2009/07/differences-between-emerging-mid-career.html).  
11 “Action Hero is the collaboration between Gemma Paintin and James Stenhouse (…)	
Scrutinising the epic and the banal, we create performance that is intimate, distinctive and 
invigorating. Our ongoing interests lie in the iconography of popular culture and its use; both 
as a weapon and as a shared cultural memory” (Action Hero, 2017). More information about 
Action Hero and their work can be found here: http://www.actionhero.org.uk.	
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It was different before we started out 

Part of the role of this prelude is to outline the political landscape surrounding 

the arts in the UK as we (Danny, aged 28, Sam, aged 28 and I, aged 30) grew 

up, were educated and when we each began our respective undergraduate 

theatre/ performance degrees in 2008 12 . This is to acknowledge the 

importance of this landscape in shaping the factors and frameworks impacting 

Massive Owl as we began our career making theatre.  

 

For the majority of the time we were growing up and studying, Labour were 

the governing political party in the UK (1997 – 2010). During this era of 

Labour governance, under the leadership of Tony Blair and Gordon Brown, 

the Labour party branded themselves and became widely known as, New 

Labour13. From the outset, New Labour’s cultural policy situated the arts 

within a specific instrumental agenda, utilising the perceived social benefits 

they generated to help achieve core Government aims: to combat social 

exclusion and to regenerate and grow the economy. Under New Labour, ACE 

became responsible to the newly created Department of Culture, Media and 

Sport (DCMS) and were strategic in implementing Government policy through 

the allocation of public funding that related to the Government’s wider aims. 

This, combined with New Labour’s commitment to delivering evidence-based 

policy, contributed to public funding of art becoming contingent on delivering 

and evidencing measurable outcomes of its impact. 
																																																								
12 Danny and Sam studied BA (Hons) Theatre and Performance at Dartington College of Arts/ 
Falmouth University; I studied BA (Hons) Art, Event, Performance at Leeds Beckett University 
(formerly Leeds Metropolitan University). 
13 New Labour were presented as the newly reformed Labour party that embraced market 
economics. 
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The emphasis placed on ACE, and the organisations and artists they funded, 

was to evidence the outcomes and impact of art in relation to specific 

government agendas such as social inclusion and economic regeneration. 

This resulted in the discourse and justification surrounding arts funding being 

framed within an instrumental agenda, rooted in an understanding of a cause 

and effect relationship: that participating in art can produce specific politically, 

socially and economically beneficial outcomes. Within this understanding of a 

cause and effect relationship there is an assumption regarding the political 

efficacy of art that has been challenged by philosopher Jacques Rancière in 

his text, The Emancipated Spectator (2009)14. Throughout writing this thesis, I 

have returned repeatedly to this text by Rancière as in it he proposes a 

“radical differentiation from the theoretical and political presuppositions which, 

even in postmodern form, still underpin the gist of the debate on theatre, 

performance and the spectator” (2009 p.2). This radical differentiation that 

Rancière makes within his text has been influential in shaping my thinking in 

this thesis. 

 

Alongside this instrumental agenda, the impact of neoliberal, capitalist 

ideologies on cultural policy under New Labour can be seen through their 

development and support of the Creative Industries and the work practices 

that proliferate within these industries and the wider cultural sector15. Writing 

																																																								
14 This is expanded on later on in the thesis, predominantly in the section ‘Participation as 
trend’ p.51.  
15 “New Labour advocated mercilessly for the creative industries, explicitly recognising, in the 
words of their first and long-standing Culture Minister Chris Smith, ‘[t]he importance of the 
entrepreneur’ in the context of the growing cultural industries, as, ‘highlighted in the 
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with regard to the impact of these ideologies on artists, performance theorist, 

Jen Harvie has acknowledged: “current social, economic and political 

contexts, in England in particular but also more widely in the United Kingdom, 

are radically configuring what an artist is expected to be and, in so doing, 

putting the value of being an artist at serious ideological risk” (2013, p.62). 

Harvie’s identification of the value of an artist being put at ideological risk, 

resonates with our experiences as an emerging company attempting to thrive 

and work within the constraints placed upon us from current “social, economic 

and political contexts” in the UK (2013, p.62). 

 

It was different when we started out 

The political agenda and discourse surrounding the role of the arts within 

public policy in the UK shifted and narrowed following the global financial 

crisis in 2008 and the change of Government in 2010. Under, initially, the 

Conservative-led coalition Government (2010 – 2015) and the Conservative 

Governments since (2015 to date), funding to the arts has been cut as part of 

wider austerity measures and there is an increased pressure and focus on the 

sector to prove its economic value to justify continued public funding. This is 

evident in former Secretary of State for Culture, Maria Miller’s, statement in a 

																																																																																																																																																															
Government’s [1998] Competitiveness White Paper’ and in its position of ‘high priority on the 
agenda of the Creative Industries Task Force’ (Smith, 2000, p.7)” (Harvie 2013, p.68). 
“Post-industrial capitalist economies bent on permanent growth want both more creative 
industries and more entrepreneurial innovation and risk-taking; the perfect hybrid of these 
requirements is entrepreneurial creative industry practitioners or entrepreneurial artists” 
(Harvie 2013, p.66). 
“The emphasis on individual success and self-employment usually omits or discounts an 
accompanying vocabulary which we might consider as the usual or conventional vocabulary 
of the workplace. There is no space here for trade unions, for collectivity and solidarity, for 
joint decision- making, for rights and entitlements, for workplace democracy, for maternity 
leave or paternity leave or sickness benefits. As a result the creative sector finds itself full of 
young people who are burnt out, exhausted, unable to consider having children, and often 
self-exploiting on the basis of the ‘pleasure in work’ factor” (McRobbie, 2011). 
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speech given in 2013: “in an age of austerity, when times are tough and 

money is tight, our focus must be on culture’s economic impact” (DCMS, 

2013). 

 

Based on the experiences Massive Owl have had as an emerging company 

making and self-producing work in the UK from 2012 to date, this thesis 

argues that limiting public value of art through instrumental and economic 

frameworks and discourses that continually require artists to justify their work 

and public subsidy in these ways, undermines their wider value and role. This 

is not, necessarily, to dismiss the instrumental or economic value of artists 

and their work, rather to question the predominance of valuing and justifying 

them in these ways, asking: who does this ultimately benefit? 

 

Through highlighting and discussing tensions we have encountered in making 

work in relation to instrumental and economic frameworks and the agendas 

that surround them, which often value the outcomes of art and artists’ work, 

over the working conditions of artists, the thesis critiques these frameworks 

and agendas. It suggests that requiring artists to create, justify and ‘evidence’ 

their work within these frameworks, in the context of neoliberal capitalism, 

puts, as Harvie suggests, the wider value of being an artist at ‘ideological risk’ 

(2013, p.62) and places constraints on artists’ ability to thrive within this 

environment. The thesis thus asks a wider question of the relevance and 

value of these frameworks to the sector today.  
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Emerging artists – a gap 

The work of emerging artists and companies contributes to the ecology of 

theatre and performance in the UK regardless of whether these artists and 

companies make it into academic literature once/ if they become 

‘established’16. As an artist who is part of an emerging theatre company I want 

to address the underrepresentation of emerging work within academic 

literature for four reasons: 

1) To provide insights into the experience of a company at the beginning 

of their career from within it  

2) To give currency to such emerging experiences and practice today, not 

in the future  

3) To provide a reference point for other emerging artists and companies 

working in the field 

4) To act as a catalyst for more research into emerging artists work in 

academic literature in the field. 

 

The series, British Theatre Companies: From Fringe to Mainstream (2015) 

provides an extensive contextual study of some of the “most innovative and 

important British theatre companies from 1965 to the present” (Methuen, 

2015). Series’ editors, John Bull and Graham Saunders, outline their aim to 

address a “lacuna” (2015, p.vii) in publication that chronologically charts the 

ecology of alternative British theatre companies with substantial 

contextualising of these companies’ overall development, including taking into 

consideration impacting factors such as funding policies and shifts in cultural 

																																																								
16 See footnote 10 p.14 for definition of the term ‘established’. 
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agendas. Volume three of the series examines the field of British theatre 

companies from 1995 – 2014 focusing on case studies of six established 

companies whose work was predominant in this timeframe: Mind the Gap, 

Kneehigh Theatre, Suspect Culture, Stan’s Café, Blast Theory and 

Punchdrunk. Whilst volume three provides an invaluable chronological and 

contextual account of the field over this time, volume editor, Liz Tomlin 

acknowledges the limitations of its scope and focus, identifying the lack of 

room to do “justice to the innovations that hundreds of artists have contributed 

to the field of theatre in the UK” (2015, p.124). Tomlin continues: “I hope it has 

at least, provided readers with a comprehensive range of starting points for 

further analysis of what is an extraordinary period of growth” (2015, p.124). 

 

This thesis picks up on the opportunity and need highlighted by the series for 

both further analysis of the “extraordinary period of growth” (Tomlin, 2015, 

p.124) from 1995 – 2014 and substantial contextualising of companies’ 

development. It does this through analysing the experience of an emerging 

theatre company who began working in the latter stages of the identified time 

period and who have continued working beyond it. The thesis thus responds 

to two identified gaps in knowledge, both within the sector, of research into 

the factors that place constraints on artists’ development and experiences that 

“help them thrive” (ACE, 2014), and in academic literature, of publications 

discussing emerging work.  
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Patterns of political survival and aesthetic discovery 

The six companies that volume three of British Theatre Companies: From 

Fringe to Mainstream (2015) examines, represent models of practice that, as 

Tomlin highlights, have experienced, “particularly acute growth in this period, 

and which can hopefully illuminate, through specific case studies, patterns of 

political survival and aesthetic discovery that are common to the sector as a 

whole” (2015, p.125). The patterns of political survival and aesthetic discovery 

these six companies have engaged with, which Tomlin identifies as being 

“common to the sector as a whole” (2015, p.125), are noted here for their 

relationship to ACE funding and cultural policy agendas over this period, 

focused around participation, engagement and outreach and diversifying 

income streams.  

 

In Dave Calvert’s case study of, Mind The Gap, a company who work 

predominantly with “learning disabled performers, through projects that seek 

to synthesise artistic quality and social engagement” (2015, p.127), he 

acknowledges the “conducive funding climate” (2015 p.138) of the late 1990’s 

through the focus of this climate on widening participation in the arts. In the 

case study on Kneehigh, Duska Radosavljevic identifies that, from Kneehigh’s 

origins as a small-scale rural company, their “brand of community theatre has 

survived into the 2000s by keeping the audience involved” (2015, p.156), 

again highlighting a relationship of Kneehigh’s pattern of political survival with 

a funding climate focused around participation. Radosavljevic then goes on to 

state, “there was a time when the company’s way of working seemed to 

become representative of government policy” (2015, p.176). In Clare 
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Wallace’s study of Suspect Culture, she outlines that, “to some extent it might 

be asserted that the company evolved in response to the requirements of 

funding bodies to combine internationalism with more community-orientated 

projects and to extend the framework of activities beyond the performance 

itself” (2015, p.188). Similarly, in Marissa Fragkou’s study of Stan’s Cafe, she 

acknowledges that the success of Stan’s Cafe’s application to be an ACE 

National Portfolio Organisation, was “largely due to its strong international 

profile, educational remit and digital engagement which fulfill key objectives 

set by ACE’s National Portfolio funding programme” (2015, p.216). In the case 

study of Blast Theory, Maria Chatzichristodoulou outlines that their 

“diversification of income streams demonstrates an energetic and ambitious 

entrepreneurial spirit that, arguably, provides a model for a sustainable 

approach to arts funding that emergent artists could aspire to follow” (2015, 

p.240), again reflecting a funding climate that has increasingly sought to 

encourage artists and organisations to diversify their income streams across 

charity, commercial and public investment. Finally, Josephine Machon 

highlights that immersive theatre company Punchdrunk’s organisational and 

funding structures “operate according to the principles of many medium-scale 

arts organisations which are funded as charities, with investment schemes for 

supporters (…) Branded support, alongside Nesta funds, has provided the 

resources to test out creative ideas through research and development 

projects” (2015, p.268). Thus also identifying a diversifying of income streams 

across charity, commercial and public investment as a way of surviving in the 

current funding climate. It is also worth noting, Punchdrunk’s combining of 

funding agendas through both this diversifying of income streams and their 
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outreach work through their ‘Punchdrunk Enrichment’ strand: “Punchdrunk 

Enrichment takes the company's innovative practice into communities and 

schools, creating performances with and for children, young people and 

participants” (Punchdrunk, 2017).  

 

This outlining of the relationship of patterns of political survival and aesthetic 

discovery with ACE funding agendas amongst these established companies 

provides a useful backdrop to the thesis and its examination of Massive Owl’s 

patterns of political survival and aesthetic discovery as an emerging company. 

 

Methodology 

The research for this thesis was led by the journey of Massive Owl’s practice 

as an emerging company over the timeframe of the PhD (October 2012 – 

October 2016). Our journey of making, self-producing17 and performing We 

Used To Wait (WUTW) (2013) and Castle Rock (2015) (which constitute the 

practice components of the PhD), 18  has been the primary research 

methodology for the thesis. Working within the professional frameworks that 

have surrounded this journey of making, self-producing and performing has 

led the thesis to its findings regarding how these frameworks place constraints 

on emerging artists and their ability to thrive.  

 

This PhD is a practice-led PhD that has been researched by undertaking a 

distinct journey of practice. Through adopting and embracing this practice-led 

approach, the core ambition of the thesis: to examine the frameworks 
																																																								
17 See footnote 2 p.11. 
18 Please refer to Appendix 1 for full length footage of the final versions of both We Used To 
Wait (2013) and Castle Rock (2015). 
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surrounding Massive Owl’s emerging practice, has developed responsively, 

informed by the specific journey Massive Owl have taken as a company over 

the PhD’s timeframe. This practice-led approach sits within a broader range of 

possibilities of practice/research approaches and methodologies within the 

field, most notably practice as research or practice based research. This PhD, 

however, is a distinctly practice-led project; its concerns have been 

uncovered, researched and evolved through making, performing and self-

producing work as an emerging theatre company. Allowing the PhD to be led 

and researched in this way generates a currency and urgency to the thesis 

through the exposure and analysis of the frameworks surrounding emerging 

artists and the impact this has on them and their work in the present moment, 

I invite you to read the thesis with this urgency in mind. 

 

The thesis is made up of two distinct parts: the written text, which is split into 

four subsections, and the appendices, which are split into five subsections. 

These different parts and subsections each play different, but equal, roles 

within the thesis. Core parts of the thesis deal with cultural policy and could 

therefore be read as cultural materialism, this discussion, however, is directly 

related to the experiences Massive Owl had as we made and self-produced 

our work over the timeframe of the PhD, it is included to contextualise our 

journey and the professional frameworks within which we made our work. The 

inclusion in the appendices of filmed performances and work in progress are 

to be read as being of equal significance to any other part of the journey 

discussed within the thesis. 
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An outline of the thesis 

The thesis critically analyses factors and frameworks that, over the timeframe 

of the PhD, have both helped Massive Owl thrive and also placed constraint 

on our development as a company. It is structured around discussion of key 

trends, tactics, strategies and constraints, which I have identified for the 

impact they have had on our evolution and work. The thesis defines these 

terms as:  

• Trend: a current and popular practice within the field of contemporary 

performance. 

• Tactic: an approach for making theatre within the rehearsal room. 

• Strategy: a planned/ considered approach for making theatre outside of 

the rehearsal room. 

• Constraint: a limitation restricting the development of work and the 

company. 

The thesis begins with a discussion of Massive Owl’s ‘emerging’ practice and 

position within the field. It then discusses the “extraordinary increase” 

(Freshwater, 2009, p.4) in the use of participation within contemporary 

performance, identifying this as an artistic trend within the field. It highlights 

the relationship of this artistic trend with the surrounding funding climate 

through examining our experiences of the GFTA funding framework. This 

section is based on our experiences of making, self-producing and performing 

our first piece of professional work, WUTW, which invites participation from 

the audience within the performance. Through making this work at the 

beginning of the PhD’s timeframe, my early research into the relationship 

between patterns of political survival and aesthetic discovery was framed 
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through the relationship between both artistic and cultural policy concerns with 

participation. This section thus deals with and discusses two modes of 

participation, 1) as an intervention in the action of performance and 2) as a 

widening of audiences who attend theatre. 

 

In The Emancipated Spectator Rancière acknowledges that the trend towards 

participation has placed “the question of the spectator at the heart of the 

discussion of the relations between art and politics” (2009, p.2) today. The 

“radical differentiation from the theoretical and political presuppositions which, 

even in postmodern form, still underpin the gist of the debate on theatre, 

performance and the spectator” (2009 p.2) that Rancière offers in his text, has 

been key in developing my thinking regarding this debate. Such 

presuppositions, he argues, “sustain the logic of stultification” (2009, p.22) 

and, as I argue, place constraints on the role and value of artists. 

 

Following this discussion of participation, the thesis then discusses three 

tactics we use within the rehearsal room to help make our work. This section 

examines the use of these tactics during a selected period of making our 

second piece of professional work, Castle Rock, when we weren’t in receipt of 

any funding. This section consists of a collection of annotated documentation 

from this period and draws on Michel de Certeau’s definition and discussion of 

the practice of ‘tactics’ in On the Oppositional Practices of Everyday Life 

(1980). 
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The final section, ‘Strategies for making outside the room’ examines 

strategies that we have engaged with in helping to make our work outside of 

the rehearsal room. It examines in detail a popular practice within the field 

that, as an emerging company, we have used extensively in helping to make 

our work: presenting early stage work at scratch and work-in-progress (WIP) 

events.19 It also discusses a self-producing strategy that we have used as 

emerging theatre makers: through maintaining an online presence. This 

discussion is designed to offer an insight into the manifestations of self-

producing our work and how this practice can place constraint on emerging 

artists through contributing to problematic work practices within the sector. 

 

It was different after I started out 

I have written this thesis from my position as an artist who is part of an 

emerging company. It has thus been written from within the inevitable shifting 

and evolving context surrounding our ‘emerging’ work and practice. The work 

Massive Owl make, the artists in it and where we are based, have all evolved 

over the timeframe of the PhD. Alongside the shifting context surrounding our 

emerging practice, the political context in both the UK and beyond has, as 

outlined above, but most notably in the last few months of the PhD’s 

timeframe, also rapidly evolved20. 

 

																																																								
19 Scratch and WIP events, where artists share early stage work in development to gain 
feedback, have become increasingly popular as a development practice within the field over 
the past 15 years. For more information on scratch and WIP culture please refer to this link: 
https://www.theguardian.com/stage/theatreblog/2009/sep/15/work-in-progress-theatre-scratch  
20 I am referring here to both the outcome of the UK’s referendum on its EU membership in 
June 2016, where the UK voted to leave the EU and to Donald Trump winning the Electoral 
College vote in November 2016 to become the next President of the United States of 
America. 
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The professional and academic contribution this thesis makes to the field of 

contemporary performance through its discussion and analysis of Massive 

Owl, our work and the surrounding factors and frameworks that have 

impacted how we make our work as an emerging company, generates two 

points of reflection, which I ask you, the reader, to hold in your mind as you 

continue reading this thesis. The first point is to reflect on the ways in which 

the field acknowledges and values ‘emerging’, and occasionally naïve, 

practice and knowledge. The second is to reflect on the role the field plays in 

contributing to practices and frameworks that might undermine the wider 

value and role of art and artists in society. 

 

I have written this thesis aware of Massive Owl’s complicity as a company in 

utilising the practices and frameworks available to us to make our work and 

the contradictions and tensions involved in this when these serve wider 

agendas that might undermine our value. It is from within the shifting and 

evolving context, of both our practice as emerging artists and politically, that, 

in the epilogue of the thesis, I argue for the importance of transparency, of 

valuing art and artists on their own merits and of not making claims for the 

outcomes of our work within language and frameworks that “inherently 

support and indulge neoliberal capitalism” (Harvie, 2013, p.63).  

 

At the end of the first chapter in The Emancipated Spectator, Rancière states: 

“Like researchers, artists construct the stages where the manifestation 

and effect of their skills are exhibited, rendered uncertain in the terms 

of the new idiom that conveys a new intellectual adventure. The effect 
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of the idiom cannot be anticipated. It requires spectators who play the 

role of active interpreters, who develop their own translation in order to 

appropriate the ‘story’ and make it their own story. An emancipated 

community is a community of narrators and translators.”  

(2009, p.22)  

Rancière’s assertion within this statement, of knowing that the effects of the 

new idioms created by artists and researchers cannot be anticipated (2009, 

p.22), provides a key theoretical and political underpinning to this thesis. 

Rancière continues: “to know that words are merely words and spectacles 

merely spectacles, can help us arrive at a better understanding of how words 

and images, stories and performances can change something of the world we 

live in” (2009, p.23). I want to draw on this quotation from Rancière to remind 

you, the reader, of the importance of your role in reading this thesis and in any 

potential effects it might have.  

A Readers Guide 

Massive Owl’s journey as an emerging company has been full of challenges, 

meetings, small wins, emails, precariousness, meetings, rejection, emails, 

opportunity, meetings, shifting political contexts, emails, laughter, meetings, 

disagreements, emails, festivals, meetings, theatres, emails, rehearsal rooms, 

meetings, applications for funding, residencies, festivals, opportunity, and 

emails. Three individuals, three lives coming together, moving apart and 

coming back together, finding each other on a two weeklong residency at 

Project Arts Centre in Dublin or sharing a family room together in a Bed and 

Breakfast in Preston or on a stage above a public library in Gateshead. This 
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journey, full of its specificities, of Massive Owl and our collaboration in 

making, self-producing and performing our work, has been the primary 

research methodology for the PhD and I wanted to reflect this in the style of 

writing and construction of the thesis. I therefore encourage you to enjoy the 

breathlessness of the journey that is reflected in the following writing and to 

engage with all the thesis’ subsections and appendices, allow them to exist as 

individual parts but also to collaborate, akin to Massive Owl’s practice. Read 

each subsection of the written text and appendices, read the funding 

applications in Appendix 2, read the conference papers in Appendix 5, watch 

the recorded performances that are included in Appendix 1, watch the 

recorded performances of our work in development in Appendix 3; each part 

of the journey discussed in the thesis is of equal significance to the others and 

are presented here for you to engage with individually and together.  

 

Here I am, here we are, here we go. 
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Massive Owl – an ‘emerging’ theatre company 

 

In this section I discuss the key principles and concerns of Massive Owl’s 

practice as an ‘emerging’ company. The discussion draws on a semi-

structured interview that I conducted between Danny, Sam and I in November 

2015 wherein I asked specific questions relating to our practice and this 

research. 21  I contextualise our work within the field of contemporary 

performance through three ways: firstly discussing the influences of our 

respective Undergraduate University trainings (studying contemporary theatre 

and performance degrees); secondly positioning our work in dialogue with 

companies and artists who have inspired us; and thirdly deploying 

surrounding theoretical positions that illuminate these perspectives. 

 

This discussion is included here for you the reader to gain insight into the 

hopes and ideas regarding collaboration and interpretation in Massive Owl’s 

emerging practice, and to illuminate the tensions between these hopes and 

ideas and our reality as an ‘emerging’ company working within the 

frameworks available to us. It has been placed at this point in the thesis to 

invite and encourage you to engage with the key ideas and tensions in the 

practice as you go on to read and engage with the key ideas and tensions 

discussed in the thesis, regarding the value and role of the artist and their 

work within today’s context in the UK.  

 

 

 
																																																								
21 Please refer to Appendix 4.0, p.183 for a full transcript of this interview. 
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‘Emerging’ 

As a company, we have, to date, accepted and identified with the term 

‘emerging’, finding it to be both useful and problematic. As a self-producing 

company, when starting conversations with new venues/ programmers/ 

organisations/ festivals, who are not aware of us and our work (particularly 

when beginning conversations with international organisations) we have 

sometimes identified ourselves as an ‘emerging’ company. This helps to 

communicate the stage we are at in our career and, where useful and 

relevant, give context to our development as a company. Programmers, such 

as Mayfest Festival22 Co-Director, Kate Yedigaroff, have also used the term to 

help situate our work within festival programmes, like Mayfest’s, which 

includes a wide range of work from international, national and local artists at 

all stages of their careers. Such uses of the term can be helpful in allowing 

‘the stage that we are at’ to be communicated transparently. This is something 

that, as a company, we are comfortable with, particularly as, in this instance, 

the identification of our ‘emerging’ status did not dictate levels of support from 

the festival who paid us our full fee for performing (£1600).  

 

However, opportunities within the field that are often associated with the term 

‘emerging’ can be problematic, particularly with regards to the working 

conditions and offers of support involved within them. Opportunities such as 

scratch and work-in-progress (WIP) events 23 , often aimed at emerging 

																																																								
22 “Mayfest is Bristol’s unique annual festival of contemporary theatre, dedicated to presenting 
a broad range of unusual, playful and ambitious work from leading theatre makers from 
Bristol, the UK and beyond” (Mayfest, 2017). For more information on Mayfest, please see 
their website: http://mayfestbristol.co.uk.  
23 See footnote 19 (p.27) for definition of scratch and WIP events. 
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artists24, largely offer little to no financial support/ payment and/ or wider 

support beyond the events themselves. Such conditions combined with the 

risk involved in showing early work in development in the context of a public 

event, create tensions around these opportunities for emerging artists working 

in the field. I go on to discuss the particular impact of scratch and work-in-

progress culture on emerging artists in greater detail later in the thesis in the 

‘Strategies for making outside of the rehearsal room’ section, drawing 

explicitly on Massive Owl’s experiences of these events. Other opportunities 

aimed at emerging artists include those which offer the chance to perform as 

part of an identified programme of ‘emerging’ work within high-profile festival 

programmes, for example the ‘New Bloods’ platform as part of In Between 

Time (IBT) festival,25 which offers a lower fee for the artists’ performing as 

part of the platform26. Such opportunities highlight potential limitations of uses 

of the term, for example when the terminology leads to potentially exploitative 

practices and dictates levels of support and investment based on a perception 

of experience. 

 

For the purpose of this thesis, I have accepted and identified with the term 

‘emerging’, aware of both its limitations and benefits, as a way through which 

																																																								
24 This discussion is elaborated in the section ‘Strategies for making outside of the rehearsal 
room’ (p.105). 
25 “Every two years In Between Time produces the IBT Bristol International Festival. Our 
festivals are the culmination and presentation of our year-round work in commissioning 
extraordinary artists and producing unusual events. Across Bristol’s neighbourhoods, forests, 
fire stations and iconic central spaces, we invite audiences to experience bold and beautiful 
artistic projects” (IBT, 2017). For more information about IBT please visit their website: 
http://www.inbetweentime.co.uk 
26 For the 2017 edition of IBT, artists who perform as part of the ‘New Bloods’ platform will 
receive a £500 fee in comparison with artists performing as part of the main festival 
programme, whose fees are negotiated on a case-by-case basis. Please click on this web link 
which details the call out for IBT’s ‘New Bloods’ platform: 
http://theatrebristol.net/opportunities/in-between-time-new-blood-artist-open-call  
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to discuss and critique the terminology and its impact on artists, such as us, 

working within the field today. 

 

An emerging ambition 

“Life is sometimes hard. Things go wrong, in life and in love and in 

business and in friendship and in health and in all the other ways that 

life can go wrong. And when things get tough, this is what you should 

do. Make good art. I'm serious. Husband runs off with a politician? 

Make good art. Leg crushed and then eaten by mutated boa 

constrictor? Make good art. IRS on your trail? Make good art. Cat 

exploded? Make good art. Somebody on the Internet thinks what you 

do is stupid or evil or it's all been done before? Make good art. 

Probably things will work out somehow, and eventually time will take 

the sting away, but that doesn't matter. Do what only you do best. 

Make good art.” 

(Gaiman, 2012) 

This quotation is taken from a keynote address that writer Neil Gaiman gave 

to graduating students at the University of the Arts, London in 2012. Gaiman’s 

call to arms to graduating artists (as Massive Owl were when we initially 

watched a recording of this speech online during our first few weeks of 

working together), to “do what only you do best. Make good art” (2012) 

despite and in spite of surrounding circumstances, has inspired us as we have 

continued to make our work as an emerging company and offers a backdrop 

to our principles and ambitions. 
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Through striving to do “what only we do best. Make good art” (Gaiman, 2012) 

we hope that we might speak to our audiences, in the sense that drama 

theorist Alice Rayner outlines the act of an audience being to “hear” (1993, 

p.16) in a multiplicity of ways. Massive Owl want our audiences to hear in 

many ways. Ways that resonate with, challenge, provoke, delight, confuse, 

frustrate, excite, upset, move, humour and annoy those who ‘hear’ our work, 

as well as in a multitude of other ways that we haven’t yet thought of 

ourselves. Our peers and friends, Dublin-based theatre company, 

THEATREclub27 speak of the hope for their work to, “start conversations that 

send ripples towards social change” (THEATREclub, 2017). This is a hope 

that resonates with us as a company; however, we do not believe our role as 

artists is to decide what social change these ripples might create. We believe 

that we can do what only we do best, try and make good art. 

 

“Why do you make theatre?” (Massive Owl, 2015) 

“I think, initially, because I’m good at it. I find it difficult to communicate 

in lots of other channels, specifically speaking (…) But I think between 

the three of us, we get to a point where we create something that I 

would say is a language that I think communicates well (…) I love 

bringing a group of people together in a room and doing something and 

that thing affecting them (…) I love the language of theatre, I love what 

it can do.” 

- Danny 

																																																								
27 “We make theatre, performance, film and large scale participation projects. We are 
committed to an egalitarian process of making. We collaborate with a broad spectrum of 
people, from everyday experts to government ministers, from musicians to visual artists” 
(THEATREclub, 2017). Please see here for more information on THEATREclub’s work: 
http://www.theatreclub.ie 
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“I enjoy it. I enjoy making theatre with Danny and Sam. I love the way 

that we collaborate and make our work together and I love the work 

that we create, I think it’s challenging and exciting and I want to share it 

with people.” 

- Jenny 

 

“I like theatre (…) I think that if it is thought-provoking and challenging, 

and also entertaining and inclusive, then it can provoke discussion 

between people, which is really valuable.” 

- Sam 

 

It’s about collaboration 

The different reasons we individually have for making theatre, outlined in our 

responses above: to communicate in a different way and bring people 

together; for enjoyment and to share challenging work; and to entertain and 

provoke discussion, provide a grounding for our practice and principles as a 

company. The core principle of Massive Owl’s practice is the collaborative 

creation and presentation of our work and the shared responsibility between 

the company members to achieve this. We work collaboratively together in 

creating and presenting our performances, which have, to date, been for 

theatre venues, festivals and alternative performance spaces (e.g. galleries). 

Danny, Sam and I collaborate on all creative aspects of making our work, 

from concept, through structuring rehearsals, devising, writing text, 
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choreographing movement, directing, costume and lighting design etc. 

through to all performing in the final work. 

 

Within our mode and understanding of collaboration, the audience’s 

interpretive role in watching the final work is viewed as the final stage of 

collaboration: 

“We want to extend a sense of authorship and collaboration to the 

audience through their role in finishing the work (…) we want them to 

have their own interpretations in the same way as we have our own 

interpretations (…) We want it to be a discussion with the audience; we 

want them to feel like they are exploring the things that we have in the 

process of making.” 

(Massive Owl, 2015) 

Our commitment to the collaborative creation and presentation of our work 

resonates with ‘established’ Anglo-German performance collective, Gob 

Squad. In Gob Squad and the impossible attempt to make sense of it all 

(2010), the collective describe their way of working: 

“Being a collective means that all of those who participate in the 

production of a piece of work have a personal relationship to its 

material and its making. Everybody feels a responsibility for the work 

as a whole and everyone has a right to their own interpretation of the 

work, as does the audience so even they can become part of the 

collective when they see the show.” 

(2010, p.12) 
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Within this description of the relationship between Gob Squad’s process, work 

and their audience, they highlight an understanding of working as a collective, 

which is key to our understanding of collaboration: that those who participate 

in the production of the work, all have the right to their individual 

interpretations of it, including the audience who (as is the norm) have the right 

to their individual interpretations when they watch the performance. Through 

this, the audience become part of, in Gob Squad’s case, the collective, and, in 

Massive Owl’s case, the collaboration. 

 

The makeup of collaboration 

Differences between our collaborative mode of working and Gob Squad’s 

collective mode are evident in the terminology used to describe our respective 

working processes. This terminology reflects both the different collaborative 

processes involved in the creation of our work and the different stages we are 

both at in our careers. As Gob Squad highlight, within their ongoing 

commitment to working collectively, as they have evolved and continued 

making work, they have extended their collective model to other artists, 

outside of the core members: “over a dozen artists are involved in making and 

presenting our projects. The six core members are regularly joined by guest 

performers, costume designers, video and sound artists along with various 

technical and production staff who we collaborate with in different 

constellations” (2010, p.12). To date, Massive Owl have not extended our 

mode of collaborating outside of the core members of the company, 

prioritising developing and sustaining the collaboration within the company, 

before considering how we would extend this outward to other artists who we 
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might want to involve in making our work. This decision is, in part, a reflection 

of the emerging stage we are at in our career, as we have, so far, prioritised 

establishing and maintaining the collaboration between the core company 

members over inviting others into this process. This decision has also been 

due, in part, to a lack of structural and financial support that would enable us 

to bring other artists on board in a way where they could be supported and 

paid. 

 

As an emerging company who work collaboratively without an identified 

director, we have been inspired by Gob Squad’s sustained commitment to 

“totally reject the job demarcation and hierarchical structure usually found in 

traditional theatre” (2010, p.15). This total rejection of traditional theatrical 

roles is less common amongst UK contemporaries of Gob Squad. An 

overview of these contemporaries suggests that these traditional roles and 

hierarchical structures still dominate within the organisational and artistic 

structures amongst established companies working in the field of 

contemporary performance, particularly the role of ‘Artistic Director’. 

Companies who use such job structures involving one or more artistic 

director(s) and who also identify collaboration as a key element in their 

working processes, include: Forced Entertainment, Third Angel, Stan’s Café, 

Complicite and Quarantine. Whilst such job demarcation might often be a 

practical detail in the broader make up of these companies’ creative, 

collaborative processes and organisational structures, it is interesting to note 

with regards to considering the relationship between the frameworks and 

structures within which work is made and the resulting work made. It is 
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particularly interesting to note with regards to the relationship between this 

prevailing job demarcation and patterns of political survival of these 

‘established’ companies who are all part of ACE’s National Portfolio 

Organisations (NPO) for 2015 – 2018.28 

 

“Somewhere between underlining everything or being unclear to the 

point of obscurity.”  

(Burrows, 2010, p.108)   

Within Massive Owl’s practice, in relation to our understanding of the 

interpretive role of the audience, we create ‘gaps’ or ‘holes’ in our work: 

“We create a show and we create holes. We decide we purposefully 

aren’t going to tell the audience something or we’re not going to explain 

something to them (…) It’s about necessity; we create an absence or a 

hole so that the audience have to do some of the work to complete an 

image or moment.” 

                                                                               (Massive Owl, 2015) 

Alongside Gob Squad, our understanding of the interpretive role of the 

audience within our process of collaboration, and how we utilise this role 

within our work, has been particularly inspired by the practice of theatre maker 

Andy Smith. In his PhD thesis What We Can Do With What We Have Got: A 

dematerialised theatre and social and political change (2014), Smith, in 

discussing his view of the audience and their role within his work, states: 

“Central to this practice is a focus on the presence and involvement of 

the spectator. Through its operations I work to consciously highlight the 
																																																								
28 Please refer here for a full list of ACE NPO for 2015 – 2018: 
http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/our-investment-2015-18/national-portfolio-organisations (ACE, 
2017). 
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role the audience play in the production of the work through their acts 

of observation and interpretation.” 

                                                                                        (2014, p.10) 

Smith goes on to outline that in his writing and rehearsal process, he 

undertakes “gentle acts of interrogation” (2014, p.10). One outcome of these 

is the “creation of ‘gaps’ in the work” (2014, p.10) which he likens to 

choreographer Jonathan Burrows’ discussion in A Choreographer’s Handbook 

(2010) of the importance of ‘gaps’ in engaging in a “level of conversation 

between you and your audience” (2010, p.108). Burrows states, “the audience 

wants a job to do: they want to be allowed to fill in some gaps” (2010, p.108). 

 

When creating our work, our want for the audience to ‘do some of the work’ 

(2015) with us, manifests within our creative process as a method of aiming to 

create fifty percent of an image/ moment/ narrative, thus creating a gap and 

an opportunity for the audience to fill in the other fifty percent. This method 

further relates to a stylistic approach we use as a company regarding 

necessity. For us, necessity relates to an aesthetic and stylistic preference we 

have to ‘strip back’ elements – such as props, lighting and dialogue – that we 

consider unnecessary in creating images or moments within our work, 

constantly questioning: “what is absolutely necessary to create this moment?” 

(Massive Owl, 2015). The combination of these working methods has led to 

our work being described as “minimalistic” (Craddock, 2012) and, in one 

instance, “lean” (Doyle, 2016). In another instance, it has led to our work 

being described as: “not sufficiently clear” (Costa, 2016). The latter two of 
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these instances refer to reviews of our work, Castle Rock29, where reviewer, 

Andrew Doyle described the work as, “a production without an ounce of body 

fat, a lean to the bone adaption of the source material” (Doyle, 2016). 

 

It is in the gap between stripping back work to obscurity and being completely 

obvious that we want to position our work, as we believe that this is where we 

can meet our audiences in collaboratively creating meaning with them: “we 

know that it’s going to have a collaborative sensibility in the moment of 

performance. What excites us is that we haven’t chosen what the outcome of 

this sensibility will be” (Massive Owl, 2015). I refer here back to Burrows, who 

states, “somewhere between underlining everything or being unclear to the 

point of obscurity, is a level of conversation between you and your audience 

where both collude to make sense of the performance” (2010, p.108). 

Burrows’ discussion is related to his practice as a choreographer, he thus 

highlights, “in the absence of narrative, assuming for a moment we have 

none” (2010, p.108) the importance of other factors that “determine whether 

or not the audience still cares what happens next” (2010, p.108). As an 

emerging theatre company we are inspired by this concern with exploring 

factors, other than narrative, that determine whether or not the audience care 

what happens next30 (2010, p.108). 

 

As the references to other practitioners working in the field highlight, these 

ideas and attempts to collaborate with the audience are not unique to us; they 

																																																								
29 Please refer to Appendix 1.7, p.162 for these reviews in full. 
30 Within our work to date, this concern was explored most prominently within WUTW, which 
focuses on the live experience of the work over telling a linear storyline. Please refer to p.205 
- 207 of Appendix 4.0 for more elaboration on this. 
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are common concerns amongst artists working within the field. My intention 

with the discussion in this section is to highlight how Massive Owl, as an 

emerging company, employ methods to generate this collaboration within our 

work and to invite the reader to reflect on this within our practice, through 

watching the performances of our work included in Appendix 1.0. 

 

“What to do at the boundaries of comprehension?”  

(Rayner, 1993, p.6) 

In her essay The Audience: Subjectivity, Community and the Ethics of 

Listening (1993) Alice Rayner proposes to understand the term ‘audience’ “as 

a model for intersubjective relations as opposed to a model for a unified 

community” (1993, p.6). She suggests that, “audience is an occasion for 

asking the ethical question, what to do at the boundaries of comprehension” 

(1993, p.6). As Liz Tomlin notes in her discussion of Rayner in Acts and 

apparitions – Discourses on the real in performance practice and theory 

(2013), Rayner “identifies the making of meaning, or interpretation, as the 

primary act of the spectator” (Tomlin, 2013 p.204). The question: ‘what to do 

at the boundaries of comprehension?’ that Rayner positions as ethical, is a 

question that is at the heart of Massive Owl’s practice as a company. It further 

contextualises our method of creating gaps or holes in our work, through 

asking ourselves and our audiences what might be the least that we need to 

say or do or create to be understood, we can explore how much more can be 

understood through doing or saying less. This again resonates with Smith’s 

‘dematerialised’ theatre practice, which he acknowledges was inspired by 

Lucy Lippard’s monograph Six Years: The Dematerialization of The Art Object 
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from 1966 to 1972 (1973) and conceptual art of this period. In line with such 

conceptual art, Smith highlights his “investigation into doing ‘more with less’ 

within the framework offered by a performance in the theatre” (2014, p.20). 

 

Within our concern to explore how much more can be understood with doing 

and saying less and in ‘stripping back’ our work, in line with Burrows’ and 

Rayner’s positions, we uphold that the ‘primary act’ of the spectator (Tomlin, 

2013 p.204) is the interpretation and making of meaning of our work. Through 

this, we seek to engage in ‘conversation’ (Burrows, 2010, p.108) with our 

audiences. Rayner goes on to state that, “in the gap between speaking and 

hearing” (1993, p.16) there is not just an absence but also, “a context that 

includes history (the past) as well as desire to be heard and the desire to see 

and hear” (1993, p.16). This gap, or absence, or distance (as Rancière 

discusses in The Emancipated Spectator), between speaking and hearing, “is 

not an evil that has to be abolished, but the normal condition of any 

communication” (Rancière 2009, p.10). 

 

In upholding that the primary act of the spectator (in contemporary 

performance and specifically here in the work of Massive Owl) is the 

interpretation and making meaning of work. Through our practice as theatre 

makers, we want to challenge experiences and boundaries of narrative  

“If you’re not communicating a narrative in a piece of theatre, the fact 

that you’re challenging experiences of narrative and making people 

think about that is also important and hopefully starts an interesting 

discussion between people.”  
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(Massive Owl, 2015) 

 

This want to challenge experiences and boundaries of narrative is inspired by 

and reflects our respective trainings at Universities studying contemporary 

theatre and performance degrees (Danny and Sam at Dartington College of 

Arts/Falmouth University and myself at Leeds Beckett University) and the 

generation of theatre makers who taught us there,31 the work we studied and 

the work we watched. Despite following a generation of makers whose work 

challenged experiences and boundaries of narrative, as emerging 

experimental theatre makers, we have still encountered difficulties in 

presenting our work within theatre venues. This is reflected in our experience 

of where our work has predominantly been programmed and seen, which, to 

date, has largely been for theatre festivals. Our experience of theatre festivals 

as the predominant place where such experimental and emerging work is 

programmed and seen resonates with theatre critic, Lyn Gardner’s recent 

identification of the increased pressure on artists, “as venues have shifted risk 

away from themselves and on to the artists” (Gardner, 2016) and as small 

scale touring “to arts centres and studio spaces is becoming increasingly 

tricky, particularly for young companies” (Gardner, 2014). The impact of the 

increasing difficulty of touring and on presenting work predominantly at 

theatre festivals holds implications for our emerging practice, as, the 

audiences making meaning with us through our work are limited to festival 

																																																								
31 Theatre makers and tutors who taught at Leeds Beckett University from 2008 – 2011 
included: Oliver Bray, Teresa Brayshaw, Kate Craddock, Gillian Dyson, Alex Kelly (Third 
Angel), Rachel Krische and Noel Witts. Theatre makers and tutors who taught at Dartington 
College of Arts/ Falmouth University 2008 – 2011 included: Katie Etheridge, Klaus Kruse, 
Misha Myers, Sue Palmer, Catriona Scott and Joanne ‘Bob’ Whalley. 
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audiences, who are often knowingly accustomed to watching experimental 

work at such theatre festivals. 

 

Between the contemplation and utilisation of art 

Through our method of creating gaps or holes in our work, it can be viewed as 

‘open work’ or ‘work in movement’ in the sense that Umberto Eco discusses in 

The Open Work (1989). Eco states that the “‘poetics’ of a ‘work in movement’ 

generates “a new communicative situation” (1989, p.14). He continues:   

“In short it installs a new relationship between the contemplation and 

the utilisation of a work of art. Seen in these terms and against the 

background of historical influences and cultural interplay which links art 

by analogy to widely diversified aspects of the contemporary 

worldview, the situation of art has now become a situation in the 

process of development. Far from being fully accounted for and 

catalogued, it deploys and poses a problem in several dimensions. In 

short, it is an ‘open’ situation, in movement. A work in progress.” 

(1989, p.14)  

Eco’s identification of the relationship between the contemplation and the 

utilisation of a work of art as being in movement and in a process of 

development resonates with our process of collaboration that seeks to utilise 

the audience’s interpretive role in the act of watching our performances. We 

do not expect, or want, our work to have a fixed meaning or create specific 

responses and therefore do not understand there to be a cause and effect 

relationship between watching our work and the effects of watching our work. 

We have therefore encountered tensions when engaging with surrounding 
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funding frameworks, such ACE’s GFTA programme, that require artists to 

know what they want to achieve with their work, who it will engage and how it 

will engage them. Drawing on Eco, who highlights the fluidity of “the situation 

of art” (1989, p.14), this poses a problematic tension to funding frameworks, 

such as GFTA, that attempt to account for and quantify outcomes of art. 

 

Between our hopes and our reality 

As an emerging company still in the process of ‘emerging’, after five years of 

being asked to justify and quantify our work through the framework of 

questions such as: why is this piece of work important for your artistic 

development? How many people are you going to reach with your work? 

What ethnicity are these people? How old are they? Are they disabled? Who 

are your target audiences? Theatregoers? Non-theatregoers? Film lovers? 

Students of live art? Older people with dementia? People who engage with 

the arts less frequently? How will these audiences engage with your work in 

the short and long term? How are you going to reach these audiences in the 

short and long term?32 It feels important to reflect on the impact and value of 

the frameworks surrounding these justifications and quantifications in relation 

to artists and the art that is produced from within them.  

 

Questions that surround our hope to engage in collaboration with our 

audiences include: 

-       Do the audience ever really collaborate with us? 

																																																								
32 These questions are all either direct questions, or relate to direct questions, asked of 
applicants applying for an ACE GFTA. For current application questions please refer to 
Appendix 2.2. 
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-       Do they really fill in the ‘gaps’? 

-       Do they really share the creation? 

-       How can we know? 

These are important and hard questions. Such collaboration is hard to 

quantify within our work and from my position as an artist of the work.  

 

It might have happened that time one audience member came over to me 

after watching a performance of our show, WUTW to tell me that they suffered 

with social anxiety and experiencing the work made them feel hopeful. It might 

have happened that time one audience member, during a different 

performance of WUTW, refused to take part in the show and looked visibly 

annoyed by the invitation to.  

 

I hope that because I can’t quantify this and because we can’t know the extent 

of collaboration with our audiences in our work, or rationalise their 

interpretations of it, that it is not a reason to dismiss this hope. We can do 

what only we, Massive Owl, do best: make good art. Or, at least, make our 

art, within which there is a hope –a desire –, an entire creative process – 

rooted in this understanding of collaboration.  

 

A journey of practice 

As stated in the prelude, the research for this thesis was led by the journey of 

Massive Owl’s practice as an emerging company over the timeframe of the 

PhD:  
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- In making and performing WUTW we experimented with form through 

exploring a mode of participation as intervention in performance.  

- Through self-producing this piece we experienced making our work 

within a specific funding framework prolific among emerging artists: 

GFTA, 

- Through the GFTA framework we had to engage with a different mode 

of participation, of widening audiences who watch theatre   

- We then experienced touring WUTW outside of the support of the 

GFTA framework 

- In making and self-producing Castle Rock, we used scratch and WIP 

frameworks (as a method for making) and experienced the impact of 

these frameworks on our work and development as an emerging 

company.  

- We experienced making and developing this piece of work outside of 

the GFTA framework.  

- Through making and performing this piece we experimented with form 

through developing our emerging practice and approaches to 

performance.  

This thesis and its findings regarding the factors and frameworks, which 

place constraints on artists, are a direct result of this unique journey of 

practice. 

 

In the following sections of thesis I discuss the tensions we have encountered 

as emerging artists working within the frameworks involved in this journey and 

our tactics and strategies for operating within them. My aim is to question the 
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value of these frameworks within which emerging artists are creating work 

and argue for the importance of valuing emerging artists on their own merit. 

This questioning of frameworks is rooted in Massive Owl’s understanding of 

our roles as artists: to create work that is open and unfinished, that requires 

and asks for multiple interpretations, is discursive and hard to quantify, that 

raises questions rather than offering answers.  

 

In light of this I want to end this section with this quotation from writer Toni 

Morrison: 

“I always took for granted that the best art was political and was 

revolutionary. It doesn’t mean that art has an agenda or a politics to 

argue; it means the questions being raised were explorations into kinds 

of anarchy, kinds of change, identifying errors, flaws, vulnerabilities in 

systems.” 

(Toni Morrison in Bogart 2007, p.1) 
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Participation as Trend 

 

In Helen Freshwater’s book Theatre & Audience (2009) she highlights the 

recent “extraordinary increase” (2009, p.4) of contemporary performance work 

in the UK that uses modes of audience participation. In this section of the 

thesis I examine the trend towards using participation within contemporary 

performance, focusing on a particular mode of participation: as an intervention 

in the action of a performance. I highlight the relationship of this trend with 

surrounding political and funding frameworks and the mode of participation 

encouraged within these: of widening audiences who engage with art and 

discuss our experiences of making, self-producing and performing our first 

piece of professional work, WUTW. 

 

In WUTW we invite participation from the audience within the live 

performance. Through making this piece at the beginning of the PhD’s 

timeframe, my early research into the frameworks surrounding our practice 

examined the relationship between modes of participation in artistic practice 

and modes of participation in the funding agendas surrounding this practice. 

Through making WUTW and using the GFTA framework to help fund it, 

Massive Owl found our work entwined in this relationship. Through examining 

our experience of making WUTW, my intention with the discussion in this 

section is to highlight the tensions between the theory and discourse 

surrounding modes of participation in artistic practice and the funding 

frameworks available to emerging artists making work. 
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PART 1. THEORY 

 

Participation, art, politics 

The recent “extraordinary increase” (2009, p.4) in uses of participation within 

contemporary performance, as identified by Freshwater, extends beyond 

performance, across contemporary art practices 33. Jen Harvie identifies that 

such work is concerned with engaging audiences socially, inviting them to 

“participate, act, work and create together; observe one another; or simply be 

together” (2013, p.1). Art historian, Claire Bishop also acknowledges the 

social nature of participatory work in contemporary art practices since the 

1990s; she positions the rise of this work as a “return to the social, part of an 

ongoing history of attempts to rethink art collectively” (2012, p.3). Bishop 

identifies the trademark of contemporary participatory art as being “a shared 

set of desires to overturn the traditional relationship between the art object, 

the artist and the audience” (2012, p.2).		

	

Within Bishop’s study, Artificial Hells - Participatory Art and the Politics of 

Spectatorship (2012) one of her concerns is to “give momentum to rethinking 

the history of twentieth-century art through the lens of theatre rather than 

painting” (2012, p.3), for she identifies that it is within theatre and performance 

where “participatory engagement tends to be expressed most forcefully in the 

live encounter between embodied actors in particular contexts” (2012, p.3). 

																																																								
33 In Claire Bishop’s introduction to Artificial Hells - Participatory Art and the Politics of 
Spectatorship (2012), she outlines the variety of names under which this surge of artistic 
interest goes by: “socially-engaged art, community-based art, experimental communities, 
dialogic art, littoral art, interventionist art, participatory art, collaborative art, contextual art, 
and (most recently) social practice” (2012, p.1), evidencing the expanse of practices that 
engage with notions of participation. 
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The widespread artistic concern with using participation to challenge and play 

with the established relationship between art, artist and audience has placed, 

as acknowledged by Rancière, “the question of the spectator at the heart of 

the discussion of the relations between art and politics” (2009, p.2) today.  

 

As previously highlighted, in The Emancipated Spectator (2009), Rancière 

seeks to reexamine the “network of presuppositions” (2009, p.2) that places 

the spectator at the heart of the discussion of the relationship between art and 

politics. In particular, he challenges the assumed opposition between activity 

and passivity within spectatorship, an opposition which participatory practice 

often draws on, utilises and plays with. In his challenge, Rancière draws on 

the theory of educational philosopher, Joseph Jacotot, who “created a scandal 

in the early nineteenth century by claiming that one ignoramus could teach 

another what he himself did not know, asserting the equality of intelligence” 

(2009, p.1). In relation to the assumed need to help the spectator “overcome 

the gulf separating activity from passivity” (2009, p.12), Rancière asserts, 

“emancipation begins when we challenge the opposition between viewing and 

acting” (2009, p.13). 

 

 “Potentially socially democratic art practices and neoliberal capitalist 

ideologies.”  

(Harvie, 2013, p.4) 

Bishop, Harvie and Tomlin all seek to draw attention to and discuss the 

implications on audiences and artists of these participatory practices in the 

context of neoliberal capitalism. In discussing the impact of neoliberal 
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capitalist ideologies on the “potentially socially democratic art practices” 

(2013, p.4), which use modes of participation, Harvie questions how these 

ideologies and art practices, “produce, inform, challenge and/or undermine 

each other?” (2013, p.4). She then goes on to discuss the impact of neoliberal 

capitalist ideologies on the wider role of the artist in the UK today, identifying 

that “current social, economic and political contexts, in England in particular, 

but also more widely in the United Kingdom, are radically configuring what an 

artist is expected to be and, in so doing, putting the value of being an artist at 

serious ideological risk” (2013, p.62).  

 

Harvie identifies this risk in relation to the “political, economic and social 

mandates” to promote creative economies which shape “art practice as 

economic practice and the artist as entrepreneur” (2013, p.62). She highlights 

the subsequent “potentially detrimental effects of hegemonic expectations 

imposed on artists to model entrepreneurialism in ways that both indulge and 

inherently celebrate neoliberal capitalism” (2013, p.62/63) and which 

problematically shape and inflect the working conditions and practices of 

artists. 

 

Harvie’s concerns regarding the relationship between artists, their work and 

work practices and neoliberal capitalist ideologies resonate with concerns 

Bishop has regarding the problematic conflation of form with ideology within 

participatory art. Bishop highlights: 

“Even though participatory artists invariably stand against neoliberal 

capitalism, the values they impute to their work are understood formally 
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(in terms of opposing individualism and the commodity object), without 

recognising that so many other aspects of this art practice dovetail 

even more perfectly with neoliberalism’s recent forms (networks, 

mobility, project work, affective labour).  

(2012, p.277) 

Bishop and Harvie’s analysis is important for us to consider as a company 

who, through our personal political opinions, “invariably stand against 

neoliberal capitalism” (Bishop, 2012, p.277) and who have, in WUTW, made a 

participatory artwork. Their analysis holds implications for not only the mode 

of participation we use within the work but also the working conditions that 

surround how we made our work.  

 

“The politics of the desired interventions appear to be compensatory, 

not confrontational.”  

(Tomlin, 2013, p.190) 

Harvie’s discussion of the inherent celebration of neoliberal capitalism within 

both the working and artistic practices of artists who claim to stand against it, 

resonates with Liz Tomlin’s discussion in Acts and Apparitions: Discourses on 

the Real in Performance Practice and Theory (2013). In this book Tomlin 

problematises the claims and politics surrounding the “new wave of 

participatory performance practice in the first decade of the new millennium” 

(2013, p.205). Tomlin challenges the often assumed alignment of this practice 

with the radical politics of participatory performance practice from the 1960’s 

and 1970’s, following Brecht, Artaud and Boal’s theories of ‘passive’ and 
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‘active’ spectatorship and their respective views as to the political effects of 

these.  

 

Tomlin interrogates the claims of ‘radicalism’ and ‘democracy’ made of 

participatory performance practice of artists of the 1990’s/ 2000’s, suggesting 

that it draws on the politics and language of its predecessors’ discourses, but 

that this work is not necessarily ideologically framed in the same way within 

the current context of neoliberal capitalism: 

“What distinguishes this kind of work from the practice of the 1960s 

and 1970s is that the politics of the desired interventions appear to be 

compensatory, not confrontational. Rather than seeking a 

deconstruction or destruction of the existing power structures, they 

offer a palliative model of how we might better survive them.” 

(2013, p.190) 

Tomlin’s identification of the politics of the interventions being offered by 

artists within participatory work as being ‘palliative’ rather than deconstructive 

or destructive, in conjunction with Harvie’s concerns regarding the role of the 

artist being embedded within structures and practices that support neoliberal 

capitalism, highlights a significantly problematic positioning of the artist, both 

through their role as artists and the role of participatory practice. Where does 

this analysis leave artists of this work? If participatory work that is produced 

from within these structures offers a “palliative model of how we might better 

survive existing power structures” (Tomlin, 2013, p.190), how might this speak 

to the ways in which artists are also trying to survive within existing power 
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structures? What is the impact of this analysis on the role and value of this 

work and artists? 

 

In a paper entitled The Future is Here written in 2006, curator Maria Lind 

states:  

“The traditional artist as a bohemian (read flexible), inspired (read self-

motivated), and most importantly, creative (read innovative) individual 

is the ideal for a large portion of the work force in a deregulated labour 

market. But if this traditional role has been adopted by mainstream 

work, what does it mean for the working conditions of artists 

themselves today? Besides selling material images and objects and 

being subsumed into the so-called creative industries, how can artists 

survive under the present circumstances?”  

(Lind, 2006) 

Lind’s outlining, over a decade ago, of the impact of mainstream work 

adopting the traditional role and characteristics of artists, on the working 

conditions of artists themselves, resonates with Massive Owl’s experiences of 

making our work and the working conditions and structures we have 

encountered in doing this. This was particularly notable in the making of 

WUTW. The problematic conflation of form and ideology within participatory 

work and the impact of artists’ work practices on the forms which participatory 

work takes, further resonate with our experience of making WUTW and some 

of the tensions surrounding and within this work. 
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PART TWO. PRACTICE 

“It seems that much is to be gained by moving the issue away 

from questions of definition toward those of pragmatics or 

technique.”  

(Lavery, 2011, p.8) 

Within WUTW, we aim to create a space with the audience to think about and 

celebrate liveness and face-to-face communication in the context of the 

increasing use of digital platforms within our daily lives.  

 

(Figure 2, Kenworthy 2013, WUTW, GIFT Festival) 
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WUTW takes its title from the band, Arcade Fire’s song of the same name34, 

the show is an outcome of interests and discussions we have as artists, about 

the ways people communicate online and the relationship between this and 

the ways people communicate ‘in the real world’. At the time we began 

making the show, in 2012, one year after we had all graduated from our 

undergraduate degrees, these discussions, interests and concerns felt 

particularly pertinent as we began embarking on careers as artists working 

within a live medium.  

Rooted in our concern that the experience of the work should focus on 

celebrating the liveness of the performance and face-to-face communication, 

WUTW is structured around certain moments that occur throughout the 

performance where we invite the audience to participate. The mode of 

participation we invite within the work is participation as an act of intervention 

in the performance, which often requires verbal or physical participation from 

the audience, in addition to their participation through being there and 

watching. The invitations to participate include: asking an audience member 

																																																								
34 Arcade Fire We Used To Wait: http://www.thewildernessdowntown.com The lyrics of the 
song include: 
“I used to write 
I used to write letters 
I used to sign my name 
I used to sleep at night 
Before the flashing lights settled deep in my brain 
 
Now our lives are changing fast 
Now our lives are changing fast 
Hope that something pure can last 
Hope that something pure can last 
 
It seems strange 
How we used to wait for letters to arrive 
But what's stranger still 
Is how something so small can keep you alive 
We used to wait 
We used to waste hours just walkin' around 
We used to wait.” 
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to name a character, asking the audience to hold hands with the people sitting 

next to them, introducing audience members to each other and inviting the 

audience to dance. The work is performed in the round and we (Massive Owl) 

sit in this formation with the audience, moving into the performance space at 

different points during the performance. The mode of participation we use 

within WUTW places the work within the trend of other participatory work in 

the field35. 

As the discussion above highlights, drawing on Harvie, Bishop, Rancière and 

Tomlin, much has been written and discussed within critical discourse about 

this trend and its relationship with the political context and frameworks that 

surround it. However, I want to focus here on how, as artists, we worked with 

the identified mode of participation in creating WUTW, adding it to our ‘palette’ 

(Massive Owl, 2015) of theatrical languages and techniques that we use when 

making our work. As Carl Lavery states in an article regarding the 

participatory work of theatre makers Lone Twin: 

“It seems that much is to be gained by moving the issue away from 

questions of definition toward those of pragmatics or technique. 

Perhaps we should stop trying to disclose the substance or ontology of 

participation (whatever that might be), and instead listen to how artists 

allow for its specific possibility in and through the different media in 

which they labour.”  

(Lavery, 2011, p.8) 

																																																								
35 Examples of artists and companies working in the field who have worked with participation 
in a similar way to ourselves include: Tim Crouch, Gob Squad, Lone Twin, Andy Smith, 
Uninvited Guests and Action Hero. 
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Through listening to how artists allow for the specific possibility that 

participation as an intervention in performance can generate, we can begin to 

unpick the tensions between work that uses this mode of participation and the 

theory and frameworks surrounding it. 

 

An invitation to participate 

Gob Squad write of their use of participation in their work: “participation is 

never compulsory but can be understood as an opportunity” (2010, p.91). 

Similarly, in WUTW, through our performances as performers of the work, we 

consciously strive to offer the opportunities to participate in the work, so that 

they are understood as opportunities and invitations, rather than instructions 

or expectations. 

Through offering invitations to our audiences’ to participate in WUTW (by 

intervening in the action of performance in physical and/ or verbal ways), the 

possibility for something unknown to happen, which might determine or 

disrupt the work, is created. In WUTW these invitations to participate are 

rooted in our method of aiming to creating fifty percent of a moment within 

performance, creating a gap for the audience to fill in the other fifty percent. In 

WUTW, space is left for the audience to interpret the way in which they are 

being invited to participate in the work, which, in some instances, leads to 

audience members determining the action and direction of the performance. 

This generates a distinct dynamic or, as Lone Twin’s Gregg Whelan identifies, 
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a ‘potency’: “part of the potency of an invitation is in simply offering it, what 

happens next becomes something else, a second act” (Whelan 2011, p.10).  

 

“The potency of an invitation.” (Whelan 2011, p.10) 

 

Danny jumps out of his seat in the audience.  

 

The seats, laid out in the round, form a rectangle. This creates the 

performance space in the middle, which is empty.  

 

Danny runs around the edge of this space, just in front of the audience.  

 

Everyone is watching him.  

 

He is smiling, enjoying the moment.  

 

Some audience members smile back at him, with him. 

 

After a short while, he chooses one audience member and tries to catch their 

attention and make eye contact with them as he runs past.  

 

He does this a few times to ensure they have noticed that he wants their 

attention.  

 

He then stops in front of them, bent over, hands on knees, breathing heavily 



	
	

63 

as he catches his breath.  

 

He looks at the audience member and they look at him. 

 

They stare at each other.  

 

   (Figure 3, Morgan, 2013, Live Collision International Festival) 

 

Suddenly, in response to a cue from this audience member, Danny starts 

jumping on the spot.  

 

He stops, again in a response to a cue, and then, unbeknownst to this 

audience member, they have given Danny the cue to start running again.  

 

Danny continues this interaction, this game, with the audience member.   
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He hasn’t explained the rules of the game to the audience member, no one 

has, but they appear to be determining whether Danny runs, stops or jumps 

and he seemingly wants them to do something. 

 

The rest of us watch.  

 

As Danny runs past the audience member again, he looks back to see if this 

person has given him another cue or responded to him. 

 

They haven’t, so he keeps running. 

 

As the physical task gets harder the longer it goes on, Danny is getting visibly 

tired and sweaty; he plays up this frustration and exertion.  

 

As he runs past the audience member again and looks back, they suddenly 

get up and start running behind him.  

 

Some of us laugh and applaud as we watch Danny and this person running 

around the space together, one behind the other. 

 

They run around the rectangle together a few times, exchanging glances, 

waiting for the other one to do or suggest something as to what might happen 

next.  

 

Danny slows his running and stops.  
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The audience member also stops and looks at Danny.  

 

He looks at their empty seat.  

 

The audience member takes this as their cue to sit down and does so. 

 

Danny looks around at everyone and then walks back to his seat and sits 

down. 

 

Making meaning – an interpretation 

The invitation to participate in Danny’s game is offered to the chosen 

audience member through Danny’s performance within this moment. The 

invitation is ambiguous, as Danny communicates this only through his 

physicality, without speaking. A gap is thus left for the audience member to fill 

with their interpretation of his invitation and how they might respond to it. The 

interpretation from the audience member in this instance – to get up and run – 

created a new, “second act” (Whelan 2011, p.10) to this part of the 

performance that, as a company, we had not previously witnessed. 

 

Through this individual’s interpretation of our invitation to participate, we, as 

artists of the work, developed our understanding of this particular moment and 

offer of participation in the performance and how it could be interpreted: 

Danny wants the audience member to get up and run with him. The invitation 

became informed and given meaning in a new way through engaging with this 
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mode of participation in performance. When analysed from our position as 

artists of the work, inviting participation in this way within WUTW enabled us 

to develop our understanding of our practice as an emerging company 

through developing one of our core concerns: utilising the audience’s 

interpretative role in the final stage of collaboration. This audience member’s 

interpretation, and the potency it created within the moment of performance, 

also resonated within the context and concerns of the work to celebrate its 

liveness. However, when viewed through the analysis of participatory work set 

out by Harvie, Bishop and Tomlin, tensions arise in a potential political 

reading of this moment, as the mode of participation offered in the live 

moment of performance models “neoliberalism’s recent forms (networks, 

mobility, project work, affective labour)” (Bishop, 2012, p.277). 

 

Alongside these critical tensions that surround the trend towards using modes 

of participation within contemporary performance, further tensions arose for 

us as emerging artists when we began encountering understandings and 

modes of participation within funding frameworks through engaging with 

ACE’s GFTA funding programme. 

 

Participating in a funding structure 

In seeking funding to develop WUTW, we applied for a GFTA, the Arts 

Council’s National Lottery-funded grant programme:  
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“For individuals, arts organisations and other people who use the arts 

in their work. Grants are available for activities carried out over a set 

period and which engage people in England in arts activities and help 

artists and arts organisations in England carry out their work.”  

(ACE, 2016)  

As an emerging theatre company seeking funding for the first time, insights 

gathered from our peers and respective trainings at University, combined with 

the short-term project nature of the activities that GFTA funds and its rolling, 

open-application process, led us to identify this as the most relevant funding 

programme to apply for. Our decision to apply for funding followed a period of 

trying to make a piece of work around each other’s paid jobs, commitments 

and schedules, which, at a time when there were five of us working in the 

company, was difficult. During the summer of 2012, we were creating some 

new work to be performed at a small pub theatre in Bristol following an 

invitation from the venue to show some work. We had reached a stage in 

creating the work where we felt comfortable enough to present it to the public, 

but knew that it wasn’t ‘finished’.  

We performed a short run of the new work, then titled The MOBB Project, to 

local audiences, including friends, family, fellow artists, local producers and 

programmers, (including the artistic directors of Mayfest and producers from 

Theatre Bristol). 36  The work received mixed feedback and negative 

responses, which left us feeling vulnerable and questioning our decision to 
																																																								
36 “Theatre Bristol's role is to work with the theatre community and others to create the right 
conditions for the best live performance to be made and experienced in Bristol” (Theatre 
Bristol, 2017). For more information about Theatre Bristol, please visit their website: 
http://theatrebristol.net.  
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present the work before it was ‘ready’, not wanting to put ourselves in a 

similar position again in front of programmers and producers who were seeing 

our work for the first time. 

Reflecting on both the feedback we received about the work and the 

conditions surrounding the period of development we had undertaken to make 

it, highlighted the need to create better working conditions and a more 

supportive environment. As a company, we felt that the work had particularly 

suffered from both a lack of time when all company members were available 

to work together (due to other work commitments) and regular access to a 

space to work and rehearse. We therefore decided to apply for a GFTA to 

fund a dedicated period of research and development to develop the piece 

into a full-length, tour-ready show, which would eventually become WUTW. 

The funding would enable us to both pay ourselves to make our work, 

meaning that we wouldn’t need to fit in around other paid work, and provide 

us with a framework through which to begin engaging supporting partners and 

venues with a view to accessing rehearsal space and future support and 

performance opportunities. 

In putting together our application I had a meeting with ACE’s Theatre 

Relationship Manager for the north east office in Newcastle upon Tyne37. 

During this meeting the Relationship Manager suggested that within our 

GFTA application it would be important to articulate how we were planning on 

engaging the public, as this was an important part of the application, and 

																																																								
37 Following the Conservative Liberal Democrat coalition Government’s spending review in 
2010, ACE were asked to reduce their administrative costs by 50%. In line with these cuts, as 
part of an organisational restructure, the north east office was significantly reduced in size 
and capacity between November 2012 – July 2013. 
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opportunities for public engagement within research and development 

applications, such as the one we were putting together, were often few. The 

Relationship Manager noted that in two of the three areas where we had 

scheduled artistic residencies, participation in the arts was low; they 

suggested that it would be important to articulate how we might engage with 

audiences in these areas, and that this might have potential to strengthen our 

application. The suggestion that working in an area with ‘low participation in 

the arts’ would be part of a reasoning for us getting funding, was something 

that, as a company, we had not previously encountered or considered; this 

idea was thus introduced into our understanding of the system within which 

we were seeking funding to pay ourselves to make our work.  

Alongside the artistic residencies, which comprised the majority of the project, 

we also scheduled two workshops with our partner venues in Stockton on 

Tees (ARC Stockton Arts Centre) and Bradford (Theatre in the Mill), the two 

areas identified as having ‘low participation’ in the arts. These workshops 

were to be the primary way in which we would engage the public in the 

project. We applied for £8000 to help fund the project and were awarded the 

grant at the beginning of 2013.  

 

The short-term, project-based structure of the grant, and the temporary and 

insecure working conditions this creates, alongside the invitations to 

participate in WUTW, could all be read as modeling “neoliberalism’s recent 

forms (networks, mobility, project work, affective labour)” (Bishop 2012, 

p.277). This places us as artists in a compromising position, through being 

both complicit in this framework and replicating these forms within our work in 
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the ways we ask our audiences to participate in similar structures within the 

performance, ways that might “both indulge and inherently celebrate 

neoliberal capitalism” (Harvie 2013, p.63). 

At the beginning of 2015, we put together another GFTA application to fund a 

period of research and development for our next piece of work, Castle Rock. 

In writing this application the “potentially detrimental effects of hegemonic 

expectations imposed on artists to model entrepreneurialism in ways that both 

indulge and inherently celebrate neoliberal capitalism” (Harvie, 2013, p.62/63) 

manifested in the evolution of how we began to think and talk about ourselves 

as a company within this application. We tried to position ourselves as a 

‘sustainable company’ engaged in finding and generating alternative sources 

of income. In our application, following advice and discussion with a producer 

from Theatre Bristol, we included some mentoring from a local business 

advisor as part of the project, under the categorisation of ‘organisational 

development’, aimed at developing our skills in sustaining ourselves as a 

company. Considering ourselves as a business conflicted with our ideology as 

artists but felt necessary in relation to the requirements of the funding 

programme and therefore our understanding of what we needed to do to be 

successful in receiving funding. 
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PART 3. TENSIONS 

 

The ‘golden age’38  

As the UK moved into Conservative-led austerity measures in 2010, as 

Tomlin acknowledges, Arts Council England were “not only facing the worst 

national financial crisis in the Arts Council’s history” (2015, p.45), but also 

having to deal with “a tory-led government for the first time in 13 years” (2015, 

p.45). She continues: 

“While the requirement for artists and organisations to now fit their 

plans to the given framework might have been transparent and 

equitable, it also concluded in explicit terms and counter to the 

recommendations of McMaster, the inevitable trajectory set on course 

by New Labour, and already established in Scotland and Wales, for the 

artistic agenda to be set not by artists but by the Arts Council, which in 

turn was answerable to the government via the Public Service 

Agreement targets.” 

         (2015, p.46)  

As an emerging theatre company who began working professionally in the UK 

in the early years after the change of government from New Labour to the 

Conservative-led government in 2010, the cultural shifts that occurred under 

this new government are of particular interest following the era of New Labour 

governance and their self-proclaimed ‘golden age’ for the arts. As outlined in 
																																																								
38 In a speech given at the Tate Modern in 2007, former Prime Minister, Tony Blair, stated 
that the past ten years of New Labour had been a ‘golden age’ for the arts. For full transcript 
of the speech please refer here: 
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2007/mar/06/politicsandthearts.uk1. 
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the prelude, from the outset of their era of governance, New Labour’s cultural 

policy had brought culture in direct alignment with the economy and wider 

regeneration of the country, with former Secretary of State for DCMS, Chris 

Smith, stating in 1997 that the department was to be placed: "at the centre of 

the country’s economic life and regeneration” (Smith, cited in Hetherington 

2014, p.3). This alignment of culture with the country’s economic life and 

wider regeneration formed the backdrop for the cultural policy of the three 

successive Labour Governments.  

 

In New Labour’s commitment to delivering evidence-based policy in line with 

central Government aims, participation in the arts, and evidencing the impact 

of this participation in relation to Government aims became key focuses in the 

allocation of public funding of the arts. This is evident in statements from 

DCMS in 1999: 

“Art and sport can not only make a valuable contribution to delivering 

key outcomes of lower long term employment, less crime, better health 

and better qualifications, but can also help to deliver the individual 

pride, community spirit and capacity for responsibility that enable 

communities to run regeneration programmes themselves.”  

(DCMS 1999, p.2) 

And: 

“In all cases the financial allocations will be closely tied to outcomes 

which reflect our four central themes – access, excellence and 

innovation, education and the creative industries. They will be linked to 
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the delivery of increased outputs, improved access and efficiency and 

increased private sector support.”  

(DCMS, 1999. p.1) 

In identifying arts’ ability to make ‘a valuable contribution to delivering key 

outcomes’ of less crime and lower long-term unemployment etc. (DCMS 

1999, p.2) the arts were positioned to tackle issues of social exclusion in line 

with wider regeneration. The arts, therefore, were encouraged to be socially 

inclusive and evidence their ability to deliver ‘key outcomes’ (DCMS 1999, 

p.2) which closely reflected central themes of the Government. This 

positioning meant that, as Bishop highlights, “the production and reception of 

the arts was therefore reshaped within a political logic in which audience 

figures and marketing statistics became essential to securing public funding” 

(2012, p.13). It is also important to note the acknowledgement from the outset 

of New Labour’s era of governance, of the allocation of funding being closely 

linked to “increased outputs, improved access and efficiency and increased 

private sector support” (DCMS, 1999, p.1) which, as Tomlin highlights above, 

was a trajectory concluded by the Conservatives but started by New Labour. 

 

Moving into austerity – “there is no alternative to playing a version of 

the impact game”  

(Davies cited in ACE, 2014, p.116) 

 

“In an age of austerity, when times are tough and money is tight, our 

focus must be on culture’s economic impact.”  

(Miller, 2013) 
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From 2010 – 2015, under the Conservative-led Government, the emphasis on 

evidencing impact through audience figures and marketing statistics 

continued. However, within the context of cuts to public funding for the arts as 

part of broader austerity measures, the emphasis on impact shifted to be on 

economic impact, alongside an emphasis on sourcing alternative funding from 

mixed economies, such as philanthropic and private investment. This attitude 

is summarised within an ACE journal publication from 201439 where, in the 

section titled ‘Economics’, economist Howard Davies states: 

“As in Academia, the argument is a little different when one accepts the 

Queen’s shilling. ‘L’art pour l’art’ was a movement conceived before 

arts funding was part of the public expenditure round. So there is no 

alternative to playing a version of the impact game. The equipment is 

paint brushes and greasepaint, not refereed papers, or indeed refereed 

penalties, but the rules are fundamentally similar, and the underlying 

question is essentially the same: what does the long-suffering taxpayer 

get for her money?”  

(2014, p.116) 

The implication within this question that art should be good value for money 

and that ‘art for art’s sake’ is not relevant when public spending is involved is 

emphasised through the acknowledgement that there is ‘no alternative’ to 

playing the impact game. This highlights the Arts Council’s overriding position 

on how the arts need to prove their value to the ‘longsuffering tax payer’ 

(2014, p.116) i.e. economically. 

																																																								
39 A copy of the journal Create – a journal of perspectives on the value of art and culture 
(2014) can be accessed here:	
https://issuu.com/artscouncilengland/docs/create_digital_singles_v1/98?ff=true&e=9197550/3
2065444. 
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In an article titled: ‘Impact’, ‘value’ and ‘bad economics’: Making sense of the 

problem of value in the arts and humanities (2015), cultural policy theorist, 

Eleonora Belfiore, highlights the “underlying instrumental rationality” (2015, 

p.7) of the impact game, which, she suggests, is accepted within the cultural 

sector and academia as a key component of a defensive strategy:  

“‘Impact’ has taken both the cultural sector and academia by storm 

because it appears to offer a rhetorically powerful articulation of value 

and an attendant rationale for funding, critically able to win the approval 

of a Treasury department set on cutting public expenditure. In the arts, 

this point was made in April 2013 quite transparently and 

straightforwardly by the then Secretary of State for Culture, Media and 

Sport, Maria Miller, in a speech at the British Museum. Poignantly 

entitled ‘Testing times: Fighting culture’s corner in an age of austerity’, 

the speech’s purpose was clearly spelt out as a request to the sector 

‘to help me reframe the argument [for public funding]: to hammer home 

the value of culture to our economy’.” 

(2015, p.7) 

This reduction of the focus on culture’s value from its social and economic 

impact, which broadly characterises New Labour’s approach, to solely it’s 

economic impact reflects the cultural shift surrounding the arts in the UK in the 

movement from the New Labour era of Governance, into a Conservative 

Government’s approach. The current reiteration of, and emphasis that, ‘there 

is no alternative to playing a version of the impact game’ (Davies cited in 

ACE, 2014, p.116) to secure public funding for the arts, where the game is 
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fundamentally an economic one, resonates within a neoliberal capitalist 

context where the hegemonic ‘common sense’ purports that “there is no 

alternative” (McChesney cited in Chomsky, 1999, p.15) to thinking outside of 

the status quo of the autonomy of the free market.  

 

In journalist, John Tusa’s book, Pain in the Arts (2014) he analyses the 

successes and failures of New Labour’s cultural policies and quotes Belfiore: 

“the spirit of New Labour policies for culture lay in the attempt to obfuscate 

matters of cultural value, which are characteristically controversial, in an effort 

to turn the arena of cultural policy making into an artificially neutral zone” 

(Belfiore cited in Tusa, 2014, p.227). The impact of this, Belfiore states, is 

such that the cultural sector “has lost both the confidence and vocabulary to 

articulate its own value to the public.” (2014, p.228) 

 

“What does it mean for the working conditions of artists?” (Lind, 2006) 

After making WUTW and performing at festivals in the summer and autumn of 

2013, Massive Owl decided, at the beginning of 2014, that we wanted to tour 

the work to new venues to continue building on the interest we had generated 

in our work and so we applied for a GFTA to help subsidise a small national 

tour. We applied at the end of 2013 but were not successful due to our 

‘comparatively weak public engagement’. We reworked our application and 

tried to address this issue, receiving advice and guidance from an ACE 

Theatre Relationship Manager, an independent theatre producer and our 

peers.  
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We reapplied and were unsuccessful again for the same reason. As the 

conditions of applying for a GFTA to tour work require a percentage of touring 

to be confirmed before you can apply, it meant that we had committed to 

performing a number of dates at venues, only one of which could offer us fees 

to perform. We decided to undertake the tour without subsidised support, 

which meant that we were mostly either not paid or underpaid40 for the shows 

we did as part of the tour. 

 

I want to refer here back to Lind, who highlights the impact of the shift in 

mainstream work roles on artists within the neoliberal capitalist context: 

“Discussions about the artist as a role model, not only for the 

entrepreneur but also for the contemporary worker, have flourished 

over the last decade… if this traditional role has been adopted by 

mainstream work, what does it mean for the working conditions of 

artists themselves today?” 

(Lind, 2006) 

I also want to refer to fellow Bristol-based emerging artist, Hannah Sullivan 

who, in email correspondence with myself regarding the GFTA funding 

framework, stated: 

 “I compile a whole project, which my 'partners' don't invest in 

financially and I go and secure the funds for it, I am good at writing 

applications, I am educated to a high degree, I am aware that because 

of my literacy and academic level I can understand these forms and 

																																																								
40 See ‘Strategies for making outside of the rehearsal room’ p.131 - 136 for financial 
arrangements of our tour dates.  
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manage the right language. If an actual venue financed me to make a 

show I expect I would be over the moon, because I wouldn't have to 

write that bloody form, the project happening wouldn't be a 

consequence of me being able to write that bloody form, and a venue 

would have invested in me and taken a risk on the work.”  

(Sullivan, 2016) 

This insight highlights how, within the GFTA framework, for emerging and 

self-producing artists, the responsibility for acquiring funding lies with the artist 

who invests, often unpaid, time applying for a grant, navigating the language 

and format of the application process, on behalf of themselves and their 

project partners. This framework leaves the artist in a vulnerable position 

when that funding application is unsuccessful, having invested time and 

resources without any return; the emerging, self-producing artist is left in a 

compromising position, whilst their project partners, often larger producers or 

venues or festivals, whose jobs rely on artists creating work to programme 

and support don’t experience this same vulnerability. In this instance, for 

emerging and self-producing artists, the framework serves those reliant on the 

artists over the artists themselves.  

Between the system and the reality 

In the accompanying information sheet provided for GFTA applicants 

regarding ‘public engagement’, ACE state: “we want applicants to tell us how 

their activity will enable people to have a great experience of the arts” (ACE, 

2016). Evidencing and detailing how the project being applied for will engage 
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the public makes up approximately one quarter of the application form. In 

identifying the ways in which the public could engage with the art within an 

application, ACE state that they look for applications that:  

• “Understand who the audience for the work is likely to be 

• Explain why the work will be interesting, challenging or inspiring for that 

audience 

• Offer something new for audiences that are likely to have some 

experience of the arts already 

• Actively seek to reach groups who are less likely to engage with the 

arts  

• Think about taking work to places that people already go, by presenting 

work or running projects in a non-traditional venue or very accessible 

place 

• Have strong audience development, marketing or communications 

plans  

• Involve members of the public in the design, creation or delivery of the 

work or activity 

• Show how work will engage audiences in the future. This is particularly 

relevant for research and development projects that may not have 

immediate opportunities to directly engage with the public 

• Seek to provide positive benefits for communities such as bringing 

different groups of people together, reaching people who experience 

particular disadvantage or deprivation, helping people to develop new 

skills or improving the appearance or atmosphere of an area.” 



	
	

80 

(ACE, 2016)  

This identification of the ways in which the project that is being applied for 

might engage audiences, highlights some of the agendas ACE hold with 

regards to what they will fund.  

In highlighting our experiences of the GFTA funding programme as an 

emerging company, I am not seeking to provide a comprehensive analysis 

and evaluation of this funding stream, or of our ability to write funding bids; I 

am seeking to highlight its situation within a wider political framework. This 

situation has placed constraints on our work and development as an emerging 

company as we have tried to create our work within a funding framework 

rooted in valuing instrumental and economic outcomes of art. In addition, I 

want to make explicit the connections between the landscape and language 

that surrounds ACE funding structures and how, through this connection, 

these structures are reflective of the wider understanding and value of the role 

of art within public policy and the public sphere.  

If, as has been outlined, public engagement and the economic impact of this 

engagement are key focuses of cultural policy and public funding structures 

for the arts, then, from our experience as artists who have engaged with one 

of these funding structures, public engagement (within the context of ACE) 

relates to certain modes of engagement with certain groups of people where 

‘Great Art for Everyone’ is the overriding priority. Such focus places 

constraints on emerging artists engaging with these funding frameworks as 

they shape the surrounding discourse and language used within them, which 
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require artists to talk about their projects in relation to certain agendas and 

priorities held by the Arts Council: 

“It really hammered home the idea that public engagement means 

getting non-theatre goers to come or, like, a specific group… And also 

for the process itself to engage specific people and that felt pretty 

depressing because… the reality of the situation is that I’m going to 

have to do a shit tonne of extra work now which genuinely isn’t useful 

to me for this specific project to try and get funding… I also really 

disagree with this thing – that you have to prove that it’s going to be 

accessible, like accessible for whom? Who are you saying isn’t going 

to understand this work?” 

(Hellier, 2015)41 

When viewed against the political backdrop surrounding the role art plays 

within recent public policy, not receiving funding to undertake a national tour 

of a piece of work that invites audience participation on the basis of 

‘comparatively weak public engagement’ offers an insight into the reality and 

impact of this public policy on emerging artists such as ourselves. This is 

further revealing when compared with our previous successful application for 

research and development for WUTW, which had significantly less public 

engagement than a tour would have given us the opportunity to undertake.  

 

When we compared our unsuccessful GFTA application to tour with 

successful applications from peers who were at a similar stage in their 

careers, as we were at the time of applying, and who were applying for other 

																																																								
41 Please refer to Appendix 4.1 p.222 for full transcript of interview with artist, Jo Hellier. 
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tours of a similar nature, budget and scale42 , the identifiable difference 

between their applications and ours lay in their articulation of how they were 

going to “actively seek to reach groups who are less likely to engage with the 

arts” (ACE, 2016) and “provide positive benefits for communities such as 

bringing different groups of people together” (ACE, 2016). Both companies’ 

applications clearly identified specific audiences that their work was aiming to 

target who were less likely to engage in the arts43, which we weren’t able to 

do, as our project was not aiming to target specific audiences.   

	
As stated, my intention with the discussion in this section is not to completely 

disregard the GFTA funding stream, but to highlight tensions we have 

experienced as an emerging company who have engaged with and used this 

funding structure, to ask questions of and highlight it’s impact on the work 

practices of emerging artists and the wider value of our work. I want to end 

this section with a quotation from writer, Jeanette Winterson: 

 “Art can’t change your life; it is not a diet programme or the latest guru 

– it offers no quick fixes. What art can do is prompt in us authentic 

desire. By that I mean it can waken us to truths about ourselves and 

our lives; truths that normally lie suffocated under the pressure of the 

24-hour emergency zone called real life.”  

(Winterson cited in Tusa, 2016, p.229)  

																																																								
42 These included applications from theatre company, Clerke and Joy (please refer here for 
details of their work: http://clerkeandjoy.com), for their work, Volcano (2013) and artist, Lowri 
Evans (please refer here for details of Evans’ work: http://www.thelowri.com), for her work, 
The Secret Life of You and Me (2013). 
43 Clerke and Joy were seeking to engage audiences at science festivals and Evans was 
seeking to engage older people in care homes. 
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Tactics for making in the rehearsal room 

Defining ‘tactics’ 

In Michel de Certeau’s essay, ‘On the Oppositional Practices of Everyday Life’ 

(1980) the precursor essay to his publication, The Practice of Everyday Life 

(1984) he discusses the ‘tactics’ of popular culture, outlining these as 

operative models for working within the oppositional practices of everyday life 

for the “common hero” (1980, p.3) or ‘the ordinary person’. In developing an 

“initial approach to understanding the oppositional practices of everyday life 

(1980, p.5), de Certeau outlines a distinction between ‘strategy’ and ‘tactics’. 

Strategy is defined as:  

“The calculus (or the manipulation) of relations of force which becomes 

possible whenever a subject of will and power (a business enterprise, 

an army, a city, a scientific institution) can be isolated.	 Strategy 

postulates a place susceptible of being circumscribed as a propre and 

of being the base from where relations can be administered with an 

exteriority of targets or threats (clients or competitors, enemies, the 

countryside surrounding a city, the objectives and objects of research, 

etc.).” 

        (1980, p.5) 

Whereas tactics are defined as:  

“The calculated action which is determined by the absence of a proper 

place. Thus no delimitation of exteriority furnishes it a condition of 

autonomy. Tactics has no place except in that of the other. Also it must 

play with the terrain imposed on it, organised by the law of a strange 

force.”  
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(1980, p.6) 

 

de Certeau continues: 

“The difference between these two very distinct type of practice is one 

of two distinct historical options with respect to action and security, 

options which evidently have more to do with situational constraints 

than with free choices as such: strategies gamble on the resistance 

which the establishment of a place or locus offers to the wear and tear 

of time; tactics on the contrary put their faith in a skillful utilisation of 

time and the opportunities it offers as well as the play it can introduce 

into the very foundations of power.”  

(1980, p.7) 

de Certeau’s discussion and definitions are useful in considering Massive 

Owl’s approaches to, and our process of, making theatre. In this section of the 

thesis I outline three selected tactics for making theatre that I have identified 

we use within our creative devising process in the rehearsal room. This 

section consists of documentation and annotations of devising and rehearsal 

sessions from artistic residencies making our second piece of professional 

work, Castle Rock, over the summer of 2015 (May – August).44 This period 

has been selected for examination, as the company were not recipients of 

funding to make Castle Rock over this period. In discussing these tactics I 

draw on de Certeau’s discussion and definitions of the term to offer a 

																																																								
44 The residencies we undertook over this period were all at venues/ spaces that let us use 
their space for free or for a small donation and ranged from working in a small room in old 
Bristol City Council offices (INTERVAL) to working at the Barbican: The Island (Bristol) 11th – 
15th May, INTERVAL Artist Collective (Bristol) 18th – 21st May, Horfield Methodist Church 
(Bristol) 26th – 29th May, ICIA Bath, 8th – 10th July, ICIA Bath 20th – 23rd July, Barbican 
(London) 24th – 28th August. 
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theoretical framework through which to understand these tactics and their role 

within our process. By examining a period outside of the context of being a 

funded company, tactics can be understood in the sense de Certeau outlines, 

as a practice of putting “faith in a skillful utilisation of time” (1980, p.7), playing 

“with the terrain imposed” (1980, p.7) on us. Through this the section 

develops the thesis’ examination of both factors that have placed constraint 

on our development, and experiences that have helped us thrive as an 

emerging company.  

 

de Certeau identifes tactics as a calculated action, determined by “the 

absence of a proper place” (1980, p.6). He continues: 

“It operates blow by blow. It profits from and depends upon ‘occasions’ 

without a base in which to stock supplies, to augment a proper place, 

and to anticipate sorties. What it gains cannot be held. This non-space 

doubtless permits mobility, but requires amenability to the hazards of 

time, in order to seize possibilities that a moment offers. It must 

vigilantly utilise the gaps which the particular combination of 

circumstances open in the control of the proprietary power. It poaches 

there. It creates surprises. It is possible for it to be where no one 

expects it. It is wile. In sum it is an art of the weak.”  

(1980, p.6) 

	

As de Certeau outlines, without augmenting ‘a properplace’ (1980, p.6) tactics 

must be responsive to “the hazards of time in order to seize possibilities that a 

moment offers” (1980, p.6). Through the mobility this generates, tactics can 

introduce play “into the very foundations of power” (1980, p.7). This resonates 



	
	

86 

with Massive Owl’s experience of working over this time as the following 

section attempts to detail through both its form and discussion of our tactics. 

 

A way to read this section 

The content in this section is presented across three columns designed to 

invite the reader to draw their own connections between the documentation 

and surrounding thoughts and annotations, to collaborate in the making of 

meaning of this section. Visual gaps have been created between the content 

presented within the three columns:  

 

three columns,  

 

three tactics,  

 

three members of Massive Owl, 

 

allowing the reader the opportunity and space to move between the content 

how they decide. The documentation in this section consists of photographs 

and a transcript from a video recording of a devising/ rehearsal session, which 

appears in the middle column and serves to help visually illuminate our 

devising and rehearsal process. The surrounding thoughts and annotations 

are placed in the columns on either side of the documentation and serve to 

offer a critical context to our tactics through pointing45 to surrounding thoughts 

and positions from a variety of sources within critical discourse and other 
																																																								
45 “As the Austrian philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein wrote: "If you can't say it, point to it." 
(Bogart, 2005, p.22) 
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practitioners and artists.  

 

The use of these surrounding annotations and thoughts is inspired by Andy 

Smith’s PhD thesis where he annotates the scripts to two of his performances 

with the view to offering, “reflection on the construction and performance of 

the pieces as well as reveal signposts to further theoretical and practical 

influences on their creation” (2014, p.2). Alongside Smith’s thesis, this section 

has also been inspired by both Tim Etchells’ writing in his seminal book, 

Certain Fragments (1999) and Gob Squad’s insights into their practice in Gob 

Squad and the impossible attempt to make sense of it all (2010). In addition, it 

builds on Uninvited Guests’ Paul Clarke’s work in his PhD thesis, 

Collaborative Performance Systems (2001), where he seeks to find 

appropriate “‘ways of speaking’ Live Art and devised theatre” (2001, p.66).  

 

Through presenting and annotating documentation from within our creative 

process here in this section of the thesis in this particular presentation style, I 

seek to expose the nuances and operations of the tactics we used for making 

our work over the selected period, to contribute to finding ‘ways of speaking’ 

devised theatre from our perspective as an emerging company, and to outline 

how these tactics helped us thrive whilst other factors placed constraint on our 

development. 
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- NOTE - 

Castle Rock 

 

Castle Rock46 is the first part of Massive Owl’s ‘Distortion Trilogy’ – a series of 

three adaptations of mainstream books and/ or films into new, experimental 

performances that seek to challenge and play with the theatrical form of 

adaptation. Castle Rock is an adaptation of both the 1986 cult film Stand By 

Me and the book it was originally adapted from, Stephen King’s The Body. 

The initial creative ideas for Castle Rock emerged through conversations 

Danny, Sam and I had in the summer of 2014 about the kind of work we 

wanted to make next, following WUTW. We began the process of devising 

Castle Rock in November 2014, with a weeklong residency at Project Arts 

Centre in Dublin.  

 

Castle Rock takes its name from the fictional town in which both Stand By Me 

and The Body are set. It tells a new story inspired by three of the voiceless 

characters from the original story: a dead boy, a train and a deer. The 

marketing copy describes the show as: 

“A distortion of the film Stand By Me. 

 

As flashing neon lights descend upon the tracks, a boxing-gloved boy 

with a death wish comes head to head with a white suited locomotive 

and a deer in black patent stilettos.  

 
																																																								
46 Please refer here for a description of Castle Rock on our website, which includes a link to 
the trailer: http://www.massiveowltheatre.com/projects/castle-rock/. Please also refer to the 
full length footage of the show in Appendix 1.2. 
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Castle Rock is a new story inspired by three of the voiceless characters 

in Stephen King’s novella The Body and its 1986 cult film adaptation, 

Stand By Me. 

 

Expect distorted sound, movement and projection as Massive Owl 

contort the book’s characters and twist the film’s soundtrack into a 

reimagined story about loss and acceptance. 

 

Welcome to Castle Rock…” 

       (Massive Owl, 2017) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	
	

90 

Tactic 1. Dancing47 
ICIA, Bath, University of 
Bath, 10th July 2015. 
 
We usually start a day in 
the rehearsal room by 
dancing to songs we like. A 
few years ago, one of us (I 
can’t remember who) 
suggested it as a warm up 
and it stuck. We always 
start with a dance because 
we enjoy it and it helps us 
prepare to work. 
 
One of us will pick a song 
that we like or have been 
listening to recently, play it 
really loudly and we all 
dance, however we want. 
We usually dance to two, 
maybe three, songs. On 
this day, 10th July 2015, at 
the ICIA Bath, we danced 
to Azealia Banks, 212 and 
Jon Hopkins, Open Eye 
Signal.  
 
Over the summer the 
University was being used 
by an English language 
summer school. We ate our 
lunch in the cafeteria 
surrounded by French and 
Spanish eleven year-olds.  
 
This tactic is rooted in our 
friendship, nights out 
dancing together, a shared 
love of music and a joint 
belief, from our respective 
trainings at University, in 
the importance of physically 
warming up before making 
theatre. It lacks formality, or 
choreography, but has 
become an established part 
of our process. A habit. 

																																																					
47 As you read through this 
section, I encourage you to 
search online for the songs 
that are listed throughout and 
listen to them as a soundtrack. 

 
(Figure 4: Screenshots of 
Massive Owl dancing from 
video footage.)  

 
 
“Cracks, glints, slippages, 
brainstorms within the 
established grids of a given 
system: such are the style 
of these tactical practices, 
which are the equivalent in 
the realm of action of wit 
and the witticism in the 
realm of language” (de 
Certeau, 1980, p.7). 
 
 
 
 
Other songs that we used 
to dance to a lot over this 
summer were: Jamie XX, 
Gosh, Sheryl Lee Ralph, In 
The Evening and Minnie 
Riperton, Les Fleurs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“The collaboration is one of 
friendship first. We always 
say that. We know each 
other well, we respect each 
other and we love working 
together.” (Smith, 2015) 

 
 
In A Choreographer’s 
Handbook, Jonathan 
Burrows writes about 
habits: “the paradox is that 
when I accept that all I 
can do is the old ideas, 
the habits, then I relax and 
when I relax, then without 
thinking I do something 
new” (2010, p.7).  
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Later that summer, in 
August, we undertake a 
residency in London with 
the most prestigious venue 
we’ve worked with to date.  
 
Over lunch on the first day, 
we note to each other that it 
feels odd to be working with 
such a high-profile venue 
whilst still being broke and 
having to sleep on friends’ 
floors, to have achieved, for 
us, a significant level of 
professional success, but 
still be in such a financially 
vulnerable position.  
 
Throughout our residency 
in ‘The Pit’ (the studio 
theatre beneath the venue’s 
main theatre) a 
Shakespeare play, with a 
famous actor in the lead 
role, is in rehearsal above 
us. One morning we turn up 
to work and bouquets of 
flowers, cards and gift bags 
from a jewellry designer line 
the floor of the reception 
area ready to be given to 
the actors for the opening 
night of the play.  
 
That afternoon, we get 
stuck. We don’t know what 
to do next. We want so 
much to make the most of 
this opportunity, venue and 
time together. There’s a lot 
of pressure in the studio, in 
the pit of the Barbican, in 
central London. Beneath 
giant buildings, bouquets of 
flowers, and Shakespeare. 
Beneath, Benedict 
Cumberbatch.  
 
“Where dominating powers 
exploit the order of things, 
where ideological discourse 
represses or ignores it, 
tactics fool this order and 
make it the field of their art.” 
(de Certeau, 1980, p.4) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
(Figure 5: Screenshots of 
Massive Owl dancing, 
taken from video footage.)   
 
 

The venue gives us £200 
towards our costs for the 
week. They also give us 
use of their space and a 
freelance member of staff 
to assist us free of charge. 
 
 
 
 
“The artist is always the 
one squeezed. I am sure 
venues will say that they 
are squeezed too… so stop 
with the false economy, be 
realistic with your funders 
about what their investment 
gets them, stop bowing 
down. But my concern is 
that the artists voice is the 
one with the least power 
but the one vital to keep art 
alive…so this is essentially 
bullying to keep bigger 
businesses afloat.” 
(Kimmings, 2016) 
 
 
“Surveying this fleeting yet 
permanent reality, one has 
the impression of exploring 
the nighttime of societies, a 
night longer than their days, 
a dim surface in which 
successive institutions are 
profiled, a virtually maritime 
immensity in which socio-
economic and political 
apparatuses come to seem 
ephemeral insularities.” (de 
Certeau, 1980, p.9) 
 
 
 
Or maybe there’s just a lack 
of daylight and fresh air. 
We try to relax, we fall back 
on our habits, what we 
know can help us work. We 
turn off the lights, put John 
Farnham The Voice on 
really loudly and dance. 
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A couple of months earlier, 
on 6th May, we were in 
Dublin undertaking a 
residency when we found 
out that our GFTA 
application had been 
unsuccessful, meaning that 
there was now no funding 
in place to pay for the 
residencies and work we 
had booked for when we 
returned to the UK. 
 
The next day, the 7th May 
2015, the UK General 
Election was held and the 
Conservative Party were 
elected. 
 
We put Starship Nothing’s 
Gonna Stop Us Now on, 
really loudly, and danced. 
 
“Let 'em say we're crazy, I 
don't care about that 
Put your hand in my hand 
baby 
Don't ever look back 
Let the world around us just 
fall apart 
Baby we can make it if 
we're heart to heart 
And we can build this 
dream together 
Standing strong forever 
Nothing's gonna stop us 
now 
And if this world runs out of 
lovers 
We'll still have each other 
Nothing's gonna stop us, 
nothing's gonna stop us 
now.” (Hammond & 
Warren, 1986) 
 
 
 
“Where dominating powers 
exploit the order of things, 
where ideological discourse 
represses or ignores it, 
tactics fool this order and 
make it the field of their art.” 
(de Certeau, 1980, p.4) 

 
(Figure 6: Screenshots of 
Massive Owl dancing from 
video footage.) 

“Risk-taking it seemed, was 
to be supported principally 
by the Lottery-funded 
grants for the arts 
programme, which from this 
point on would be available 
only to artists outside of the 
National Portfolio, who 
arguably enjoy greater 
freedom from the punitive 
target-driven culture of the 
NPOs, but at considerable 
cost of the insecurity and 
lack of sustainability of 
project-by-project funding.” 
(Tomlin, 2015, p.46) 
 
 
“A global figure of cuts to 
arts funding of almost 30 
percent was announced by 
the Conservative 
Chancellor in 2010… the 
larger context of these 
shifts in arts funding raises 
the question of just how 
successful arts 
organisations will be at 
surviving and thriving in this 
new era of comparative 
austerity.” (Harvie, 2013, 
p.153)  
 
 
“It raises questions about 
concurrent shifts in 
ideologies. Are the arts at 
risk of being perceived as 
less socially important than 
they were before the cuts?” 
(Harvie, 2013, p.153) 
 
 
“Life is sometimes hard. 
Things go wrong, in life and 
in love and in business and 
in friendship and in health 
and in all the other ways 
that life can go wrong. And 
when things get tough, this 
is what you should do. 
Make good art… Do what 
only you do best. Make 
good art.” (Gaiman, 2012) 
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Tactic 2. Conversation 
 
Back to ICIA Bath, 10th July 
2015. 
 
 
 
“Theatrical collaboration is 
perhaps unique in its 
reliance on 'conversation', 
as a fundamental element 
in its processes.” 
(O’Connor, 2016) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“If the art of speaking is 
itself at once an art of doing 
and an art of thinking, then 
it ought to constitute both 
theory and practice 
simultaneously: this art is 
storytelling.” (de Certeau, 
1980, p.33) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The previous day, we had 
been working on a moment/ 
scene involving Danny and 
Sam. In the scene, Sam, 
who is ‘the deer’, has an 
interaction with Danny, who 
is ‘Ray’. As the role of ‘the 
deer’ was more 
underdeveloped in 
comparison with the role of 
‘Ray’ at this point in the 
process, we were trying to 
find a frame or intention for 
Sam to play around with in 
trying to develop our 
understanding of ‘the deer’. 
 

“S: OK. So, I’ve had an 
idea. 
J: What is it? 
D: What is the idea? 
S: The idea is that, you 
know how we’ve been 
struggling with the idea that 
I just come in and be a sort 
of ‘friend’ character. But 
actually the piece – we’re 
kind of steering away from 
friendship, not completely – 
it’s still about friendship, but 
embodied through the 
character of ‘the deer’. 
Right? 
J: Yeah, and the fact that 
the characters are all 
potentially friends. 
S: Yeah, yeah, exactly. But 
like, all the boys are 
symbolised by Danny’s 
character, right? 
J: Yeah. 
S: So, what if, what if – 
entertain this thought – 
what if, when I come 
onstage to do the friendship 
thing we were doing 
yesterday, with Danny, 
what if I’m wearing... 
…Sunglasses? 
J:  HA (Laughs loudly) 	
D: (sighs loudly, half 
laughing, half exasperated) 
Oh SAM…! 
S: (Laughing) Wait, wait, 
wait! Let me explain…! I 
come onstage and we don’t 
speak, it doesn’t have 
dialogue, but it’s kind of like 
more faceless and symbolic 
of the older characters, who 
are a bit oppressive… OR, 
alternatively, just wearing 
sunglasses as a device to 
be, like, a different 
character and then, also, 
could it be interesting if we 
all use sunglasses?  
J: Um, yeah… Maybe…?! 
S: Basically, I’m coming 
back to the band idea; I’m 
thinking that if we need to 
have some sort of 

“Hope is not a door, but a 
sense that there might be a 
door at some point, some 
way out of the problems of 
the present moment even 
before that way is found or 
followed.” (Rebecca Solnit, 
2016, p.86) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“For years they couldn’t 
quite bring themselves to 
use the word ‘improvising’ – 
they’d call it messing about, 
having a bit of a run around 
in the space, playing 
around.” (Etchells, 1999, 
p.52)  
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At this point in the 
development of Castle 
Rock, we were working 
towards showing a work-in-
progress performance as 
part of Bristol Old Vic’s 
Bristol Ferment July 2015 
showcase. Despite this 
‘only’ being a ‘work-in-
progress’, it was a key, and, 
at this point, our only 
opportunity, to generate 
interest in and support for 
the work. The artistic 
directors of Mayfest came 
to see this work-in-progress 
performance, and it was 
following this that we began 
a conversation with them 
that led to us being 
programmed at Mayfest 
2016. (In the next section of 
the thesis I discuss in detail 
the impact of work-in-
progress and scratch 
culture on emerging artists 
and the ways in which they 
make their work).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

transitional techniques –  
J: Yeah  
S: - And we’re interested in 
this idea that the story is 
being told by three meta-
characters, I’m interested in 
the unison stuff between 
the three of us, maybe we 
can use sunglasses and 
sing songs (clicks his 
fingers) as a band, which 
makes sense because 
we’re wearing sunglasses.  
J: Because all bands wear 
sunglasses… 
S: Yeah, exactly. 
D: Yeah. OK. But what I 
would say is that, that is 
quite a big concept - 
S: Yeah I know! 
D: - And one that we have 
barely touched upon, and 
it’s quite huge to just go 
“OK, we’re all a band”, and 
I think it’s maybe one big 
decision - it’s good to make 
big decisions – but I think 
it’s probably one big 
decision too far at this 
stage -   
J: Considering we only 
have five days…  
D: - But I like the idea of us 
secretly being a band… 
Maybe not wearing 
sunglasses… Because then 
I start thinking that maybe 
that thing we do over here, 
is like… (Demonstrates by 
going over and standing 
next to J and stamping his 
foot, and clicking. J joins in. 
S is stood close in front of 
them, watching). And we’re 
like three friends in a 
band… Basically, Sam, I 
think that maybe your 
question is about – I agree 
that we need some things 
that are, like, clear shifts or 
signposts or transitions or 
ways that we’re starting to 
be really clear about how 
the show is happening, but 
I’m more interested in 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“I feel precious about my 
inner thoughts about the 
meaning of the work, but, in 
our collaboration, I think 
that we have created a 
space where I feel 
comfortable to say, “No, 
this is how I really feel”. But 
I know that, at any moment, 
that really strong feeling I 
have about the meaning, 
will change. That’s exciting 
to me.”  
(Prosser, Massive Owl, ’15) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	
	

95 

When making our work, the 
three of us continuously 
switch between leading the 
process and conversation 
and, as Paul Clarke 
describes, ‘having agency’, 
being ‘subjected to others 
agencies’ and undertaking 
these positions 
simultaneously (2001, 
p.62). As Danny leads the 
conversation and 
demonstrates what he 
means to Sam and I, he 
simultaneously subjects 
himself to our agency and 
we begin to take agency 
over his contribution and 
lead the process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“What is the least we need 
to be able to do or say to 
create this moment?”  
(Massive Owl, 2015)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

looking at: what have we 
already got that we can use 
that can potentially help us 
do that? 
S: OK. So this is one thing I 
would say in response to 
that: one thing we’ve got is 
rhythm and music and 
songs. 
J: Yes. 
S: So, if we were to frame 
those things, whether we’re 
explicitly a band or secretly 
a band - maybe that would 
be a useful way of moving 
forward for the next five 
days and thinking about 
how maybe we can get 
some more cohesion in all 
of the stuff that we’re 
presenting.  
J: Yeah.  
S: I’m thinking that if we 
don’t want to give a sense 
that this is journeying 
(starts stamping his feet 
and walking around the 
stage), we can do rhythmic 
stuff together that’s almost 
like dancing… (Starts 
stamping his feet and 
clicking his fingers as he’s 
talking). It’s almost like 
dancing and being a band 
and singing and then we go 
over to the loop pedal and 
we’re like ‘we’re gonna 
make a tune now for the 
next part of the story’… And 
then, um… 
J: Yeah – 
D: - Yeah and I… 
S: I’m just thinking that 
we’ve got that stuff and a 
way of mining into it might 
be to think about how we -  
D: But I also – 
S: - Start gluing stuff 
together and  
D: Yeah 
S: And transitioning in a 
way that’s interesting and 
relevant 
J: Yep, and obviously, it’s 
like; it’s just a more – 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“There is fluidity to our 
process, where, in one 
moment, someone is 
leading and then someone 
takes over or steps into 
those shoes. This is not 
resisted, but accepted 
when somebody wants to 
move into a specific role, 
such as ‘the director’.  
(Massive Owl, 2015)  
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S: - Sunglasses – 
J: - huh? – 
S: - Sorry – just carry on 
J: It’s just a more – 
D: - Yeah, like maybe we 
put sunglasses on because 
we need that extra thing to 
bring it out but… 
J: But maybe, for now, it’s 
not that … OK, so yeah it’s 
just, again, a continuation 
of that, score –  
S: - Yeah, absolutely –  
J: - and having this idea of 
a score as another 
language that we’re using 
within the work. 
S: Yeah exactly, but having 
a sense that the score is 
this underlying thing that, at 
points, does go ‘WOAH!’ 
into this big, rhythmic song. 
D: (Has picked up the 
microphone, which is 
switched off, and speaking 
into it to J and S) Yeah, and 
that it can be its own thing. 
S: And it’s like: ‘why are 
you doing this?’ (Goes over 
and demonstrates what 
he’s talking about and 
stamps a rhythm we’ve 
been working with, whilst 
beginning to move about 
the space) –  
D: - Yeah – 
S: - (Still stamping the 
rhythm) ‘It’s not because 
you’re going on a journey, 
it’s because – 
D: - You’re making a song! 
– 
S: - Yeah: ‘It’s because 
you’re making a rhythm, in 
a band’. And one of us 
starts going (starts 
stamping a different 
rhythm) and it’s like we’re 
different parts… 
D: (Starts singing a song 
into the microphone that’s  
switched off, over the top of 
Sam’s rhythm, taking the 
piss)	
J: (Laughing) OK! So! At 

 
 
“Differences in modes of 
thought also create 
opportunities for expansion” 
(Steiner, 2000, p.189) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Within collective 
collaboration, creative 
decisions cannot readily be 
attributed to particular 
individuals but happen in-
between, in a network of 
inter-relations.” 
(Clarke, 2001, p.65)  
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Creative decisions and 
discoveries happen in-
between Danny, Sam and I, 
as we fluidly move between 
having agency and being 
subjected to each other’s 
agency and, through 
conversation, continually 
sharing ideas and building 
on one another’s creative 
contributions. As Clarke 
outlines, this results in 
creative decisions not being 
easily attached to an 
individual but emerging 
through an intertwined web 
of conversation and ‘inter-
relations’ (Clarke, 2001, 
p.65)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

the end of yesterday we got 
to the point where we – 
S: - Good point –  
J: - decided that the story 
was going to be about – 
that it is a story about a 
train and Ray Brower and a 
deer. 
S: Yeah 
D: (Still speaking into the 
microphone) we made 
some brave decisions 
J: Yeah 
D: and I think it’s good, and 
I think it is –  
S: - I’m not at all moving 
away from those decisions 
– 
J: - No, no, no- 
S: - I’m just, presenting 
some –  
J: - Yeah – 
S: - Some kind of… - 
D: - (Still speaking into the 
microphone) But do you 
know what I would say, one 
of my thoughts, which is 
attached on to this, is that, I 
keep thinking: ‘fuck, god, 
yeah the transitions, and, 
what about the projector? 
Who puts that on? And the 
sound’… There’s all this 
other stuff we have to do 
and there’s only three of us. 
And… Well obviously, it’s 
going to have to be out of 
necessity, like: ‘well, Jenny 
can’t possibly turn the 
projector on at that point 
because she needs to be 
over there’ … You know? 
Or maybe it just needs to 
be off at this point or 
whatever… 
J: (Half-laughing half -
sighing) you’re still 
speaking into the 
microphone… 
D: (Starts laughing) Sorry! I 
know, I’m sorry…! I’m mad 
Seriously. I’m not well… 
S: (Smirks) You’re 
completely insane... 
D: (Sighs) Ahh, it’s funny 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Devising Performance – 
a critical history, Heddon & 
Milling acknowledge: 
“material circumstances, 
such as the space 
available, financial 
restrictions, and matters 
relating to Health and 
Safety legislation act as 
‘limits’/’catalysts’” (2005 
p.201). Throughout the 
process of making Castle 
Rock, particularly at this 
point when we didn’t have 
funding, the material 
circumstances surrounding 
the process frequently 
acted as both limits and 
catalysts. For example, in 
the show we create a live 
soundtrack on stage with a 
loop pedal and use a 
projector as a light source. 
As we weren’t in a financial 
position to easily access or 
buy any more loop pedals 
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“Desire for an idea is like 
bait. When you’re fishing, 
you have to have patience. 
You bait your hook, and 
then you wait. The desire is 
the bait that pulls those fish 
in – those ideas. The 
beautiful thing is that when 
you catch one fish that you 
love, even if it’s a little fish – 
a fragment of an idea – that 
fish will draw in other fish 
and they’ll hook onto it. 
Then you’re on your way.”  
(Lynch, 2007, p.25) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

because it’s true… OK! But 
I also think that like, just 
thinking off of Sam’s stupid 
suggestion, it made me go: 
‘do you know what, maybe 
those things, we can work 
them to our advantage.’ 
What if those things are 
really moments and they’re 
really like, we make the 
transitions not just like: ‘this 
is the bit where we’re 
transitioning into this and 
now we’re going to make a 
song’, but, like, they have 
their own language 
throughout the show.’ 
S: Yeah. No, they really 
have to be moments. They 
have to be like stand alone 
– 
D: Yeah – 
S: - Like really great – 
D: Yeah, like pulling – 
S: - Things 
D: - the elements of the 
film, so I’ve got this idea 
that like, (puts microphone 
down and gestures with 
hands) we have these 
things that like, so say this 
show’s a film, so at 
moments we have the clear 
image of the film, and then 
there are these moments 
where we rip the film apart 
and take all the little bits… 
You know?  
S: It’s almost like a 
montage 
D: And then we put it all 
back together again to 
create the next image of the 
show 
S: We’re creating a weird 
montage version 
D: Yeah and those things 
are moments and maybe 
there’s something that 
comes out of those 
moments, you know?  
Like there’s a weird thing 
about the boy and the train 
and the deer coming back 

or projectors, we stuck to 
working with one as a 
limitation. During our 
residency at the Barbican in 
August 2015, we had 
access to a sound system, 
lighting rig and other 
technical equipment and 
were able to work with 
another projector and more 
sound equipment, which 
then acted as catalysts in 
creating material that week 
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together to tell this story, in 
the projector… You know 
it’s weird but – 
J: - Yeah –  
D: - it’s about working 
together, and then it would 
be lovely if then somehow, 
we surprise the audience, 
and out of those transitional 
moments comes the really 
beautiful moment. A really 
great, beautiful 
conversation about 
something really 
profound… 
J: Yeah. But I’m just really 
aware that we haven’t used 
the projector for quite a 
while – 
S: We’re gonna have to use 
the projector first thing – 
D: - Yeah – 
J: Yeah, so, today, maybe 
it’s worth us playing around 
a bit more with song and 
music and rhythm and stuff 
and starting to really, like, 
think about… Like, I know 
we’ve only got about 5 
minutes or whatever so far, 
but what are we doing in 
those 5 minutes? And like, 
if the music stuff is really 
important, how do we 
continue that into the next 
thing that we’re doing…? 
S: Yeah, I think, thinking 
about it in a transitional 
way, but like ‘meaty’ 
transitional… But maybe it’s 
montage-y, and has 
moments in it that really 
connect with the narrative 
of the story, but it is a 
device to get to the next 
point… 
J: - Yeah  
S: - Um, I think that would 
be a helpful way of thinking 
about it. I do think that we 
also… we really need to, 
we’ve just come to a big 
narrative decision at the 
end of yesterday which we 
 

 
 
 

“To work effectively in the 
theatre, a field that 
demands intense 
collaboration, the ability to 
listen is the defining 
ingredient. And yet, it is 
very difficult to listen—to 
really listen.” (Bogart & 
Landau, 2005, p.32) 
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“What can be written about 
what everybody does? 
Between the two things, the 
image, ghost of an expert 
but silent body, preserves 
the difference.” (de 
Certeau, 1980, p.10) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

need to explore… Um – 
D: Um – 
S: I feel that some kind of 
transitional thing could 
actually come… Where 
have we got to in the show?  
D: So, this is what 
happens: the audience 
comes in, Jenny’s egg-
shaking, I’m on the floor, 
um, Sam’s there behind his 
heels. Egg shaking. During 
the egg shaking song I get 
up and start shaking, Jenny 
walks past me and then she 
delivers this text. And that’s 
where we’ve got to; it’s from 
that moment onwards… 
S: what and then – 
D: - and she says 
S: - and then… And then 
we’ve got a moment where 
I come up and try and get 
you to move – 
D: - yeah we’ve kind of got 
that moment and then we 
went off – 
S: - it’s underdeveloped 
D: - yeah, we kind of put 
that on the end and then 
went off… 
S: - right, so I think that 
after you’ve finished doing 
your text (points at J), 
there’s a – especially if 
there’s a beat happening 
through your text (starts 
stamping a beat with his 
foot) – 
J: - yeah – 
S: - I think there’s definitely 
(makes a loud clap) 
something can happen 
between the three of us, 
which is maybe music, 
rhythm related, song, dance 
related, band thing. So do 
we wanna spend some time 
doing that…? Or do we 
want to have a crack at this 
narrative stuff that we kind 
of touched on at the end of 
yesterday…? 
D: I think we need, we need 
to stay focused in the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“We recognise people’s 
skills and use those skills 
and let people have space 
to individually contribute but 
it’s always going into this 
collaborative melting pot.” 
(Massive Owl, 2015) 
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structure of making the 
show – 
S: - Yeah – 
D: - and those things need 
to come and inform those 
things – 
S: - Yeah – 
D: - So it’s like, let’s stay in 
that structure: we’re going 
from the beginning, we’re 
plowing through and we’re 
making something for 
Bristol Ferment – 
S: - OK – 
D: - Let’s not go off on a 
journey – 
S: - OK – 
D: - Let’s not just go ‘let’s 
just improvise with this for a 
minute’ – 
S: - OK. OK well in that 
case, I – 
D: - Like within that 
structure we can discover 
the sound, the music, the 
narrative, you know? 
S: - OK. Well in that case 
then I would say that if 
we’re plowing through, like, 
linearly, then I would say 
that something needs to 
come after you’ve finished 
that text, Jenny 
J: Yeah 
S: And that it’s transitional 
and that it introduces this 
kind of more rhythmic, song 
stuff 
J: OK 
S: Um and then in a linear 
journey, we’ll get to… Um 
those narrative things that 
we spoke abut yesterday. 
J: Yep… I guess that, like, 
why I’m struggling a little bit 
is because, originally there 
was a very loose backbone 
to the story that we were 
trying to tell and so the next 
bit that we were working 
towards was Ray trying to 
dodge a train and being 
stopped somehow, by 
friends or maybe by Sam, 
who is the deer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Steinhardt recalled: “In the 
early years I would 
sometimes return from a 
rehearsal dazed and 
exhausted by the continual 
process of conflict and 
resolution.” (Steiner, 2000, 
p.190) 
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This version of the moment/ 
scene we were developing 
here didn’t make it into the 
final version of Castle Rock.  
 
During a mentoring session 
we had with Gemma 
Paintin from Action Hero in 
2013, she said to us, “You 
have to trust that it’s all in 
there. Even if you don’t end 
up using lots of material 
you created, it’s still in 
there”. This has stayed with 
us as an important 
reminder when we make 
lots of material that ends up 
never making it into the 
show. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S: Yeah 
J: Yeah, so is that still the 
next thing? 
D: Yeah – 
S: - That is the next thing 
D: - So (walking around the 
stage as he talks, moving to 
stand in each position to 
symbolise which moment 
he is referring to) this 
happens and then this 
happens, blah, blah, blah, 
then there’s (stamping) 
beat, beat, beat, beat, 
song, song, song, song 
(claps loudly and moves 
straight to the beginning of 
the next scene) “What the 
fuck are you doing?”  
So, like, we could make 
that now? Like, this could 
be it. And also this song 
could grow as a whole 
moment. 
S: Yeah, I think it should be 
a whole moment. 
J: Yeah 
D: Can that really weird 
text, you know that one I 
wrote about being friends? 
Can that be a song? Like 
could that actually be a 
song? 
J: What is that text? 
D: “Do you think we’ll still 
be friends in 5 years 
time…” that one 
J: Have you got it with you? 
D: No, it’s in a different 
notebook. 
J: Ahh, that’s a shame 
D: Actually, let me just 
check… 
J: OK, so what else – 
D: But we can just – 
S: - What are the key lines, 
take some key lines from 
the text and we can try 
putting it into a song.” 
 
(Massive Owl, ICIA Bath, 
2015) 
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Tactic 3. Do Something 
Else 
 
These photos were taken 
on 21st May 2015 during a 
week when we were 
working on the show but 
didn’t have any money to 
pay for a space to rehearse 
in. We decided to spend the 
day working in Ashton Park 
Estate in Bristol. We went 
to the estate because there 
is a deer park there and we 
wanted to observe and 
research the deer and the 
way they move, as, at this 
point in the process, we 
were making a movement 
sequence that involved us 
being ‘deer’. We also went 
to the park because we 
needed a place to work and 
wanted to make the most of 
the good weather.  
 
This day stands out for me 
as a particularly memorable 
day in our time making 
work together and 
particularly in the process 
of making Castle Rock. I 
felt thankful and lucky to be 
able to spend that time 
together as friends and 
collaborators, talking, 
thinking and making art in a 
beautiful landscape.  
 
At the end of the day we 
gave ourselves a task to 
each write ten observations 
that we had made over the 
course of the day, these 
could be observations 
related to the work or 
otherwise.  
These were mine: 

- “How can we 
portray walking well 
on stage? 

- Three is a magic, 
evocative number. 

 
 

 
(Figure 7: Images from 
Massive Owl’s ‘away day’. 
Ashton Park Estate, 2015.) 

 

“Stop making capitalism 
and do something else, 
something sensible, 
something beautiful and 
enjoyable. Stop creating the 
system that is destroying 
us. We only live once: why 
use our time to destroy our 
own existence? Surely we 
can do something better 
with our lives.” (Holloway, 
2010, p.254) 

 

“Accepting that artists 
should be entrepreneurial, 
that they must marketise to 
survive, fundamentally 
reifies neoliberal values as 
legitimate and legitimately 
ubiquitous” (Harvie, 2013, 
p.78)   

 

“Within the framework of art 
and theatre you will find a 
special freedom and the 
space and time to explore 
complexities. It does not 
cost you anything. It costs 
you your life.” (Bogart, 
2007, p.2) 
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- Rhythm of walking 

as the base score 
for the piece? 

- We are so lucky to 
be here now. To be 
alive. To have each 
other. To be friends. 

- It is so important to 
get outside and be 
in the countryside, 
or just to go walking. 

- Walking is progress 
– physically and  
emotionally. It is 
basic and mundane 
but profound and 
transformational at 
the same time – like 
‘Stand By Me’.  

- Are the boys in the 
story important or is 
it our friendship that 
is more important?  

- What does the 
character of the 
deer really 
symbolise? Is it 
nice? 

- Is it important to get 
the sounds/ lighting/ 
feeling of a forest 
into the show? 

- Life after death – 
what does it mean 
in the context of the 
show?” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
(Figure 8: Images from 
Massive Owl’s ‘away day’. 
Ashton Park Estate, 2015) 

“Dwelling, walking, spelling, 
reading, shopping, cooking 
– such activites present 
many of the characteristics 
of tactical ruses and 
surprises. Tricks of the 
‘weak within the order of 
the established by the 
‘strong’, an art of scoring 
within the realm of the 
other.” (de Certeau, 1980, 
p.8) 
 
 
“We are all activists in 
some way or another, 
because our actions (and 
inactions) have impact… 
We talk about politics as 
though they were a purely 
rational exercise in the 
world of deeds and powers, 
but how we view that world 
and act in it has its roots in 
identities and emotions. 
There is, in other words, an 
inner life to politics and I 
wanted to get at it, to plant 
and to weed it there.” 
(Solnit, 2016, p.310/311) 
 
 
 
“What our performances – 
be they teaching or playing, 
speaking, writing, making 
art or looking at it – verify is 
not our participation in a 
power embodied in the 
community. It is the 
capacity of anonymous 
people, the capacity that 
makes everyone equal to 
everyone else. This 
capacity is exercised 
through irreducible 
differences; it is exercised 
by an unpredictable 
interplay of associations 
and dissociations.” 
(Rancière, 2009, p.17)  
 



	
	

105 

Strategies for making outside the rehearsal room 

 

In this section, I outline and discuss strategies for making our work outside of 

the rehearsal room. The section predominantly discusses a trend within the 

field of contemporary performance, which Massive Owl have used extensively 

as an emerging company in making our work: performing early work in 

development at scratch nights and sharing WIP. Over the timeframe of the 

PhD, we performed at eight different scratch/ WIP events across England48, 

which is reflective of how prolific scratch and WIP culture has been in the field 

throughout the timeframe of the research. This section draws directly on our 

experience of taking part in two of these events: Freshly Scratched at 

Battersea Arts Centre (BAC) and Practice at ICIA Bath. Through discussing the 

structure and feedback format of these two scratch events, this section 

examines the impact of scratch and WIP culture on the wider value of 

emerging artists that take part in them and their work, particularly in relation to 

the role and value of art and artists against the backdrop of the politics and 

policy that surrounds this culture. The section ends with a discussion of a self-

producing strategy we have engaged with in helping to sustain our work as an 

emerging company: maintaining an online presence. This discussion is 

																																																								
48 February 2013 – Work-in-progress sharing of early material made for WUTW for an invited 
audience at Live Theatre following a residency there. 
March 2013 – Public scratch of early material made for WUTW at ARC Stockton. 
16th May 2014 – Work-in-progress sharing of early material made for Castle Rock for invited 
audience at Arnolfini following a residency there. 
13th February 2015 – Work-in-progress of Castle Rock for invited audience during In Between 
Time Festival. 
25th February 2015 – Public scratch performance of Castle Rock at ICIA Bath. 
30th March 2015 – Public scratch performance of Castle Rock at Battersea Arts Centre. 
8th May 2015 – Work-in-progress performance of Castle Rock for invited audience following a 
residency at FringeLAB, Dublin. 
24th July 2015 – Public work-in-progress performance of Castle Rock at Bristol Ferment, Bristol 
Old Vic. 



	
	

106 

included to provide further insight into our strategies for making work outside of 

the rehearsal room.  

 

Scratch and Work-in-Progress Culture  

 

“Scratch is a way for artists to share ideas and unfinished shows with 

audiences at an early stage and to get feedback.”  

(BAC, 2016) 

“A question we have that’s come up in our conversations is that, is there 

perhaps a sort of moral position now, that artists should care, should 

listen to audiences tell them how to make their work? ... It seems like it 

could be slightly controversial and inappropriate now to sort of go ‘you 

know what? I don’t want to hear what people think about what I’m doing. 

I want you to be here and I don’t want you to leave, but I don’t want to 

hear you tell me what to do, because this is what I do’. Not because you 

know what to do all the time as an artist. But, it’s like, ‘I know how to 

work, I know what my practice is, and I may know that I haven’t finished 

this piece, but it doesn’t mean that I don’t know how to keep making the 

piece’.”  

(GETINTHEBACKOFTHEVAN, 2013)  

 

“It’s because I care so much about the experience of the audience and 

the potential of theatre to incite radical change that I want to say: Fuck 

your feedback forms; fuck your Twitter reviews; fuck your snarky 

comments on the Guardian blog. I’m working in theatre pretty much 
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every waking minute, I work hard and I want excellence and we are 

specialists and this is not trivial.”  

(Goode, 2010) 

Below is an infographic that BAC use to illustrate the scratch process: 

 

        (Figure 9: BAC, 2016) 

Below is an infographic I have created to illustrate the scratch process:  

 

 

 

 

 

(Figure 10: Duffy, 2016) 

Artists Public 

Venue 
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Approximately one third of the way through the development of Castle Rock, 

Massive Owl performed a ten-minute scratch of some early material we made 

at BAC as part of their Freshly Scratched Festival (March 2015). We applied 

and were accepted to perform as part of the festival that was organised to 

celebrate fifteen years of scratch at the venue49. The format of the Freshly 

Scratched festival showcased between six and eight artists/ companies over 

the course of an evening, each sharing short ‘scratches’ of ideas of work that 

was in the process of being developed to a public audience who paid what they 

decided on the door50. After each scratch performance there was a short break 

within which there was an opportunity for the audience to anonymously write 

down some feedback and thoughts about the work they had just seen. The 

feedback was then collated and given to each artist/ company at the end of the 

night.  

BAC claim to be the first venue to introduce the practice of ‘scratch’ as it is 

known in the UK today:  

“Scratch was invented at Battersea Arts Centre 15 years ago. Scratch is 

a way for artists to share ideas and unfinished shows with audiences at 

an early stage and to get feedback. Battersea Arts Centre’s scratch 

events derive from a rich history of experimentation and audience 

collaboration. 

(BAC, 2015)   

																																																								
49 “Twice a year we programme a week of short 10 minute scratches by artists who have never 
presented their work at BAC before. This series of events is called Freshly Scratched.” 
Extensive information about the history of scratch at BAC can be found on their website here: 
https://www.bac.org.uk/content/39534/create_with_us/scratch/what_is_scratch  
50 The venue retains these takings and the artists show their work for free. 
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The emphasis within the scratch process, BAC stress, is to embrace 

experimentation and collaboration with audiences. BAC highlight this as being 

key for artists who engage with the process: 

“We are excited to give this opportunity to artists who have a genuine 

interest in exploring an idea in front of an audience, taking risks with the 

material presented and using audience feedback in order to help think 

through the next steps in developing their work. For the right work at the 

right time, they are a unique opportunity.” 

(BAC, 2015)  

BAC identify that, “the scratch model is central to everything we do at 

Battersea Arts Centre” (BAC, 2016). As an emerging company, it is a key 

process through which you can begin a discussion with the venue about you 

and your work: “Freshly Scratched is the only time in the year when we 

programme purely on the basis of paper applications without having seen 

artists’ work” (BAC, 2016). 

 

As scratch has been adopted and adapted as a practice by venues all over the 

world, but particularly in the UK, such opportunities have increasingly become 

aimed at and used by emerging artists, particularly those making experimental 

performance. This was highlighted by performance company, 

GETINTHEBACKOFTHEVAN (GITBOTV), at a symposium, Making Progress – 

questioning the culture of ‘scratch’, held by the company in 2013: “as an 

emerging experimental maker you might find that these scratch opportunities 

were really the only opportunities open to you” (GITBOTV, 2013). From our 
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experience, as an emerging theatre company making experimental work, 

scratch and WIP events have, as GITBOTV identify, often been the only 

opportunities available to us when starting to make our work and in trying to 

begin conversations with new venues/ programmers who don’t already know 

our work or us. 

 

“I liked it. It still needs work.” 

We applied to take part in BAC’s Freshly Scratched festival for three main 

reasons, prioritised in this order:  

1. To generate interest in Castle Rock and us as a company  

2. To be an entry point to beginning a working relationship with BAC  

3. To try out some performance material in front of an audience at the 

stage in the process of developing the show that we were at.  

The ordering of these reasons highlights an initial tension in our engagement 

with this scratch opportunity, in putting our want to generate interest in Castle 

Rock and us as a company above wanting to try out an idea with an audience. 

The feedback we received from the audience after our scratch performance 

included comments such as:  

“I don’t understand what I’ve just seen but it looked awesome!”  

“Loved the stomping and the unbalancedness of the girl during that 

scene but perhaps she needs something?”  

“Is it about a train? Really enjoyed it! 

“I liked it. What is it?” 

“Great sound compositions. Didn’t get the rest though. It got my 

attention all the time. Loved the passion of the dancing guy.” 
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“I liked it. It still needs work”.  

(Anonymous feedback, 2015)51  

 

The latter of these comments stood out to us for its concise summary of the 

majority of the feedback we received from our scratch performance: “I liked it. It 

still needs work” (Anonymous feedback, 2015). I want to highlight this 

response here for both its microcosmic reflection of our feedback and for some 

of the limitations involved in this particular scratch process, both in relation to 

Massive Owl’s practice, but also to the wider context surrounding the culture of 

scratch and WIP and the constraints it places on emerging artists’ development 

and working practices.  

 

Using BAC’s scratch format and opening up our creative process in this 

particular way created a tension for us as a theatre company who work 

collaboratively. The tension emerged from within the gap between BAC’s 

stated intention and discourse surrounding their use of Freshly Scratched and 

our experience of it as an emerging company. As outlined earlier in the thesis, 

within our work, we consider the interpretive role of the audience when 

watching the performance as the final stage of our collaborative process. We 

engage this role through creating ‘gaps’ or ‘holes’ in our work and through 

these gaps or holes the audience’s interpretive role is engaged within live 

performance to complete the work and become part of the collaboration. 

Throughout the process of making a piece of work, we strive to engage the 

presence of the audience, in the sense that Rayner understands the term 

																																																								
51 For the complete list of feedback from the audience please see Appendix 3.4, p.178. 
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audience, “as a model for intersubjective relations as opposed to a model for a 

unified community” (1993, p.6). Throughout our devising and rehearsal process 

we endeavour to individually and collectively take on the role of being an 

audience member in the rehearsal room through regularly filming our work and 

watching it back and through repeatedly asking ourselves ‘what would I think 

about this if I was watching this piece of work?’52, drawing on our individual 

perspectives, tastes and interpretations as audience to inform our decisions as 

artists. This consideration of the audience within the making process takes into 

account the common practice of being an audience member, as Jonathan 

Burrows outlines: “let’s be honest, when we talk about audience we’re talking 

about ourselves. I am often an audience member, so anything I think or say 

about audience has to include me as a likely candidate” (2010, p.10). In 

relation to our understanding of the audience as collaborators within our 

process, the process of scratch offered by BAC, as understood from their 

marketing communication (quoted above), held potential to engage and 

develop our understanding and use of the audience’s collaborative role, 

through bringing them directly into our creative process at an earlier point, and 

thus providing the opportunity to develop this collaborative relationship with 

them in a new way. However, our experience of BAC’s scratch process and its 

ability to develop the collaborative relationship with the audience was limited by 

the structure of the process, which, from our experience, was not reflective of 

BAC’s intention or, at least, the rhetoric behind it.  

 

“Performances create liminal situations”  

																																																								
52 Please refer to the interview I conducted between Sam, Danny and I in Appendix 4.0, p.183 
for elaboration on these techniques within our process. 
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(Fischer-Lichte, 2014, p.12)  

A few days after our scratch performance back in Bristol, we read over the 

responses and feedback we received, which provided us with some interesting 

starting points for discussion as we reflected on the audience’s thoughts and 

opinions. This format, however, was ultimately limited through its lack of 

opportunity for further discussion or dialogue with the audience about their 

responses. The limitations of this feedback format stunted the ability of the 

feedback process to be meaningful both within the context of our practice, but 

also within the context of BAC’s stated intentions for the process.  

 

Interviews with audience members of scratch nights at BAC, conducted by 

researchers from the Royal Central School of Speech and Drama (RCSSD) in 

collaboration with BAC for a research study into scratch in 2013, highlighted 

the reluctance from some audience members’ to provide feedback:  

“When interviewed, some audience members articulated that they feel 

their presence in the room is the best feedback an artist can receive. 

Other audience members expressed discomfort at providing their 

feedback to the artist and preferred to discuss their opinions with other 

audience members. They also voiced an interest in being able to talk to 

the BAC producers about the work they would like to see return.”  

(RCSSD, 2013, p.11) 

Through scratch culture, ideally, a mode of artistic collaboration is offered to an 

audience through the invitation to give critical feedback about work in its 

developmental stages. This offer, however, is problematic when viewed in 
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relation to performance theorist Erika Fischer-Lichte’s highlighting of the liminal 

situation created within live performance: 

“By, thus allowing different, partly even completely opposite values and 

claims to stand side by side, so that they are all valid as well as annul each 

other, performances create liminal situations. They transfer the spectator 

between all such rules, norms, orders, they transfer them into a crisis.”  

(Fischer-Lichte, 2014, p.12) 

Fischer-Lichte’s identification here of the transferring of the spectator into a 

crisis through the liminal situation created within performance highlights a 

tension surrounding the audience’s position within a live performance context, 

regardless of whether it is a scratch performance, through the potential 

limitation and restriction on their ability or desire to offer critical feedback 

immediately after a performance. This resonates with the findings from the 

research study quoted above, which suggests an awareness from some 

audience members that the chance to test work out in front of a live audience 

“is the best feedback an artist can receive” (RCSSD, 2013, p.11). 

 

The BAC scratch format is used by the venue for multiple purposes and 

groups: “Scratch is used by artists to make theatre, by young people to 

develop entrepreneurial ideas, by local people who want to get creative and 

much more” (BAC, 2016). Through the structure of this scratch format, ideas 

and practices of artist development are conflated with other development 

processes and thus the artistic process and the roles of the artist and audience 

are repositioned and challenged within this.  
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BAC’s Artistic Director, David Jubb highlights a politicised agenda within this: 

“It’s a process of democratising the making of art. Scratch opens up the 

process of creating work to people who don’t necessarily understand the 

traditional production process” (Jubb, 2015). The intention for this process to 

“democratise the making of art” (Jubb, 2015), is important to consider when the 

structure of democratisation being utilised relies on a structure and work 

practices that hold potential to be exploitative for artists. The structure of BAC’s 

Freshly Scratched requires artists to provide their time and work for free and 

asks audiences to pay ‘what they decide’, the takings of which BAC then 

retain. Within this structure varying degrees of uncertainty are involved for all 

parties: for the artist through working for free and the exposing nature of 

sharing early work in development; for the audience through watching early 

work in development and being asked to give feedback; and for the venue in 

hosting the event and the unknown nature of the work being presented and 

also the income it will generate. Within this structure the artist is placed in a 

compromising position through not being paid and exposing work to critique 

before it is finished; the venue, which holds a relative position of power within 

the structure, thus has a responsibility to ensure that this process of 

democratisation does not become exploitative. Furthermore, within BAC’s 

intention to open up the process of creating work to those who “don’t 

necessarily understand the traditional production process” (Jubb, 2015) it is 

important to note that this refers to opening up a specific part of the traditional 

production process, i.e. the artists’ creative process. Opening this up and 

asking the audience to decide what they think the work is worth in monetary 

value, further repositions the artist’s work and value within this. 
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Should art be created for audiences in response to their tastes and 

opinions? 

“The whole concept of scratch – showing work-in-progress to an audience and 

inviting feedback – is akin to technological prototyping and user testing” (Jubb, 

2015). Jubb’s comparison of scratching a piece of theatre with an audience, to 

testing technology prototypes with users, is further important to consider when 

viewed in relation to the understanding of the creative process and the artist’s 

role, that is implied within this: that art should be created for audiences in 

response to their tastes and opinions, in the same way as new technology is 

prototyped to be more ‘useable’ for its users. The idea of a consumer-product 

relationship, which this view of the scratch process implies, is problematic 

when viewed in relation to the wider neoliberal capitalist context and art’s role 

within this context: 

 

“It’s an iterative process that can be used again and again. Over time, 

ideas become stronger because they are informed by a wide-range of 

responses.”  

(BAC, 2016) 

Within scratch processes where artists open up their creative process and 

share work in its developmental stages to an audience that, alongside the 

public, often includes friends/ family, other artists and individuals from partner 

organisations/ producers of the artist/ work, or potential partners/ producers, 

who are then asked to give feedback, a further tension is created for the artist. 

The confliction of the artist’s intention and reasoning for taking part in the 
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event, with the different relationships they have with those who attend, 

produces complications in how the feedback given might be received or taken 

on by the artist. 

“My first work was developed unfunded and then 'discovered' through a 

scratch opportunity. And it really felt like that... being discovered. It was 

a Theatre Bristol producer who luckily came and then told everyone it 

was great. This scratch was 30 minutes of material that had been 

developed through other unpaid off the cuff scratches where I tried out 

and then threw out lots of material, got feedback - some encouraging 

and some crushing… On my second work, that I was funded and 

supported to make, I did WIP showings rather than scratches, to be 

honest this made for quite a confused process, I never knew if what I 

was showing was ‘it’ or not, I felt pressured to be visible, like I needed to 

let people know I was working, I feel like some of the performances 

probably put some people off me for a while because they weren't that 

good. Performing within the process is really key to my works 

development but the timing and the amount of these necessary I am yet 

to figure out.” 

         (Sullivan, 2016) 

As emerging artist, Sullivan highlights, through the colliding of contexts and 

levels of involvement and agendas from those involved in scratch processes, 

they are complicating for the artists who take part in them; the creative 

processes they are part of and the art they are designed to help produce. 

Through opening up the creative process in this way, inviting audiences to 

watch, asking them to pay, and then asking for their feedback, the roles of the 
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artist and audience shift and are repositioned, along with the inevitable shift in 

the value of the artist and art, who’s process becomes a cultural commodity 

that can be bought into: 

 

“The inherent roles embodied within an audience – viewer, critic, 

collaborator, participant – are engaged to provide feedback in a capacity 

and at a stage in a creative process not usually required: “we are 

engaged critically, even creatively; asked to reflect on what we felt 

worked, what didn't and what's missing”  

(Trueman, 2009) 

The opening up of both the artists’ creative process and the role of an 

audience within scratch events shifts the distribution of responsibility and input 

into the creation of work. When viewed from a venue’s financial perspective, 

such a process offers a way to generate more and varied engagement with 

audiences and engage in artist development at a relatively cheaper cost. This 

might speak to the increase of scratch and WIP nights as an increasingly 

common component of ‘artist development’ strands within venues and arts 

organisations53 . However, the outcomes of this, as an artist development 

strategy, and the shifting of responsibility it generates, can produce 

vulnerability for both audiences and artists, as audiences are required to take 

on a critical and creative role in relation to artists, who put their work in a public 

domain to be seen and critiqued before it’s finished. An outcome of scratch and 

																																																								
53 See, for example, Bristol Old Vic’s Bristol Ferment and the ‘Ferment Fortnights’ 
(http://www.bristololdvic.org.uk/ferment.html) West Yorkshire Playhouse’s Furnace 
(https://www.wyp.org.uk/furnace-scratch-2/) Northern Stage’s First in Three 
(https://www.northernstage.co.uk/take-part/creative-residencies/first-in-three) and Tobacco 
Factory’s Protoype (https://www.tobaccofactorytheatres.com/prototype-experiments-in-
theatre/)	
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WIP culture has been to reposition the role and work of the artist in relation to 

the audience, so that, as GITBOTV highlight, there is “perhaps a sort of moral 

position now, that artists should care, should listen to audiences tell them how 

to make their work” (GITBOTV, 2013) and to question this is potentially 

controversial. 

 

Showing early work in development, hoping that it will get picked up. 

Through simultaneously being encouraged to “very safely try something and it 

can possibly totally fail”, whilst also “showing something hoping… it will get 

picked up” (GITBOTV, 2013) and eventually programmed, artists are placed in 

a vulnerable position. Jubb acknowledges the vulnerability created by scratch 

processes for both the audience and artist: “both sides are potentially being 

vulnerable, entering a space of doubt, and our job is to host that space and 

support it so it doesn’t crash and burn” (Jubb, 2015). Requiring artists to justify 

their work and decisions to the public/ programmers/ supporters who make up 

the audience whilst simultaneously holding the knowledge that the work is still 

in its developmental stages, is not ‘finished’ and therefore the artists are not 

necessarily in a position to be able to or want to justify it, a tension is created 

between these two ideas. For GITBOTV, it is “the conflation of these two ideas” 

(2013) of scratch being a place where an artist can safely try and potentially 

fail, and/ or presenting some work hoping that it will get ‘picked up’ (GITBOTV 

2013), where tensions occur. They continue: “questions arise when people at 

the same event aren’t clear which of those two things it is. Or where on the 

spectrum it is between those two things” (GITBOTV, 2013). 
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When viewed against a backdrop of recent public policy and arts funding 

frameworks, the rise of scratch and WIP culture and the shifting of the value 

and role of both artists and audiences within this, can be seen to be aligned 

with agendas regarding the role and purpose of the arts in line with New 

Labour’s agenda for culture and the arts – to be socially inclusive, good value 

for money and engage a wide number of people. This is problematic when 

such processes rely on working practices that place constraints on the ways in 

which artists and companies, particularly emerging artists and companies, 

make their work.  

 

“A massive buckling of confidence.” (Goode, 2005) 

“Scratch culture is, simply, what happens when artists, venues, 

commentators and funders collude to disguise a massive buckling of 

confidence in what they're doing.”  

(Goode, 2005) 

The rise of scratch and WIP culture, which began in 2000, is interesting to 

consider within the context of the development of New Labour’s cultural policy 

and agendas that surrounded its rise: of participation as a key funding strategy 

and a move to more entrepreneurial demands of artists within arts funding. The 

acknowledgement, over a decade ago, from theatre maker Chris Goode of 

scratch culture signaling a lack of confidence across the arts sector in what its 

doing, suggests the impact on the sector, and on working practices for 

emerging artists, of valuing art through instrumental and economic frameworks. 

The tensions and constraints we have experienced in attempting to make work 

and get our work seen through engaging with scratch and WIP processes that 
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draw on instrumental and economic agendas for art, suggest that these are not 

necessarily the most relevant or appropriate frameworks for emerging artists to 

create work within.  

 

As the ACE review quoted at the beginning of the prelude to this thesis states: 

“much research effort focuses on arts and cultural organisations and on people 

engaging with the arts; less considers the artists’ experiences of what can help 

them thrive” (ACE, 2014, p.6). This acknowledgement, along with Goode’s 

identification that scratch culture signals a ‘buckling of confidence’ (Goode, 

2005) in what the sector is doing, suggests that the dominance of the focus 

within the sector on people engaging in art and organisations, over considering 

artists’ experiences of what can help them thrive and develop, has contributed 

to an undermining of the wider value of artists’ work and processes. As scratch 

and WIP events have increasingly become aimed at and utilised by emerging 

artists, this highlights a problematic tension of this trend within the sector to 

develop emerging and experimental work in this way and the impact of this on 

the wider value of this work. 

 

Making operations seen 

From our experience, the potential that scratch and WIP culture holds to 

generate a new space within a creative process, for both artists and audiences, 

a space where understandings and experiences of art, collaboration, 

participation, engagement, artist, audience and venue are challenged, feels yet 

to be fully drawn out. For me, this potential lies in encouraging transparency 

and clarity from organisations and venues in their reasoning for hosting scratch 
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and WIP events and in acknowledging their importance, particularly for 

emerging artists and companies, as one of the only opportunities open to them 

to get their work seen. This might then hold the potential to be a democratic 

process, as Jubb outlines, through its opening up of processes of production to 

audiences and also to other artists and arts organisations. Bristol Ferment54 

Assistant Producer, Helen Edwards, highlights the organisation’s reasoning for 

using scratch and WIP processes as a key element of their artist development 

programme:  

“A huge part of our work is also focused on the Ferment Fortnights 

which take place twice a year in January and July. These fortnights are 

the ‘public face’ of Ferment and are an opportunity for artists to try 

something out in front of an audience as part of the development of that 

work. Over the years Ferment has cultivated a hugely supportive and 

engaged audience who provide invaluable feedback to artists. A large 

percentage of the scratch pieces we show go on to full-productions and 

we feel it’s really important to offer these work-in-progress moments to 

artists to enable them to try things out, see what works and take 

feedback and dramaturgical thoughts from us (the Ferment team) and 

the audience about how best to move forward. Artists take part in the 

fortnight sometimes with the initial thoughts of an idea and sometimes 

with a show that’s about to embark on a month long Edinburgh run. At 

both ends of the developmental spectrum we find the opportunity to 

present work in a safe, supportive but ultimately exciting environment is 

a huge boost to the artists and their work.” 

																																																								
54 Please see footnote 53 (p.118) for more information about Bristol Ferment. 
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        (Edwards, 2017) 

 

Writing as an artist who has presented work as part of a Ferment Fortnight 

(July 2015), Edwards’ identification of the “huge boost” (Edwards, 2017) this 

opportunity gives artists, resonates with Massive Owl’s experience. However, 

the boost has predominantly been a result of the surrounding producing 

support and advice we have since been able to access from the Bristol 

Ferment team as a result of engaging with the platform, over engaging with the 

scratch process itself. This producing support and advice from an established 

and respected venue, such as the Bristol Old Vic, has been invaluable to us in 

helping to get our work made outside of the rehearsal room since July 2015.  

 

In Dissensus – on politics and aesthetics (2010), Rancière states: “the 

essential work of politics is the configuration of its own space. It is to make the 

world of its subjects and its operations seen” (2010, p.37). In making the world 

of its subjects and operations seen, scratch and WIP has potential to configure 

a space of its own, wherein its subjects – the organisation/ venue, artists and 

audience – and their operations, both the process of making art and the 

conditions surrounding it, can be seen. From the perspective of an emerging 

company, what is often problematic within scratch and WIP culture, which 

impacts on a political reading of such processes, is the lack of the 

transparency and clarity surrounding the structure from artists, organisations 

and venues. When a scratch event is used to facilitate practices that are 

related to exterior agendas, whether that be related, as a venue, to funding 

agendas, or public engagement and artist development strategy, or, as an 
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artist, wanting to get your work programmed and seen, the process becomes 

conflated within systems that can undermine the working conditions and wider 

value of the artists they’re designed to support and develop. Alongside this, if 

an artist is working with a partner organisation in the development of a piece of 

work, and, as part of this development, there is a requirement for the artist to 

engage in a scratch process or share work-in-progress which involves 

feedback, the influence, taste and any agendas the partnering organisation 

might have, will inevitably impact their position on the work and its 

development. This becomes problematic as artists are placed in a 

compromising position, where they have to consider the external needs of 

supporters or programmers in considering the creation of their work. Kate 

Craddock, in her PhD thesis titled Collaboration in Performance Practice: 

Trust, Longevity and Challenging Proximity (2010), outlines this as a form of 

collaboration, which she terms, ‘convenient collaboration’:  

“In terms of the notion of the commissioning body, the creative producer 

or curator working with the artist as a collaborator, wherein there is a 

danger of ‘convenient collaboration’. These are roles that often have 

great influence over the artists and the work they choose to make, and 

although these are often invisible collaborators to the public, the role 

they play can be an integral (and defining) one.”  

(Craddock, 2010, p.61)  

This becomes reflective of a process that is at odds with artistic risk-taking and 

challenging artistic practice, as outlined by Jubb, and also emulates the notion 

and practice of what Jen Harvie terms an ‘artreprenuer’: “political, economic 

and social mandates to foster creative economies are increasingly casting art 
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practice as economic practice and the artist as entrepreneur” (2013, p.62).  

 

The work being created from within this environment thus has potential to 

become shaped by partner organisations or funders, who hold a relative 

position of influence in the development of the work and artist, and thus the 

potential for work to be shaped by certain tastes and agendas occurs. This 

practice has problematic implications for the wider sector. What is further 

interesting to note is that this culture of scratch and WIP is a relatively new 

practice and one that is particularly prolific within the field of contemporary 

performance.  

 

“Performing within the process is really key to my work’s development” 

(Sullivan, 2016) 

In February 2015, one month prior to our scratch performance at BAC, 

Massive Owl performed as part of Practice, a scratch night hosted at the ICIA 

Bath. The format of Practice is similar to Freshly Scratched: four artists/ 

companies share short scratches of work in development, which the audience 

are then invited to give feedback on. The difference in format between Practice 

and Freshly Scratched lies in the way in which the audience are invited to give 

their feedback on the work. The feedback format that Practice takes is to hold 

an open discussion between the audience and artists who have taken part at 

the end of the evening, which is facilitated by a producer from the venue.  

 

Bath ICIA state that Practice is an:  
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“Opportunity for practitioners to test new and innovative contemporary 

performance and dance work in front of a live audience. We love giving 

artists the opportunity to develop new work, particularly when it means 

bringing artists and audiences together at the very start of the 

performance development process. Who better to give feedback on 

work in development than a real live audience?”  

(ICIA Bath, 2016) 

As an emerging theatre company who identify conversation as a key tactic in 

making our work, the opportunity Practice provided us with to be able to 

engage in conversation with the audience within the feedback session, 

suggested the basis for a more useful feedback format than that of Freshly 

Scratched. In response to Gob Squad’s increased use of working with 

interaction within their work, the collective developed their own version of a 

scratch/ WIP event that they named ‘Try-Outs’:  

“The more we work with interaction and open structures the more we 

need a test audience and test runs in order to try out our ideas. For 

several years now these open Try-Outs have become part of our 

rehearsal and creative process. In this way we have learnt (in front of 

and with an audience) to evaluate our rehearsals and Try-Outs. The 

feedback from these semi-public evaluations is really valuable in the 

long term even if in the moment it can be painful.”  

(2010, p.24/5)    

What is key to note within this example is that Gob Squad’s ‘Try-Outs’ 

emerged from an identified need within the company in relation to their 

evolving practice. It is worth noting here that Gob Squad are an established 
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company who have been working since 1994 and that their development of a 

scratch process was created in relation to an identified need, as opposed to 

needing to perform or try-out early work in development at scratch or WIP 

events as a way to get their work seen, as is often the case with emerging 

artists. 

 

The identification of a need to perform as part of a process resonates with 

Sullivan who acknowledges: “performing within the process is really key to my 

works’ development but the timing and the amount of these necessary I am yet 

to figure out” (2016). The importance of the frameworks that surround sharing 

early work in development being relevant to artists’ processes again highlights 

the need for organisations and venues hosting such events, to engage with 

emerging artists’ experiences of what can help them thrive in shaping 

development practices within the field. Examples of development frameworks 

and feedback models that have been initiated by artists trying to define and 

shape such processes include Liz Lerman’s Critical Response Process55, 

Peter Petralia’s Sunday Lunch Club (2008 – 2012)56, and SOLO Contemporary 

Performance Forum’s SOLO Scratch57. However, from our experience as an 

																																																								
55 “Liz Lerman's Critical Response Process (CRP) is a feedback system based on the principle 
that the best possible outcome from a response session is for the maker to want to go back to 
work. Whether returning to the studio, the desk, the kitchen, or the laboratory, CRP gives tools 
both to people who are making work and people who are responding to that work.” More 
information on Lerman’s CRP can be found here: http://www.lizlerman.com/crpLL.html.  
56 “‘Sunday Lunch Club’ model enables artists to share their work-in-progress and receive 
critical response and support from others present. At the end of the feedback session, the 
artists who have shown their work will then serve a Sunday lunch to everyone at the table and 
take a seat to participate in informal conversations with their colleagues.” For more information 
about Sunday Lunch Club: https://www.artsadmin.co.uk/media/documents/peer-support-
intro.pdf. 
57 “In preparation for the upcoming SOLO showcase in March 2015, two solo artists will share 
their developing performances. Sonic performance artist Alice Human and Poet/Dancer Bella 
Fortune will both present their new work, followed by a Q&A session held by the SOLO forum 
directors, Misri Dey and Ria Hartley.” See SOLO Contemporary Performance Forum’s website 
for more information: http://www.soloperformanceforum.co.uk/category/solo-scratch/.  
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emerging company working professionally over the timeframe of the PhD 

(2012 – 2016) and regularly engaging in scratch/ WIP events, such artist-led 

processes are not the normalised models which venues use. Models such as 

those used by the Sunday Lunch Club and SOLO Contemporary Performance 

Forum are focused more on peer to peer feedback and less on engaging 

feedback from public audiences, thus suggesting why venues might be 

reluctant to use such models when considering how their audiences engage in 

this process. 

 

A Self-Producing Strategy58 

Since I began working with Massive Owl, Danny and I have produced the 

company and our work. Over this time we received ad-hoc producing support 

from two external organisations: Manchester-based artist-centred development 

collective, The Future59  (2013 – 2014), and Lynnette Moran from Dublin-based 

creative producing house, Live Collision60 (2015 – 2016). In both instances, 

this support was given as support-in-kind from the organisations. Other than 

this, Danny and I have been the sole producers for the company.  

 

																																																								
58 See footnote 2 p.11 for a definition of the term ‘self-producing’. 
59 “The Future is an artist-centred development collective, which focuses on the growth and 
development of Contemporary/Experimental Theatre and performance artists. The Future 
collaborates with artists to make shows, projects and installations and actively supports, 
produces and provides free dedicated arts administration to existing and early-career 
contemporary artists/theatre companies. The Future is run by a collective of independent 
producers, administrators and project managers.” More information about The Future can be 
found on their website: http://www.the-future.co.uk. 
60 “Live Collision is Ireland’s first independent Creative Producing House dedicated to the 
development of individual artists and companies to both create and present live performance 
work. In addition to the annual international festival it is perhaps best known for, Live Collision 
operates as a rigorous producing house offering year-round support to individual artists and 
companies to promote, present and tour work.” More information about Live Collision can be 
found here:	http://www.livecollision.com/producing-2/.  
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Within the thesis’ definition of the term strategy as a planned/ considered 

approach for making theatre outside of the rehearsal room, our practice of self-

producing encompasses a variety of strategies that we have engaged with in 

helping to get our work made and programmed. As an emerging company who 

don’t receive regular funding or producing support, one key strategy we have 

used in helping to sustain our work has been by generating and maintaining an 

online presence on our website and particularly on social media sites, 

Facebook, Twitter and Instagram. This has been a prominent way which has 

helped us promote our work, maintain visibility, and communicate with 

audiences, artists, organisations and venues, and is prolific as a practice 

across emerging artists working in the field. As discussed in the ‘Participation 

as Trend’ section earlier in the thesis, the emphasis across the arts sector to 

evidence audience figures as a marker of participation and engagement and 

the inclusion of providing this evidence as part of ACE funding programmes, 

such as GFTA, encourages artists, organisations and venues to maintain an 

online presence and monitor engagement with it. Within our GFTA 

applications, online engagement with our social media accounts and website 

has provided the majority of our online audience numbers. 

 

The following content details our experience of this self-producing strategy. 

Through including this discussion at the close of this section, I want to highlight 

the complexities of this strategy, as normalised amongst emerging artists 

within the field, through illustrating the constraints it places on emerging artists 

by promoting inflated and often false experiences in place of the actual reality 

of these experiences.  
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The content is presented in two columns, one of which contains extracts taken 

from our Twitter feed during our spring 2014 tour of WUTW and the other 

which annotates these extracts with details of the financial and practical 

arrangements surrounding each tour date versus our social media projected 

version. The content has been presented in this way to highlight the reality of 

the practice of self-promotion via social media and our complicity in this 

through using this strategy. 
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Following two unsuccessful GFTA 

applications to subsidise a small 

national tour of, WUTW in spring 

2014, we decided to go ahead with 

the tour unsubsidised.  

 

For our first tour date we performed 

at an event organised by theatre 

company, Assemble Theatre, at 

Antwerp Mansions in Manchester. 

The company, who were an 

emerging company themselves, 

wasn’t able to pay us a fee for 

performing but covered our travel 

costs to and from Manchester and 

we stayed with friends of the 

company in student 

accommodation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

.
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Our next tour date was at Slung 

Low’s HUB in Leeds, where the 

venue operated a ‘pay what you 

decide’ policy and we kept the 

takings, which came to £72.87. We 

used this money to contribute 

towards our travel costs but weren’t 

able to cover them fully. We all 

travelled to Leeds and back on the 

day of the performance and 

therefore didn’t incur any 

accommodation costs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 



	
	

133 

Our next tour date was as part of an 

event, Derelict, hosted by LEAP 

and University of Central 

Lancashire, for which we received a 

fee of £150. This went towards our 

travel and accommodation costs. 

We rented a car and drove from 

Bristol, via Birmingham to pick me 

up, where I had got a train to from 

London.  

 

We all stayed in a family room in a 

Bed and Breakfast in Preston, 

which was the cheapest 

accommodation we could find at the 

time. 
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Our next tour date was at Camden 

People’s Theatre (London), where 

we had 50/50 box office split with 

the venue. As we were a travelling 

company and only performing for 

one night we tried to negotiate with 

the venue regarding the box office 

split, but weren’t able to secure a 

better deal:   

“I wish we were in a position to be 

more accommodating, and I wholly 

understand that 50/50 is difficult to 

make work from your perspective. 

We're working towards a point - in 

the near future, hopefully - where 

we can offer guarantees against 

splits. But at the moment, unless it's 

been budgeted for well in advance, 

we're not able to be any more 

generous than that straightforward 

50/50 split.”  

(Logan, 2015)  
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We sold out our performance and 

the box office took £480, which we 

took £240 of. This went towards 

paying back any outstanding travel 

or accommodation costs we had 

incurred from the previous two tour 

dates in Preston and Leeds and 

covered our return travel to London. 

We all stayed with either friends or 

family in London.  
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Our final tour date was at Salford 

University, who paid us the full fee 

that, at the time, we charged for the 

show, of £600. We had calculated 

this fee based on Independent 

Theatre Council61 rates at the time 

of arranging our tour in late 2013/ 

early 2014. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
61 Independent Theatre Council website: 
https://www.itc-arts.org 

 

(Figure 11: Screen shots of Massive 

Owl’s Twitter, 2017) 
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It feels like a lottery 

In a 2016 article written by theatre critic, Lyn Gardner for the Guardian 

newspaper, she highlights the difficulties that “even established” (Gardner, 

2016) theatre companies currently face in sustaining their work. She writes:  

“In the past, graduate companies kept body and soul together on 

breadcrumbs for maybe eight to 10 years, always with the hope that if 

you were good enough you would eventually secure more regular 

funding. That expectation now seems to have gone. Most of those who 

have graduated in recent years know that it is unlikely that they will ever 

become National Portfolio Organisations (NPOs). This wouldn’t 

necessarily be catastrophic if there was enough money in the Grants for 

the Arts pot to allow companies to keep on applying with a reasonable 

expectation that, while they may not be successful with every project, if 

their work was proven and the proposed project was exciting enough, 

they had a significant chance of securing funding at some point. But 

increasingly companies say it feels like a lottery, which means it is 

becoming impossible to make work and to get it programmed.”  

(Gardner, 2016) 

Our experience as an emerging company who have been trying to make our 

work and get it programmed for the past five years, resonates with the 

concerns that Gardner outlines. Outside of the rehearsal room, the reality of 

the current climate in which we are making our work, means that our future as 

a company is increasingly dependent on a system that “feels like a lottery” 

(Gardner, 2016). The discussion in this section of the thesis, of the strategies 

we have engaged with in trying to get our work made outside of the rehearsal 
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room, have highlighted factors and tensions within the current frameworks 

available to us as emerging artists. This places constraints on our development 

and further highlights how such strategies play into a system that ultimately 

isn’t working for artists and companies who are trying to sustain themselves 

beyond the ‘emerging’ stage.  

 

I want to refer here back to de Certeau’s definition of strategy, which he 

proposes is “the base from where relations can be administered with an 

exteriority of targets” (1980, p.5). He continues: 

“It is also a mastery of places by vision. The partition of space permits a 

panoptic practice in which the look transforms strange forces into 

objects which one can observe and measure, therefore controlling and 

"including" them in one's vision. To see (from a distance) will be equally 

to foresee, to anticipate time by the reading of a space.”  

(1980, p.5) 

De Certeau’s identification of a panoptic practice being an effect of the 

separation of a space which strategy creates, highlights the potential for a 

more informed position that artists can take when engaging in a practice of 

strategy: “to see (from a distance) will be equally to foresee, to anticipate time 

by reading of a space” (1980, p.5). Engaging with both scratch and WIP 

processes and self-producing, as strategies, generates a panoptic practice 

where we are able to administer relations with exterior agents. However, 

engaging with these frameworks as strategy from a place of relative 

powerlessness as emerging artists, despite being able to see and observe 
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them from a distance, might not be the most effective way in which to operate, 

when our ability to control is limited. 

 

Epilogue 

 

“Better understanding of artists’ individual trajectories, of their economic 

and social status and rights, and of the factors that sustain or place 

constraints on their development would be an interesting theme for 

future research. Much research effort focuses on arts and cultural 

organisations and on people engaging with the arts; less considers the 

artists’ experiences of what can help them thrive.” 

(ACE, 2014, p.6) 

 

This thesis has discussed the key trends, tactics, strategies and constraints 

involved in Massive Owl’s journey of making work as an emerging theatre 

company in the UK from October 2012 – October 2016. Through critically 

analysing this journey it has begun to address the need, outlined in the 

quotation above, for research into the factors and frameworks that place 

constraints on artists and “experiences of what can help them thrive” (ACE, 

2014). The contextual account of our work and evolution as an emerging 

company that the thesis provides, also addresses the identified gap within 

academic literature in the field regarding emerging artists and their work. In 

identifying and discussing tensions we have experienced as an emerging 

company working within the instrumental and economic frameworks that 

surround the arts and its funding in the UK, the thesis has questioned the 
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predominance of these as the primary frameworks through which to justify art 

within arts policy and funding discourses.  

 

The thesis’ findings of the constraints these frameworks place on emerging 

artists, their evolution and wider value, makes a contribution to knowledge 

within the field and highlights scope for further research beyond the remit of 

this practice-led PhD. The thesis has laid the groundwork for further study of 

emerging artists working in contemporary performance, and advocates for 

more detailed research (potentially drawing on methodology from the social 

sciences) into the impact of GFTA, scratch and WIP culture and the practice of 

self-producing on emerging artists working in the field. 

 

Readdressing the position of artists 

A key question that surrounds the thesis’ findings of the constraints that valuing 

art within instrumental and economic frameworks places on emerging artists is: 

has the way in which artists have been required to produce and create work 

within current funding frameworks served wider political and ideological 

agendas that are problematic? Furthermore, what impact has this had on the 

role and value of artists within the UK?  

As outlined in the quotation from ACE above, they themselves position artists 

near the bottom of their key areas of concerns, despite their apparent 

awareness of this. Addressing these questions and readdressing the position 

of artists within ACE’s agendas feels vital for us as artists in thinking about our 

work, role and wider position, particularly within today’s political context.  
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I want to refer here to Rancière who, in discussing the link between “the 

solitude of the art work and human community” (2009, p.55), writes:  

“Aesthetic experience has a political effect to the extent that the loss of 

destination it presupposes disrupts the way in which bodies fit their 

functions and destinations. What it produces is not rhetorical persuasion 

about what must be done. Nor is it the framing of a collective body. It is 

a multiplication of connections and disconnections that reframe the 

relation between bodies, the world they live in and the way in which they 

are ‘equipped’ to adapt to it. It is a multiplicity of folds and gaps in the 

fabric of the common experience that change the cartography of the 

perceptible, the thinkable and the feasible. As such, it allows for new 

modes of political construction of common objects and new possibilities 

of collective enunciation.”  

(2009, p.72/73) 

Rancière’s identification of the political effect of aesthetic experience allowing 

for new possibilities of collective enunciation resonates with Massive Owl and 

our hope for our work to have a political value. Whilst we hope that this value 

lies in provoking questions and challenging our audiences, we cannot and 

would not want to lay claim to this. Through striving for our work to remain ‘in 

movement’ (Eco 1989, p.14), proactively leaving space for multiple 

interpretations that we haven’t imagined ourselves and which can’t be easily 

measured or quantified, we hope that we might contribute to changing “the 
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cartography of the perceptible, the thinkable and the feasible” (Rancière ’09 

p73) and that through this new possibilities, political or otherwise, will emerge. 

In this epilogue, I want to discuss the concerns of the thesis: of examining the 

factors and frameworks that place constraint on emerging artists and their 

wider value and role, in the context of recent political shifts and changes in the 

UK and across the world. 

What is the role of art and artists today? 

“I always took for granted that the best art was political and was 

revolutionary. It doesn’t mean that art has an agenda or a politics to 

argue; it means the questions being raised were explorations into kinds 

of anarchy, kinds of change, identifying errors, flaws, vulnerabilities in 

systems.” 

(Toni Morrison cited in Bogart, 2007, p.1) 

I wrote the beginnings of this epilogue the week before the 2016 UK 

referendum on its membership in the European Union (EU) in which the UK 

voted, by a small margin, to leave the EU. By the time I was doing my final 

write up, Donald Trump had won the Electoral College vote to become 

President of the United States. During the campaign in the lead up to the EU 

referendum in the UK, various ‘breaking points’ within public opinion were used 

for political gain by both the ‘leave’ and ‘remain’ campaigns, but particularly by 

the ‘leave’ side62. Key arguments and claims that formed the basis of the 

																																																								
62 This refers particularly to the inflammatory poster used during the campaign by the United 
Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP), which depicted a queue of migrants crossing the 
Croatia-Slovenia border from 2015, with the slogan “Breaking Point: the EU has failed us all”: 
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campaign to leave have since widely been brought into question, even by 

some of the campaign’s most high-profile supporters63. In the USA, Donald 

Trump’s divisive Presidential campaign was marked by moments of extreme 

racism, sexism, intimidation and mockery64. 

The political atmosphere and tensions that the lead up to, and outcome of, 

these two democratic processes have both generated and revealed in the UK 

and the USA, have created a new political context to this thesis. This context, 

combined with the unknown political, economic and social impact the outcome 

of these decisions will have on the UK, USA, the world, and, more specifically, 

the potential impact that leaving the EU might have directly on artists and the 

arts in the UK through loss of funding65, generates a new urgency to this thesis 

and its discussion of the factors and frameworks that place constraint on the 

role and value of artists today. 

 

Everything was forever, until it was no more. 

In filmmaker Adam Curtis’ documentary, HyperNormalisation (2016) he 

outlines a case for what he describes as the ‘hypernormalisation’ of society, a 

term that he takes from the publication, Everything Was Forever, Until It Was 

No More: The Last Soviet Generation (2005) by anthropologist Alexei Yurchak. 

Curtis traces this journey of hypernormalisation, back to the economic crisis in 

																																																																																																																																																																	
https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/jun/16/nigel-farage-defends-ukip-breaking-point-
poster-queue-of-migrants. 
63 See: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-eu-referendum-36641390. 
64 See here for an analysis of Trump’s campaign, which highlights his positions on such issues: 
https://www.theguardian.com/membership/2016/nov/16/how-trump-took-middletown-muncie-
election. 
65 See: https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2016/jul/09/brexit-arts-loss-of-funding. 
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New York City in 1975 and the subsequent emergence of the idea that 

financial systems, rather than politics, could run society. He goes on to outline 

how, since then, rather than deal with the complexities of destabilising world 

events; world leaders have constructed a simpler, fake world, which we all go 

along with: 

“We live in a strange time, extraordinary events keep happening that 

undermine the stability of our world. Suicide bombs, waves of refugees, 

Donald Trump, Vladimir Putin, even Brexit. Yet those in control seem 

unable to deal with it, no one has any vision of a different or better kind 

of future… Even those who thought they were attacking the system, the 

radicals, the artists, the musicians and our whole counterculture actually 

became part of the trickery because they too had retreated into the 

make believe world, which is why their opposition has no effect and 

nothing ever changes.” 

(Curtis, 2016)  

I was at Glastonbury festival when the result of the EU referendum was 

announced. On the Sunday afternoon of the festival, standing in the drizzling 

rain, I watched musician PJ Harvey perform. During Harvey’s set she played 

songs from her album, Let England Shake66 and, in response to the outcome 

of the referendum, she recited John Donne’s poem, No man is an Island:  

"No man is an island entire of itself; every man  

																																																								
66 More information about Harvey’s Mercury Prize winning album Let England Shake can be 
found here: http://pjharvey.net/music/let-england-shake/ 
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is a piece of the continent, a part of the main;  

if a clod be washed away by the sea, Europe  

is the less, as well as if a promontory were, as  

well as any manner of thy friends or of thine  

own were; any man's death diminishes me,  

because I am involved in mankind.  

And therefore never send to know for whom  

the bell tolls; it tolls for thee." 

(Donne, 1624) 

Watching Harvey’s performance, hearing the lyrics of her songs, particularly 

those from Let England Shake, which “centre on both her home country, and 

events further afield in which it has embroiled itself”, (Harris, 2016) and 

Donne’s words, in the immediate aftermath of the referendum decision, I was 

moved to tears.  

During the festival, as my politically like-minded friends and I discussed and 

tried to dissect and understand the referendum decision and its impact, whilst 

at a festival rooted in a history of celebrating music from all around the world, 

counter-culture and activism, now with a ticket price of £238, surrounded by 

other like-minded people feeling the same way, I became acutely aware of the 

tensions and constraints of the situation we were in.  
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Talking in our own terms 

Working within the constraints of the frameworks available to emerging artists 

to make work, whilst in a continual state of emergence, restricts our ability, as 

artists, to challenge these frameworks. It is from within these constraints that 

this PhD has been researched and that Massive Owl have continued to try to 

make our work. It is from within these constraints that I want to highlight a 

need, here, now, for transparency within frameworks that surround the creation 

of art and to argue for the importance of valuing art and artists on their own 

merits and of not making claims for the outcomes of their work within language 

and frameworks that “inherently support and indulge neoliberal capitalism” 

(Harvie, 2013 p.63).  

In an article written for the Guardian Newspaper in 2011, John Tusa argued for 

the importance of “allowing the arts to talk of what they do, argue for what they 

do, justify what they do and explain what they do in their own terms” (2011). 

This seems, to me, to be crucial in thinking about navigating the shifting and 

changing political context as artists working in the UK, and of being able to 

challenge existing frameworks that place constraints on artists’ and art’s ability 

to thrive and challenge. As writer Jeanette Winterson reminds us: 

“Art can’t change your life; it is not a diet programme or the latest guru – 

it offers no quick fixes. What art can do is prompt in us authentic desire. 

By that I mean it can waken us to truths about ourselves and our lives; 
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truths that normally lie suffocated under the pressure of the 24-hour 

emergency zone called real life.”  

(Winterson in Tusa, 2016, p.229)  

Truths, which, within a ‘post-truth’67 political context, currently feel imperative to 

confront and address as the notion of ‘truth’ becomes less influential in shaping 

public opinion and political outcomes.  

Referring back to de Certeau and his discussion of a ‘storytelling discourse’, he 

states:  

We need to make an inventory of the moves and tricks which transform 

the legendary stories of a collectivity or the private conversations of 

daily life into so many "opportunities".”  

(1980, p.42)  

Through this thesis’ discussion of the tactics and strategies Massive Owl have 

used to make our work over the timeframe of the PhD, I hope to have 

contributed to an inventory, which de Certeau outlines is needed to transform 

private conversations of daily life into opportunities (1980, p.42) and which 

might help emerging artists begin to talk of what they do in their own terms 

(Tusa, 2011). 

 

																																																								
67 ‘Post-truth’ was named word of the year 2016 by Oxford Dictionaries, who define the term: 
“Relating to or denoting circumstances in which objective facts are less influential in shaping 
public opinion than appeals to emotion and personal belief” (Oxford Dictionaries, 2016). 
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Where this becomes problematic is through the entanglement of our work and 

roles as artists working in the UK with broader agendas and political structures 

that exist to indulge (Harvie, 2013, p.63) neoliberal capitalism through the 

recent role of, and rationale for, arts funding within government policy. But 

also, looking more widely and drawing on Curtis’ arguments regarding 

hypernormalisation, through the complicity of artists within this.  

 

“The distance between the pretensions of critical art and its real forms of 

efficacy could persist as long as there were patterns of intelligibility and 

forms of mobilisation strong enough to sustain the artistic procedures 

that were supposed to produce them. When those patterns or forms are 

eroded by the undermining of political action, the undecidability of 

critical procedures is exposed”  

(Rancière, 2009, p.75) 

Rancière’s identification here of the implications on the ‘real forms of efficacy’ 

(2009, p.75) of critical art and procedures when patterns of political action are 

undermined and eroded, resonates with Curtis’ discussion of the 

hypernormalisation of society and our experiences as artists working today. In 

light of this I want to refer back to Rancière’s assertion that I quoted in the 

prelude to this thesis:  

“To know that words are merely words and spectacles merely 

spectacles, can help us arrive at a better understanding of how words 

and images, stories and performances can change something of the 

world we live in”.  

(2009 p.23) 
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This, I believe, is imperative to remember as we, Massive Owl, try to continue 

making art within today’s political context, as we navigate our roles, as artists, 

and our ability to emerge beyond the constraints of the various, professional 

and political frameworks that surround us. 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix 1. Practice 

  

Appendix 1.0 

List of performances of We Used To Wait and Castle Rock October 2012 – 

October 2016 

 

We Used To Wait performed at:  

- Live Collision International Festival (Dublin, 20th April 2013)  

- Gateshead International Festival of Theatre (Gateshead, 3rd May 2013) 

- Barnstaple Fringe Theatrefest (Barnstaple, 20th – 23rd June 2013) 

- Spring 2014 Tour 

o Assemble (Manchester, 19th February 2014) 

o Slung Low’s The Hub (Leeds, 16th March 2014) 

o Derelict ’14 (Preston, 29th March 2014) 

o Camden People’s Theatre (London, 2nd April 2014) 

o Salford University (Salford 13th June 2014) 

- Bristol Biennial (Bristol, 17th – 18th September 2014) 

 

Castle Rock performed at: 

- Preview at The Trinity Centre (Bristol, 4th December 2015) 

- Project Arts Centre (Dublin, 4th – 5th March 2016) 

- GIFT Double Bill (Gateshead, 30th April 2016) 

- Mayfest (Bristol, 14th – 15th May 2016) 
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- The Barbican’s Open Lab Showcase at Rich Mix (London, 24th 

September 2016) 

 

Appendix 1.3  

 

Images of We Used To Wait 

 

 

(Figure i. WUTW, GIFT 2013) 
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(Figure ii. WUTW, GIFT 2013) 

 

(Figure iii. WUTW, Live Collision 2013) 
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(Figure iv. Live Collision 2013) 

 

(Figure v. WUTW at Live Collision 2013) 
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(Figure vi. WUTW, Salford University 2014) 

 

(Figure vii. WUTW, Salford University 2014) 
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(Figure viii. WUTW at Live Collision 2013) 
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Appendix 1.4 

Images of Castle Rock  

All images in Appendix 1.4 are taken by White, (2015), Bristol Trinity Centre. 

 

(Figure ix, Castle Rock Preview) 

 

(Figure x Castle Rock Preview) 
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(Figure xi Castle Rock Preview) 

 

(Figure xii Castle Rock Preview) 
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(Figure xiii Castle Rock Preview) 

 

(Figure xv Castle Rock Preview) 
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(Figure xvi Castle Rock Preview) 

 

(Figure xvii Castle Rock Preview) 
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(Figure xviii Castle Rock Preview) 

 

(Figure xix Castle Rock Preview) 
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(Figure xx Castle Rock Preview) 
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Appendix 1.7 

 

Press Reviews for Castle Rock 

 

Pure M Zine, Andrew Doyle. Review of Castle Rock at Project Arts Centre, 4th 

March 2016. 

 

“It is summer 1959 and it’s hot… so hot we accept that it’s also summer 

1986… because it’s hot… and because our narrator tells us so. 

 

This is a scintillatingly intense reworking of the novella The Body, which the 

1986 film Stand By Me was based on. You know the one, the one with Joaquin 

Pheonix’s tragic brother and that Will Wheaton guy from the Big Bang… oh 

and the fat kid who grew up to be Jerry O’Connell. 

 

The novella was written by the oh-so-prolific horror writer Stephen King, I am 

sure everyone will know. It is, for most people, along with The Green Mile and 

The Shawshank Redemption, probably the greatest proof of his genius, with 

Carrie, Christine and the other magisterial horrors not taken as seriously as his 

more accessible, non-horror tales. 

 

But anyway, back to Castle Rock… this is a play that will thrill any audience 

member. With its audacious use of lighting and sound techniques, and its 

innovative interplay between text and movement, this is a production without 

an ounce of body fat, a lean to the bone adaption of the source material, which 
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boils away any of the negative connotations which the apparently endless 

supply of awful Stephen-King-story based movies might illicit in the mind of the 

prospective theatre goer. 

 

Miles from any notion of schlock horror, this supremely confident work moves 

in that most potent area of King’s writing, that profoundly unsettling 

neighbourhood in Americana he seems to inhabit with David Lynch. Its only 

weakness is that some of the transitions between scenes have a bit of 

that ‘okay enough of that, on to the next bit’ feel about them, something which 

could define all experimental theatre and performance art pieces as a genre. 

But that is ridiculous nit-picking, this is an exceptional piece of theatre which 

fearlessly explores the dark corners of the teenage male psyche, and does so 

with a freight-train rhythm that won’t stop, can’t stop and will run over if you 

give it a chance. 

 

It’s even better that Rob Reiner’s version, and that is saying something!” 

 

(Accessed from: http://www.puremzine.com/theatre-review-castle-rock-project-

arts-centre/) 

 

 

Exeunt Magazine, Maddy Costa. Review of Castle Rock from Mayfest, 14th -

15th May, 2016. 

 

“It’s like a coming-of-age story, it was one of River Phoenix’s first films and…” 
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“… a coming-of-age story, it has four boys in it and…” 

“…ing-of-age story, these kids come across a dead body and…” 

 

In calling their work a “distortion of the film Stand By Me”, young Bristol 

company Massive Owl establish a misleading expectation: that some 

knowledge of the movie or its source text, a novella by Stephen King, is 

necessary to appreciate what they’re doing. It isn’t. Rather than distort, the 

company have simply selected three elements that might be found in these 

works and brought them into a new alignment. Those elements – a train, a 

deer and a boy called Ray – might hover in the background of a hundred other 

stories; their relationship might be intriguing however the company had come 

up with them. 

 

If the point is to foreground the differences between film and theatre as media, 

or to encourage audiences to think about the work of adaptation, for a long 

time it backfires, because the methods and minutes taken to establish those 

elements is frustrating. A projector is lifted and tilted to shift the light it casts 

across the space; performers pace the white rectangle on the floor; in neither 

case is it clear what beauty they’re finding here, or meaning, or anything really. 

Its only in the final sequence, movement and sound and shadow and light 

layered with architectural elegance and a deep sense of mystery, that the trio 

achieve a purposeful theatricality. 

 

But that “purposeful” is exposing: deep within Castle Rock is a thought about 

time. An opening text tells us that its setting is 1959 (when the story of Stand 
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By Me happens) and 1986 (when the film was released), that these two dates 

are simultaneous, and we will accept this, a comment spoken in the lulling 

monotone of a hypnotist. The pace of storytelling in both the film and its source 

novella is slow, slower than we live now, and Massive Owl have inhaled that 

slowness, let it permeate their limbs, until every movement is considered and 

deliberate. The invitation here is to stillness: to stand, to stand by. 

 

So maybe a better word than purposeful is simply full. And there are long 

stretches when Castle Rock doesn’t feel full, when – for all the consideration – 

it’s not sufficiently clear what the three performers are intending to 

communicate, be it story or ambiguity. An early scene in which Ray treads the 

floor with a haunting memory of his dead brother has something of competition 

in it, the power struggle of siblings. That scene echoes in the introduction of the 

train, played by Jenny Duffy in unsettling mahogany lipstick and a boxy white 

suit: she strides the same lines, the word train shining from the projector to 

slide up the blank white curtain behind her. It’s a knowingly low-fi aesthetic and 

a distracting one, because it’s too sparse for anything other than meticulous, 

precise perfection, and that’s not what it’s given here. 

 

That said, Sam Powell’s live soundtrack, recorded using little more than 

humming and the slap of palm on microphone, is finely pitched between 

mesmerising and menacing. (There’s an additional music credit to Sammy 

Metcalf of Sleepwalk Collective, and the vagueness of that credit does nothing 

to convey the extent of similarities, in mood and focus, between the two 

companies.) In fact, it helps to think of the entire performance being made on a 
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loop pedal: each body enacts a track, Danny Prosser bouncing on the balls of 

his feet as Ray, Duffy all sharp lines as the train, Powell scuttling in spindly 

heels as the deer, and then, in the final 12 or so minutes, the three tracks 

merging, levels between them being constantly mixed so that now one, now 

the other, is the dominant sound. It’s strikingly effective, transformative even: a 

sudden switch, the way an encounter with death will jolt one’s mental state 

from innocence to experience. 

 

And it’s a coming-of-age story, remember. Those 45 minutes of build-up are 

just like childhood: empty, unknown, quietly boring. It’s a matter of waiting for 

what comes next.” 

 

(Accessed from: http://exeuntmagazine.com/reviews/review-castle-rock-bristol-

old-vic-studio/) 
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Appendix 2. Policy and Funding 
 
 
Appendix 2.3 
 
Copy of Massive Owl’s evaluation for the Arts Council Grant for the arts we 

received to fund the final development and preview of Castle Rock. Submitted 

21st March 2016. 

 

Our overall evaluation of the activity to finalise our new work, Castle Rock, is 

one of great success. Our aims and ambitions for the activity: the final 

development of the performance, to preview this new work, develop new 

audiences, secure interest from industry professionals and develop high-quality 

wrap-around marketing and documentation, were all successfully met.   

 

RESIDENCIES 

 

We undertook three artistic residences that made up the artistic framework for 

finalising Castle Rock. All partners except Battersea Arts Centre (BAC) 

delivered their support towards the project and activity. We replaced the 

week’s residency originally planned with BAC, with a week at the Arnolfini. We 

were pleased with our ability to successfully overcome this change in the 

activity. Whilst, by losing the support of BAC we acknowledge we lost some 

exposure of ourselves and the work in London, we were instead able to gain 

more exposure locally by focussing the development of the work within Bristol. 

Alongside this increased local exposure, it also enabled us to develop our 

relationship with the Arnolfini and we have since been invited to contribute to 
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their Creative Learning Department as Artist Educators/Facilitators, something 

we will build on and feed into our future Public Engagement strategies and 

activities. 

 

We particularly want to express our successful undertaking of the residency at 

Hurstone House supported and facilitated by Bristol Old Vic’s Bristol Ferment 

programme. This was our final residency and week working on the 

development of the show before its preview. This was an intense week but 

artistically very rewarding and well supported with a high level of pastoral care 

that was a key element of the residency. Although the design of the week was 

primarily aimed at artists working at earlier points in a creative process, it was 

some of these elements of the residency, e.g. working and living in the same 

space, food cooked and provided and a peaceful in a rural setting, which pulled 

us away from city driven distractions and perfectly suited the later stage we 

were at in our creative process.  

 

TRINITY PREVIEW & AUDIENCE DEVELOPMENT 

 

The preview performance of Castle Rock at Trinity Arts Centre was a great 

success. We sold out, with over 50 audience members attending. We were 

pleased to achieve one of our key aims of the activity - to engage a wider, local 

audience. Placing the show in the context of the Trinity Centre meant we were 

able to access their wide audience base through being part of their programme 

and mailing lists, this was a successful decision and helped us to achieve 

engaging a wider, local audience. One point of reflection for us on using Trinity 
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as a performance space, is that, as an alternative performance space, the 

centre has yet to build the most effective practical infrastructure to host 

performance. A lack of raked audience seating, and on-hand professional 

technical support, created more pressure on us, as a company, in delivering 

the performance to a professional standard. This has led us to ensure that, 

when beginning conversations with other interested venues and festivals who 

would like to book Castle Rock, we have communicated a clear understanding 

of our practical and technical expectations and requirements for the show.  

 

We want to particularly highlight the success of the Trinity preview 

performance as a platform to showcase Castle Rock to local industry 

professionals, for future booking of Castle Rock, support for our next show and 

more opportunities to work towards our long term public engagement aim of 

the activity - to develop national and international audiences. As a direct result 

of the preview performance at Trinity, we have been programmed as part of 

Mayfest 2016. Being part of Mayfest 2016 will cement local exposure for us 

and our work, successfully building on developments of this activity, whilst also 

giving us a platform to significantly grow another of our long term aims of 

engaging with industry professionals. 

 

On reflection, it was very successful for us to build this ‘preview’ performance 

into the activity. By framing the performance as a ‘preview’, rather than a 

‘premiere’, enabled us to take some artistic pressure off of ourselves and take 

more risks in making the final developments of Castle Rock, through an 

understanding that the preview was. We will definitely build this into the 
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creative structure of our future work and, where relevant, endeavour to preview 

the work locally in Bristol, as on reflection, this turned out to be a successful 

strategy.  

 

Alongside Mayfest, Bristol Old Vic’s Ferment programme have also expressed 

interest in continuing to support us and our future work. We are very happy to 

cement and continue to build on this relationship with a local, well-established 

artistic development programme, initiated during the development of this 

activity.  

 

 

MENTORING AND ARTISTIC COLLABORATION 

 

As part of our activity we planned to engage in two mentoring and 

dramaturgical relationships with the aim of benefiting our artistic practice and 

our skills in self-producing. Our mentoring session with Alex Kelly from Third 

Angel wasn’t able to be undertaken during this activity, as originally planned, 

due to commitments on his side. This mentoring session has been rearranged 

for April 2016 and has developed from one day long session into three shorter 

mentoring sessions. Although the artistic quality of the show didn’t manage to 

benefit from this mentoring, the shift in timescale of these mentoring sessions 

enables us to be able to focus on professional development and our skills in 

self producing, particularly focussing on touring strategies for Castle Rock. 

Although this could not be foreseen, in the future we will try to ensure all dates 
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for mentoring are completely confirmed, breaking such sessions up into more 

manageable shorter sessions maybe a way to tackle this.  

 

Our other dramaturgical mentoring relationship developed very successfully 

and we view this as one of the most successful elements of the overall activity. 

As recipients of one of the Barbican’s Open Lab residencies we were offered 

artistic mentorship of our choice. We choose to be mentored by Sammy 

Metcalfe from Sleepwalk Collective and to undertake this mentoring as part of 

this activity. The initial, more practical ways in which Sammy mentored us on, 

then developed into a more artistic collaboration. We agreed that part of the 

funding provided from the Barbican to financially support Sammy’s mentorship, 

would go towards the commissioning of a new piece of music for Castle Rock. 

We were very pleased with the music that was created for the show and the 

way we collaborated with Sammy. The nature of our practice, to make work 

collaboratively without any assigned artistic leads, often makes it challenging to 

collaborate outside of the company, but the clearly identified way in which we 

worked with Sammy and his specific role within the collaboration led to a 

successful and fruitful collaboration and expanded our theatrical language for 

the show. As an unexpected but exciting development of this activity, we 

consider this to be one of our most successful achievements of the 

activity  and will endeavour to explore working in this way in our future work. 

 

MARKETING AND DOCUMENTATION  
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As part of the short and long term documentation and marketing strategies for 

both the preview performance of Castle Rock and future performances after 

this activity, we made and released a promotional trailer for the show. This was 

made with London-based filmmaker, Adam Stocker. This promotional trailer 

drew great attention towards our preview performance but, most successfully, 

making and producing the trailer as part of this activity has greatly benefitted 

the longer term future touring opportunities for Castle Rock. Since creating and 

releasing the trailer for our preview, it has had over 400 views on our YouTube 

page, is currently being used by Project Arts Centre (Dublin) to promote our 

international premiere at the venue and has had over 2,000 views through their 

Facebook page. It is also currently being hosted on the British Council 

(Ireland)’s website.  

 

Due to the change in location of one of the residencies, as outlined above, we 

had some extra funding which we didn’t need to use for travel to London. We 

used this small amount of funding to commission a graphic designer (Theo 

Mackie) to design a high quality promotional flyer/poster image and a company 

logo, to use initially in the short term for online marketing of our preview 

performance and in the long term as a printed flyer and poster for future 

touring. We were very pleased with both the flyer/poster image and logo he 

created and these have generated high-quality marketing materials to aid us in 

elevating our forward facing level of professionalism.  

 

During this activity we continued to develop our long term relationship working 

with photographer Paul Samuel White. Paul has provided us with high quality 
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photography of our work since the inception of the company. We felt very 

confident in engaging with him again during this activity and asked him to 

document both our creative process during a rehearsal and a technical run 

before our preview performance at Trinity Centre. On reflection, to enable Paul 

enough time to produce the highest-quality images possible, it might have 

been better to have organised the photoshoot at a point when we had more 

time than during a technical rehearsal before the preview or during the 

performance itself. However, this pressure didn’t affect the quality of 

photography taken and we were very pleased with Paul's work, patience and 

professionalism. The images have been invaluable in aiding the creation of a 

tour pack and in the striking visual representation of the work for festival and 

venue websites (see Project Arts Centre website). 

 

Alongside this photography, we asked Paul to join us to take some rehearsal 

photography during our residency at Arnolfini. We were pleased with these 

images as, in the short term, they provided us with more marketing material 

and another point of conversation and exposure for the preview performance. 

In the long term, they will be useful for generating content for festivals/venues 

in providing more insight into the show and the company’s creative process 

(e.g. use in an upcoming blog interview for Mayfest 2016). To ensure we get 

the most use of such photography in the future, on reflection we would consult 

with the photographer before scheduling a time for them to visit us in rehearsal. 

Through doing this we can control the content of these images and the 

reflections they have of our process, and in doing so, will enable us to have a 

better understanding of their future use, both in the short and long term. 
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MANAGEMENT 

 

Having self produced the company since emerging as a professional company 

in 2011, the everyday management of the company has developed and 

become more streamlined as we learn the most effective ways to manage and 

produce ourselves. The relatively small size of this project and its short 

timeframe made it easy to manage. The management of the activity was led by 

company member and producer Danny Prosser, with support from Jenny 

Duffy. Sam Powell led on the video documentation, including the final editing of 

the promotional trailer. All management of collaborators and individuals outside 

of the company was successfully handled and we were happy with the 

organisation of these collaborators and individuals and would definitely work 

with them again. 

 

One area of the management of the project we feel could have been improved 

was in the preparation and evaluation of our audience development for the 

preview performance of Castle Rock, in terms of gathering data and responses 

about the audience’s experience and maintaining contact. For example, during 

this activity we set up a mailing list with the intention of gathering audience 

emails to stay in contact with them as a targeted long term audience 

development strategy, but have yet to utilise this to its full capacity. Moving 

forward we aim to work with a producer who is experienced in audience 

development in the run up to a show, during it and afterwards, who will be able 

to assist us in capturing data and responses. 
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THE FUTURE 

 

Having undertaken the final developments of Castle Rock and a preview 

performance, we plan to make some final changes before its international 

premiere at Project Arts Centre, Dublin on 4th & 5th March. The financial 

support that this activity offered us, enabled us to create a sustained, secure, 

dedicated and richly creative environment to finish the show and has given us 

the confidence of having produced an artwork of high quality, as we go into 

premiering this work in the context of an internationally renowned venue. This 

will increase our opportunities for audience development, national and 

international bookings.  

 

As a direct result of this activity we have received confirmed and pencilled 

bookings and programming interest in Castle Rock. Most notably for Mayfest 

2016. This booking has been a professional aim for the company and is 

highlight of this activity for us. 

 

Alongside Mayfest, we have also confirmed bookings for Castle Rock at GIFT - 

Gateshead International Festival of Theatre (Gateshead), and the Barbican’s 

‘Open Lab’ Showcase at Rich Mix (London). We have penciled bookings and 

programming interest from Camden People’s Theatre (London), Slunglow’s 

The HUB (Leeds), ICIA (Bath), Battersea Arts Centre (London) and Bristol Old 

Vic (Bristol). 
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We will plan a small initial tour of Castle Rock during this year consisting of 

finalised confirmed bookings from the above partners. This tour will be aimed 

at creating local and national exposure for Castle Rock with the aim of creating 

broader national and international interest for the work with the outcome for a 

larger tour of the show in 2017.  

 

Alongside this we will build on the strong professional relationships we have 

forged during this activity to support the inception of future work. Castle Rock is 

the first part of a planned trilogy of shows that explores marrying the 

conventional theatre practice of ‘adaptation’ with the experimental form of live 

art. We plan to begin making the second part of the trilogy alongside the 2016 

tour of Castle Rock, later this year. The final part is planned to be made in 

2017, with the aim to tour all three performances in 2018. 
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Appendix 3. Scratch and Work-in-Progress Culture 

 

Appendix 3.0 

List of Massive Owl’s scratch/ WIP performances October 2012 – October 

2016 

 

February 2013 – Work-in-progress sharing of early material made for WUTW 

for an invited audience at Live Theatre (Newcastle upon Tyne) following a 

residency there. 

 

March 2013 – Public scratch of early material made for WUTW at ARC 

Stockton. 

 

16th May 2014 – Work-in-progress sharing of early material made for Castle 

Rock for invited audience at Arnolfini following a residency there. 

 

13th February 2015 – Work-in-progress of Castle Rock for invited audience 

during In Between Time Festival 

 

25th February 2015 – Public scratch of Castle Rock at ICIA Bath 

 

30th March 2015 – Public scratch of Castle Rock at Battersea Arts Centre 

 

8th May 2015 – Work-in-progress of Castle Rock for invited audience following 

a residency at FringeLAB, Dublin 
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24th July 2015 – Public work-in-progress of Castle Rock at Bristol Ferment, 

Bristol Old Vic	

 
	
	
Appendix 3.3 

 

Two example questions we asked of our audience following our scratch 

performance as part of Practice at ICIA Bath (February 2015): 

 

1.) How does knowing or not knowing the film Stand By Me, impact your 

relationship to the material you’ve just seen? 

2.) Could you tell us about any narrative that you have understood from 

what we’ve presented? 

 

Appendix 3.4 

 

Feedback from anonymous audience members of our scratch performance at 

BAC’s ‘Freshly Scratched’ festival (2015) 

 

“Was engaged as soon as the performance started with the egg beat! Loved 

the dancing and the rhythm.” 

 

“Really held my attention, liked the looping. Wasn’t sure how the elements 

fitted together. P.s. like the suit.” 
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“Really liked the start but didn’t really understand the direction it went. Was 

interesting but narrator was a bit wooden.” 

 

“I haven’t seen Stand By Me so maybe that was a disadvantage for me? I 

enjoyed the stamping at the beginning. Found the middle section – dancing 

while girl spoke a little uncomfortable – was it supposed to be camp/ druggy? 

The end was powerful, but I’m not sure I enjoyed it. Definitely see potential 

though.” 

 

– “Movement needs to be sharper and taken with greater conviction. 

– Enjoyed the beginning with the stamping – could’ve been prolonged 

further.  

– Hard to properly engage when confronted with strobe, dance, music and 

spoken word – too much of a sensory attack.” 

– “mesmerising – Stand By Me!  

– Strobe – necessary? 

– Bring the rhythm group back sooner as a chorus! 

– I want to see the woman.” 

 

“Loved it, the distilled essence of a memory and emotion. Dark, Lynchian, 

disturbing and uplifting.”  

 

“Visual imagery created on stage and in the words is great, felt like a retro film 

in the lo-fi-ness, that was important. Would like more emotion in spoken text 

sometimes” 
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“Knowing the subject/ inspiration didn’t really help or offer clarity. What is the 

style? Are you telling the story or just playing within it?” 

 

“Amazing performance, however, I think the girl voice doesn’t work.” 

 

“Really intriguing approach – the images created and the mix of styles were 

very interesting. Very strong. I’m v. familiar with the story – don’t know how it 

would be if not.” 

 

“Partnership – solidarity – the use of the light, screen, microphone and 

movement.” 

 

“Very nice use of movement, rhythm and sound.” 

 

“Really liked the train sound effects. Concerned for the man who hit his head 

on the floor.” 

 

“Enjoyed this and the juxtaposition of 1st section with other parts. Kind of relies 

on people knowing the film. But I liked the filmic elements.” 

 

“Loved the beginning – maraca and foot stomping. Also enjoyed the dancing/ 

twist against flashing background. Felt a bit lost during the rest of it.” 
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“Fucking brilliant! Really beautiful start – think you can draw the comedy out 

more, the interactions between each other.” 

 

“Loved it J” 

 

“great, dynamic, exciting, funny. I wanted Jenny to fight Danny. If you 

represent train as a character/ person on stage, I want her to BEAT Danny. 

Interested to know how SAM/ DANNY might vocalize characters. 

 

“Good use of sound and movement. Not sure I picked up the idea of the piece.” 

 

“ The footwork to start with was amusing and well executed. Audio to loud and 

repetitive. Dancing and death thrown in changing lights not interesting.” 

 

“The whirlwind romance description followed by the train accident, with 

accompanying changes of body language was powerful.” 

“fucking loved it. Jack Kerouac meets… No improvements just more. 

Deliberate.” 

 

“Fucking loved it. Want to see more for sure! And interested as to where it 

expands to next. Loved it, the mix of different sections and techniques and 

effects. Kept me really engaged and interested… I want to see more.” 
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“I liked it. What is it? Loved the colour strobe and thought the poetry was really 

strong. Wanted to see more of the lady in white – thought her poetry wasn’t in 

need of the dancing that first accompanied it.”   
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Appendix 4. Artist Interviews 

 

Appendix 4.0 

Massive Owl Interview – 17th November 2015, INTERVAL office, Bristol 

 

Sam and Jenny 

J: Ok, so my first question to you is: why do you make theatre?! 

S: Um, well… Um. Theatre… (both laugh) Wow…! Well, I like theatre. (Both 

laugh). 

J: Yeah, cool… 

S: Well, um, so, I think that good theatre is valuable, thought provoking and 

entertaining. And if it’s good and does those three things then, that’s when I 

value it and that’s probably what I aim to do when I’m making a performance – 

make it do those three things. But, why do I like it… um 

J: Why do you make it was the question but you can tell me why you like it as 

well if you want. 

S: Why do I make it? 

J: Yeah why have you chosen to - 

S: - Because I think that, there’s lots of different art forms that I really value and 

are important, but the fact that theatre is live and can only exist when an 

audience is there and when you’re making it, you’re kind of just making it in 

theory until an audience is there, that’s when it actually exists fully, um, that’s… 

it’s really important that there are art forms where there is a live communication 

happening between the audience and the people who are actually making the 

art so because theatre is live that’s why I make it. 
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J: Cool. 

S: But also… Yeah, why do I make it…?! 

J: Uh oh… 

S: But, like, so I think story is really important to people, generally. So I think 

that because it is something that can often communicate a story to people, 

that’s good and important and um then even if you’re not communicating 

narrative, the fact that you’re challenging that and you’re making people think 

about that is also important, and starts an interesting discussion between 

people. So yeah, I think that the fact that if it is thought provoking and 

challenging but also entertaining then it can provoke discussion between 

people, um, which is really valuable. Is that a good answer to the question? 

J: Yeah, absolutely. Thank you. 

S: No worries! Why do you make it? 

J: Um, wow, ok… I enjoy it. I enjoy making theatre with you guys. I love the 

way that we collaborate and make our work together and I love the work that 

we create, I think it’s challenging and exciting and I want to share it with 

people. 

S: Ok, great! 

J: Thanks! Um, so my next question is… how do you make theatre? It’s not a 

trick question… yeah, maybe you could just answer that question: how do you 

make theatre? 

S: Ok, so, the way that I make theatre is probably the way that, I’ll have to 

speak of it as ‘how do we make theatre’ because I don’t make it individually, 

that’s not how it exists and comes to fruition. It comes to fruition by some 

minds coming together. The collective mind of massive owl! (Both laugh) 
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So, I’d say that we make theatre by picking something that we find interesting 

or that we think is important or needs to be discussed more or that we just 

think is cool and fun, like a social concern or a story, we pick that thing and 

then basically go through a long dialogue about that and – a long dialogue and 

discussion that involves exploring and investigating that thing that we’ve 

chosen, um, until you come out with something that was undetermined at the 

start but is a reflection of all the things that you’ve discussed and explored 

together as a group. 

J: yeah 

S: Um and the process of getting to that final point, there are various things 

that happen in between, which are watching other pieces of art, talking 

between the group, improvising and setting each other tasks of some kind and 

playing and finding interesting ways of making material. So it’s like picking an 

interest but not having a clear finish point really and then just navigating – 

having trust in that group – and navigating a path which is kind of unfolding as 

you go along it. 

J: So it kind of goes like that, and then like that (draws an illustration to 

demonstrate) 

S: yeah, it’s like there is a path but it’s really undetermined and you sort of like 

hold it up together as you sort of stumble along it 

J: and then at the end you kind of focus in on something 

S: yeah, and at the end you’ve made something really organically because the 

actual process has informed what you’ve made not one individual’s finished 

idea in their heads and therefore it becomes more of a reflection of a group 

rather than a reflection of an individual… Which I think is important because we 
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don’t really operate as individuals in the world, we do, but it’s all leading to 

being a part of a … 

J: it’s in relation to other people, 

S: Yeah, so if you’re making art that’s group made, I’d hope that it might…  

J: be better…?!  

S: (Laughs) I’d hope that it might appeal to more people. 

J: Ok, yeah. Ok, so my next question is, why do you make theatre with 

Massive Owl, which is kind of maybe the same question as the first one… 

S: yeah, well I can probably say some interesting things… 

J: (Laughs) Please, please do 

S: I think that we work in like a non-hierarchical, collaborative way, which not 

very many people do, so you may have people who work in a devised and 

collaborative way but there still might be a hierarchy that ends up making 

decisions and I think that we’re recognising people’s skills and using those 

skills and letting people have space to individually contribute but it’s always 

going into this collaborative melting pot…  

J: yeah 

S: Um… Whereas, having very, in theatre companies where people have 

assigned roles, a lot of traditional theatre directors, you have your director, 

your actor, your writer etc. that obviously can be brilliant but I think it can also 

be quite reductive, because people don’t push the boundaries of what they can 

try and do and don’t rub up things against each other because they’ve been 

given a title which they then sort of feel bound to and I don’t think that we make 

work in a way that we feel bound to one specific role and because then you 

contribute more freely I think that more interesting things happen and more 
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interesting dialogues around what is acceptable or challenging people’s 

perceptions of what should be seen on stage or allowed on stage. Like being 

in, like I feel like in a more traditional structure, it would be like ‘well if this 

person can’t sing then they’re not going to be the singer in this show’ but I feel 

like we would be like ‘let’s try and have everyone sing’ and just see what that 

does to the work. 

J: yeah 

S: and give it a go… 

J: yeah. Do you think that because we don’t have a hierarchy or clear, specific 

roles, do you think that there are still structures and roles within the process 

that we tend to take on and that are kind of… for example, if you compare the 

creative process of Castle Rock – I know it’s difficult because there are now 

only three of us – but if you compare it to WUTW and then even maybe 

thinking about before that, if you had to say what any similarities between 

these processes were, or if there are any roles that you and Danny tend to take 

within each process – maybe in different ways – could you say a bit about what 

they might be or are or if you don’t think there are, speak about that? That’s 

quite a lot of questions but maybe… 

S: like roles?  

J: yeah recurring roles 

S: Like recurring roles that people are good at? 

J: yeah and I guess any structures within the process? Like within our process 

there is a sense of freedom that anything goes but it’s like ‘well let’s just try this 

out’, but within that freedom have you noticed any specific ways of working that 
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have been successful and that therefore you’ve done or replicated in different 

processes. Does that make sense? 

S: Yeah, um… So… maybe not so much in WUTW, but definitely filming our 

work as we’re making has become something that in Castle Rock that’s 

definitely become really useful and has basically become a tool and technique 

to effectively have like an outside eye, it’s a way of being able to have an 

outside eye in the space, because you make something and we’re all in it and 

we’re like, what does this look like? And it’s like well just film it and you can just 

watch it back. But I suppose that because I have been filming more and doing 

more of that, I’ve sort of probably taken on a bit more of a documenter role, but 

only within that format, not in a sort of written way but maybe in that… 

J: Yeah. 

S: Which is interesting because I feel like we do – because I definitely 

remember that we – because you’ve watched it and made it into a finished 

thing, like a little documentary, it means that you watch it a few times and those 

images stay with you and then end up kind of informing the process… 

J: Yeah, so it’s almost like you are the director 

S: No, it‘s like the camera is the director 

J: Yeah that’s true, but you’re behind the camera 

S: Yeah… but it’s only a small part of the process as well, so it’s not like… 

But maybe in that format, yeah, if you were going to be like ‘ok so if you look at 

the film, who is the director of the film stuff?’ I would be closest to that because 

I’m going away and editing it. 

J: Yeah 

S: I’m going away and editing stuff that you guys have never seen… 
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J: Oh my god. 

S: But in terms of other stuff, um… like I know that tasks, like task things that 

we’ve done… So like, it’s been recognised that I am quite bad at writing tasks 

and you and Danny are better at writing tasks, and then I think that is also a 

really important directorial thing because it’s about writing something that will 

allow people to generate material but it’s like the stimulus needs to be well 

crafted and I think that you two are probably better at that. Um... yeah so that’s 

probably a bit of a directorial role. 

J: Yeah. 

S: Writing. Your writing, probably in this process more than in WUTW, um, 

you’ve definitely been leading on that more. Um, and then… Danny’s very 

good at like holding it all, it’s like he can hold it all in his head and then kind of 

lay it out and I think that that is a really valuable skill. Um… 

J: He kind of sees the whole thing 

S: he’s really good at seeing the whole thing and then he’ll kind of explain it 

back to you, um.  

J: Yeah 

S: Do you wanna probe me more? Or what do you think about it? Or what are 

you thinking about? 

J: I had another question written down, which is maybe a better way of 

articulating what I was trying to say, which was: what, if any, are the processes 

and structures that Massive Owl rely on within our collaboration? So I guess 

that some of the things that you’ve drawn out there are, are that, like filming, 

tasks, writing, writing that’s individually made and then shaped by all of us and 

I guess that I was just trying to think of… because when I’ve been speaking to 
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Kate and Cormac about us trying to strive to have a non-hierarchical process, 

they’ve always pushed me to be like ‘well, how can you evidence that really’ 

and that even though you may operate outside of specific roles, that generally 

within collaborative processes there are structures and hierarchies which 

emerge, even if they shift and change, there are points where somebody is, if 

not higher up, then leading or directing or something…  

S: yeah but I find that that’s really fluid in the way that we work 

J: yeah 

S: Like there’ll definitely be times where I’m like, oh right, yeah, Jenny’s kind of 

directing now, like more and then, it will, within the same day, there will be like 

this shift and it’ll be like oh right now Danny’s sort of put on the director’s hat 

for a bit and I think that’s something that’s really hard to articulate to people, 

but it really is this quite fluid, organic thing where there’s this conversation 

happening and then out of the conversation someone just takes over or steps 

into those shoes, quite naturally and the other two people allow that to happen. 

It’s not resisted, it’s accepted if someone feels like at that point they want to 

confidently move into that position and I do think that we all three do that and I 

witness that happening quite a lot, so like on one day I’m like ok so this um… 

like even if the last day we were working recently, in that day you would have 

been able to pinpoint moments when you would have been like this person is 

acting more like the director now and is speaking in a way that you would 

expect a director too and the other two people are asking questions of that 

person as if they were the director. Like ‘what would you do’, ‘why’, ‘what 

should I do’  

J: yeah  
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S: and then that does shift. 

J: so if you were to say, if you were pushed to say, what would you say is at 

the core of Massive Owl’s collaboration, like really at the core of it, like if you 

were pushed to say - well I’m pushing you to say: what is at the core of it...? 

That is maybe like the basis of it, which allows that process of us creating work 

in that way, to happen? 

S: That it is… an ongoing discussion between three people where there is a lot 

of trust and acceptance that, at points, one of those individuals will lead more 

but that that isn’t something that is permanent. 

J: yeah 

S: and … that that will shift naturally as the process unfolds… 

J: ok great, that’s great, cool. 

S: I think…  

J: ongoing discussion, trust, acceptance  

S: yeah, like not, like, oh actually one thing that I would say that’s really 

important is a, um breaking – this sounds quite wanky – breaking down of the 

ego.  

J: no, no, that’s, yeah. 

S: because I think that… 

J: which I’m really good at (both laugh) 

S: because, if we were all, if we were all like egotistical, um then we wouldn’t, 

there wouldn’t be this trust to let someone else become the director for a bit or 

become the director for a bit and then let go of what you’ve said and to not be 

precious about what you’ve said or contributed. 

J: uh huh 



	
	

192 

S: and I think there’s something important about going, like – we do do it – we 

definitely do it because we’re sort of like, because it’s nice to do it, it’s nice to 

recognise it but I think that in more traditional processes it’s really identified 

who’s contributed what, so it’s like the musician has made all of the music, give 

them the respect they deserve for making all of the music, the writer has 

written this 

J: and even if the play was shit, the music was good so the musician can feel 

good about it 

S: yeah, yeah and although we do identify like ‘well done you just wrote that, 

that was really nice and we want that and that’s going into the show’, I think 

that there’s this kind of like, there’s this thing that overrides all that, that often 

comes out when people ask like ‘how did you make that?’ and it’s like ‘oh well, 

we all made it’ it, you know, came out of all of us making it and I think that even 

if we do take on these individual roles where someone sort of makes 

something, what comes out, it holds so much of that discussion that’s 

happened, and sort of undetermined goal – 

J: - end point 

S: end point that it’s like no one person could ever, you know like fully take full 

credit for it because it’s been part of a discussion 

J: a collaborative process 

S: obviously there are exceptions to that, like when you sit down and write 

about the dog snoring on the porch (referring to text from Castle Rock), that’s 

just come out of your brain and we’ve gone, yeah that’s nice, we’ll use it, we 

haven’t really discussed dogs, but like on the whole it’s generated out of a 
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collaboration rather than an individual, so even though an individual takes on a 

role 

J: and also I guess like if the writing of that is for a bigger purpose, it’s trying to 

serve something that we have all decided together what we want that thing to 

do, that piece of writing needs to do something that collectively we have all 

talked about and decided needs to happen at that specific point and so my 

contribution to the creation of that scene comes with a knowledge and 

understanding of something that’s been decided together and yeah it’s my 

words and interpretation of that but then if it’s like well actually that doesn’t 

work, or can you say that instead of that, it’s still part of that process its not 

shut off. Yeah… But then there’s also space if we all think it’s doing what it 

needs to do then it can just sit as it is how I’ve contributed it, so maybe, maybe, 

those lines were specifically written by me but you could never go through the 

whole show and say ‘well that sound – you created that sound and therefore 

that’s made by you specifically’ because that sound has come from like a task 

that Danny wrote, that we then said should do something different, so 

everything if you were to pull it all back, has just been through a cycle of all 

three of us in some way. 

S: yeah, of kind of like regurgitation. 

J: yeah 

S: and recycling and a sort of melding together of, kind of all of our thoughts 

J: yeah… Hmmm… Um, so I guess that kind of leads on to another questions, 

that is: how does collaborating impact on your sense of ownership or 

authorship of the work? 
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S: Interesting (both laugh) um one thing that I say time and time again when 

asked this question (both laugh) one thing that I have actually said quite a lot 

and that I probably said a lot at university was if you are working in an 

inherently collaborative way, where it is non-hierarchical and you take equal 

responsibility for the creation, development, rehearsal, performance of the 

work. If you’re taking equal responsibility for all stages of the process – the 

creative process, um you end up being equally invested in what you’re making, 

and because you are invested in it and you think that it’s, it’s, it’s like as 

important to me as it is to you, Jenny or it is to you, Danny, how like this is 

something that is good and achieves what we want it to achieve, then you, I 

believe, often will end up with a better piece of work, a more-rounded, better 

piece of work  

J: and –  

S: - whereas… and with a piece of work, that I would hope, at it’s core feels, it 

like it has something genuine, like honest, something very honest about it 

because it’s owned equally and cared about, you know, just as much as 

anyone else in that group, whereas, you know quite often in traditional pieces 

of theatre, you can have like these really in-equal sense of ownership over the 

work which then, which means that the work suffers because people don’t care 

about it as much others, so obviously a director is going to really care about 

the work, but then you might have an actor in a role and they just you know it 

doesn’t mean anything to them and then I think the work, because it’s not 

shared it doesn’t feel like it’s owned by everyone so it doesn’t feel as honest. 

But there’s, but it’s obviously a really grey area, because obviously you might 

go and see a piece of traditional theatre which is really excellent still, but I 
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would argue that often in processes where people are given more 

responsibility and where the responsibility is shared you come out with 

something that is better. 

J: Yeah, and, and do you think, so would you say that like the work that 

Massive Owl make, is there - well there’s obviously a sense of ownership in the 

sense that it is a Massive Owl piece of work, um so, like do you think that there 

is potential for the collective ownership that we all have in saying and framing it 

under the umbrella of massive owl and that company being made up of three 

of us and that we make work in this way blah blah blah, so that there is a 

sense of ownership of the work as massive owl, rather than me doing the 

writing and you doing the directing or whatever, um so do you think that that 

kind of… what am I trying to ask? Do you feel that, in the same way that if 

maybe you were to work on making a piece of work and you had a very 

specific role attached to doing a specific thing, do you have a sense of 

ownership of massive owl’s work, what is your sense of ownership of massive 

Owl’s work? Do you know what I mean? Like, if we make a really good show 

that you feel really proud of, obviously it’s like there still is a sense of 

ownership and authorship and we wouldn’t want somebody to like, we would 

want people to know that was made by us and the three of us made it together, 

I don’t really know what my question is… something about ownership and like 

how… I guess because what you’ve talked about a lot and what we kind of say 

is that at the heart of our work is a conversation and dialogue and that that 

extends throughout the whole of the process and then it extends into 

performance in the form that the work takes in the room that is hopefully left for 

the audience to have their own interpretations and to finish images and to kind 
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of take part in that creative process even in a very small way, from their seats 

or whatever, so I guess what is the relationship between that and the finished 

thing, like how much of it do you feel that we give over to the audience? Sorry 

that was a really longwinded way of asking that question and I don’t really 

know if that’s a question but (both laugh) any response to anything I’ve just 

said will be great!  

S: well I think that because we leave gaps for the audience to fill and it’s really 

important to us that we don’t spoon-feed the audience, I think that there is, you 

do that, kind of authorship… in performance does extend out to the audience 

because they become like, you’d want them to feel like, like maybe, not 

necessarily feel like it in these words, but we’d probably articulate it like we 

want them to be like co-authors in the meaning of the work, so we are, leaving 

gaps intentionally so that other people’s interpretations and thoughts can sort 

of fill those gaps and make it the finished thing that it is. Um... in the same way 

that we all have our own interpretations as we go along, it would be, it would 

almost feel like um, it would feel like non, it wouldn’t feel reflective of our 

process if we, you know, did a performance that was 100% locked down what 

everything meant at every moment, because that’s not what’s happened in our 

process, it’s not like one person has gone ‘its this, this, this and this’ and the 

other two people have gone ‘yeah’, it’s actually been this like ongoing 

discussion so it doesn’t feel, yeah it doesn’t feel reflective of what we do if it’s 

spoon-feeding the audience, because we want it to be like a discussion, so I 

suppose by leaving space you make that happen more 

J: I guess it’s kind of the continuation of the discussion that is the important 

thing 
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S: yeah and I suppose you want people to feel like they’re exploring the thing 

that you’ve been exploring in a way. Um, and because we don’t, we come to 

conclusions but they like shift and evolve as we come to them, so we don’t 

want to be like this is the message, this is it, you sort of want people to be in 

the same ball park as you but for them to be like… have space to create 

meaning with you. Is that helpful? 

J: yeah that’s great actually, thank you. 

 

Sam, Danny and Jenny 

J: Ok, so questions together… I just wondered if you might be able to, what 

both of your thoughts were on the differences between… 

S: Us? Between us 

J: (laughs) yeah between us 

D: there isn’t any 

J: (all laugh) between WUTW and castle Rock, both the process of WUTW and 

CR and the outcomes, obviously they are very different performance, but if you 

could think about the key similarities and differences in both of the processes 

and performances. Just any thoughts in response to that… 

D: no, none at all 

(J & S laugh) 

D: similarities between the two shows? I would talk about language, theatrical 

language and I always refer to this thing that Shanna May Breen said when 

she saw WUTW at Live Collision, um which I thought was really lovely, which 

was that it was a very different show, but you can still see that you have a 

palette and I really liked that idea, that the painting can be different but that the 
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colours are always the same or something and like that there clearly is a 

palette that we have as a company, which I think is still there in this show even 

though we’re making it with only three of us now, which I really love as a 

similarity and I think will or may always stay within our work. And I think that 

that palette is often a result of what is just actually possible with both the 

bodies that we have in the space but also the minds in the space and how we 

all think, like I think it’s just a result of it, like we haven’t gone ‘oh this is what 

our palette is’ it’s just a result of when you get those people collaborating in 

that way. 

J: So what would you say is in that palette, like what languages 

D: Running, we do a lot of running around 

J: (laughs) 

D: I would say that we are interested in um… we’re interested in physicality 

and I think we’re interested in, I think, for me, that becomes a result of, we’re 

interested in what we can say – and I specifically am quite interested in what 

you can say and what you can communicate without words. And when I think 

specifically about… like I do a lot of physical stuff because I am interested in 

that, like I just said, so it draws me to a more choreographic and more ‘dance’ 

place and I somehow always end up doing those things in the show, and I 

don’t talk very much in WUTW and in that show there’s a whole section that’s 

about me being very physical in the space and holding a very physical 

presence in that space and it’s now turned out there a like a couple of 

moments in CR that feels very similar in that we are utilising my skill in being 

able to be quite physical and in taking up a kind of physical energy in the space 

and I think that continues in the work but I don’t think it – I think it comes out 
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individually in me sometimes but I think it is something we all share so 

sometimes it rubs off on you and it rubs off on you and we’re interested in… or 

maybe it’s about I rub off on Sam or I rub off on you and then obviously vice 

versa in other ways and languages. 

J: mm hmm, so physicality… (To Sam) if you had to say some things that were 

part of a palette or that were similar… what would you say? 

S: like, talking to the audience, so, acknowledging the audience 

J: ok 

D: and I would say specifically acknowledging, like we don’t always talk but we 

always want to acknowledge that the audience are there…? 

S: yeah we always want to acknowledge that the audience are there, but, if you 

look at the those two pieces, we do also specifically talk to the audience as 

well 

D: yeah 

J: Mm hmm 

S: Um… I’m trying to think if there are any moments in WUTW where we don’t 

actually speak to the audience, and we do something which is, not, no I don’t 

think so –  

D: Yeah, at the very beginning, the very beginning I feel like that’s our moment 

to ourselves 

S: when we’re touching each other  

D: when we’re touching each other, we then begin to acknowledge, we’re 

acknowledging the audience but we’re not talking to them 

S: yeah… so speaking to the audience  

J: mm hmm 
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S: um… 

D: it’s difficult because in my head it’s like there’s this idea of a palette and 

then it feels like it’s quite easy to jump to very specific material that we’re 

interested in… and it feels like there’s something like… 

J: if you had to sum up in three words, um, what were really core and key kind 

of features of a Massive Owl show and not relate it maybe specifically to action 

and content that happens but maybe in feeling or in ambition what would you 

say they were? 

S: well, like a minimal, I don’t know if that’s the same thing, but definitely 

minimal, a sense of minimalism 

J: ok, yeah, yeah, 

S: and like quite a simple aesthetic, so, like even though we’re using like a lot 

more tech in this show, than we’ve ever done, it actually still holds that kind of 

very lo-fi, stripped back um… minimal kind of energy 

J: Uh huh 

S: like we don’t, like we use projected light and it’s not like it’s some crazy, 

glitzy, flashing images, it’s just, it’s like super basic, it’s just like flashing colours 

D: I’d, sorry – 

S: - and yeah and… same like when it comes to the sound, like it’s really 

stripped back and you can really see how it’s being made, with like the loop 

pedal, um like in the same way that in WUTW, you could see, you can see how 

everything’s being created, no one’s like leaving the stage and coming back 

on, we’re all in that space all the time, that’s one big thing that you could say, 

we’re all in the space and creating the world that it exists in all of the time in 

both of those performances. 



	
	

201 

J: yeah 

D: I would connect that directly to a value of necessity, for me I think that’s a 

direct result of something that’s less about the material and less about the 

quality of the material but actually about a value that we have which is that we 

always say ‘what is necessary to do this moment?’ ‘what is actually necessary 

for us to make this happen?’ and pulling back from that and going more but 

then going ok like, you know we always be like why would you do that if you 

could just do it like this, without all the faff, you know? So for me, I think that 

minimalism and do it yourself attitude that is in our work, is about necessity I 

would prefer to talk, I especially prefer talking about it like that than DIY culture 

– I’ve been thinking about this recently, and I feel like minimalism and 

necessity for me relates to us more than this whole kind of DIY culture because 

I think that in some of those – the rise of theatre companies that are like ‘do it 

yourself’ with crappy cardboard pieces, it’s actually not about necessity or 

necessarily about necessity or minimalism, it’s a style choice, it’s become a 

kind of DIY – it’s a DIY show – 

S: yeah but we’re also quite – we’re quite, with our stripped back minimal thing 

we’re quite clean, you know? Like aesthetically I think we all 

D: we’re quite specific aren’t we? I think that’s part of that palette 

S: I think we’re quite drawn to like, well I know I certainly am – 

D: Ego corner! (All laugh) 

S: I’m definitely drawn to things being quite like clean, clean images. 

J: yeah, cool 

S: and when you say DIY to me, I instantly think of 

D: think of mess 
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S: think of there being quite a lot of crap onstage and 

D: we don’t like mess, do we 

S: and it’s just like 

D: and if we do have mess, it’s clean mess! Like there’s something quite 

specific about that 

J: um, so, necessity and minimalism, are there any other kind of –   

D: - I think they’re directly related to each other – 

J: - yeah, yeah, but just thinking about other things, other kind of values or 

other concerns that are underpinning the work, other than, collaboration, say 

that’s obviously one, but that aside, is there anything else that you think is 

really like 

D: well, this relates to collaboration, and it directly relates to the audience, I 

think that something that we always strive for in our shows is for the audience’s 

experience of our work to be very, that we ask them to be quite active. I think 

we have to be careful with the idea of active and passive because I think 

actually being passive in an audience, people talk about this quite negatively, 

but I actually think sometimes this idea that an audience member isn’t up here 

always ready that we get a sense that we’re trying to do, I think that also, it’s 

totally ok for an audience member to go off and think about something or just 

like not be active in the world or what’s going on onstage because actually it 

doesn’t necessarily mean it’s not affecting them but I think that what we – so 

basically I’m just talking about why I go to those words passive and activeness 

but I’m also really unsure about them so again, it’s this 50:50% thing it’s like 

what we do is we create show and we create holes, absences. We 

purposefully decide we are not going to tell the audience that or we’re not 
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going to explain that then. We’re going to explain it then or we’re not going to 

say this at all or actually it’s really important for that character to have a 

name… it’s like, it’s involved in a lot of the work in lots of different ways so 

deciding that… like deciding the other day that we didn’t need all of that stuff 

about the brother you know it’s because – oh no it’s because I said something 

about ‘my friends and my mum and my dad they think I’m crazy’ and you said ‘I 

don’t like that’ and I think it was specifically related to that idea  

J: yeah 

D: of, of going like, actually we don’t, the necessity, out of necessity, let’s 

create an absence there or a hole, we don’t need to tell them that or it doesn’t 

exist in this world so the audience do the work for some of that stuff. I think 

that, that is in all of –has always been in our work. 

J: do you agree, Sam Powell? 

D: absolutely not 

S: yes, yeah.  

J: great 

S: um, yeah I think definitely, it’s kind of like what I was trying to say earlier 

about, erm, making sure that the audience are collaborating with us in 

understanding what on earth is happening on onstage… (all laugh) No, but it’s 

important that they are collaborating in filling those gaps. Yeah, I’d agree. 

D: Yeah and I think that is a direct result of the way we work in the space, 

you’ve probably talked a lot about this, about collaboration, but I think that for 

me that moment of performance with the audience, is we carry all the 

collaboration that we’ve been doing in rehearsal in the process and it comes 

out in this form and goes not this is what it’s all about, we’ve been struggling 
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with it and now let’s struggle with it together and get to a really great place with 

it, hopefully! 

J: yeah 

D: I think about that a lot, oh typical me, like, do I need to go into that? Maybe 

not? 

J: no I think that’s good. Do you think there’s anything else other than the 

collaboration, which is kind of related to the point about the work requiring it’s 

audience to participate or collaborate in its kind of creation of meaning and it’s 

creation of images because there are holes or absences in the work, so it’s like 

those two things which are really related… 

D & S: Yeah 

J: and then a kind of necessity, that kind of relates back to a stripped back or 

minimalistic style or aesthetic, so I guess maybe if you were pushed to say 

what the style or feel of our work is, it relates to that concern of necessity and 

minimalism and then maybe if you were to talk more about how the experience 

for an audience, it’s more about centreing around the concerns of 

collaboration, and asking and getting the audience to collaborate with us in the 

final moment of creation 

D: Uh huh and if you were to ask me for a third one, I think that this one is like 

probably the most like ‘oooohhh’, is narrative and story, that I think is always in 

our work and I think that like… I don’t think that we necessarily want to be 

going out there and making work that, essentially at the heart of it is just to tell 

a good story, I’m not happy with a piece of work if that’s all it’s doing, 

personally, um, not necessarily in other work but in our work, my work, um and 

I think there’s an interesting thing in all of the work we’re making in that I think 



	
	

205 

all of them definitely have narrative in it but actually in lots of different guises 

and we’ve really used it as a process in different ways in the room as well, like 

with WUTW, there was a whole point where we used narrative as a way to 

really understand what we were trying to do, I remember there was a moment 

where we were like ‘oh, fuck but we tell stories, don’t we?’ like ‘this whole 

internet thing is huge, let’s try and think about how this could actually be a 

story?!’ which then actually didn’t work but there was something exciting about 

how it felt like it was one of Massive Owl’s tools, let’s see what happens when 

we chuck a bit of narrative in there, use that as almost like a tool, it’s not 

necessarily the result, it’s also something that we use as a tool to understand it 

ourselves. I’m literally imagining a little shovel for some reason, for no apparent 

reason, in my brain and I think that’s really exciting and I think that’s the 

exciting difference between – to bring it back to the things we’re using – for me 

that’s one of the most exciting differences between CR and WUTW and I 

guess the thing that I’m quite interested in, would be interested in asking, not 

right now, but a question that I keep thinking of in making this show is about, is 

like I think this show is a direct result of WUTW and how we felt about that 

show and it’s difficult because it feels like it could actually be negative, should 

we think about it like ‘oh so you didn’t use as much narrative or tell as much 

story in that show, so you thought this time you would’ and so we have to be 

careful that it reflects on what I think is actually a really great show to 

something different with narrative which is exciting and does something 

different in this show but this is also a result of maybe a frustration we had, - 

not a frustration because that is then a negative thing – but just like a kind of 

‘hmm ok, that was interesting’ 
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J: a reflection? 

D: a reflection of it – you know but it’s not like if somebody was like ‘oh so 

you’re using story now because you thought your other show didn’t have 

enough story’, because it wasn’t quite what you wanted to do, and it’s like well, 

I don’t know 

S: yeah well I think that, yeah there’s definitely an interest in narrative whether 

we’re using it or not using it 

J: yeah  

S: there’s a discussion that will happen around narrative and whether we want 

it to be there, why we think it’s important that it’s there and then how we want 

to use it, so whether we’ve got it or not, we are sort of like probing that, we’re 

not just working in a way where we’re just using it all the time in the same way 

D: I want to ask Sam a question – can I ask him one? 

J: yeah 

D: do you think WUTW doesn’t have a narrative? 

S: Um… not in a traditional sense, no, I think that you could say that there are, 

you could say that there is a narrative that is more character driven, in WUTW, 

so you have this kind of recurring character or characters or maybe just us and 

they reveal things and talk about things that are like world narratives and 

whereas CR has a more linear story that you can follow and plot, there are 

things, there are plot points, where as I wouldn’t really say that there are plot 

points or plot shifts in WUTW, I’d say that it is more of an experience that has 

like moments of narrative in it 

D: because I would say that for me, I would define it as CR has a narrative in a 

world that isn’t our own and I feel like WUTW is a narrative in our own world, 
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we don’t set up a world that doesn’t exist, it’s the real world, it’s the people in 

that room, and it’s at that time, but I don’t think we tell a story, but I think that 

the narrative is the audience, it’s their narrative and it’s an hour long and it’s 

there and it’s the narrative and it’s that moment and I like that for me it really 

does have a narrative, I would say that it is a narrative in a very, very different 

way in a much more kind of, like, ‘experimental’ way I guess, like thinking 

about narrative that we are very used to through kind of, historical traditions of 

theatre when you talk about narrative and story that this doesn’t fit into that and 

I, yeah, I just think that’s an exciting and interesting difference between the two 

shows. 

J: Great, cool. Um, ok great, I think that’s good, thank you.   

 

Danny and Jenny 

J: ok so my first question to you is, and we’ve got a half an hour time limit, 

(both laugh) why do you make theatre? 

D: why do I make theatre? 

J: yeah 

D: um, I think initially because I’m good at it, I think I’m good at it, I find it 

difficult to communicate in lots of other channels, specifically speaking, 

sometimes I’m actually quite good at speaking, and other times it really doesn’t 

go very well, but I feel like and it’s difficult making theatre with me and making 

theatre with other people when I am me, because, um, like right now is a good 

example, I’m finding it, like I’m having lots of thoughts in my head and then it 

makes this process from here (points to head) to here (points to mouth) 

actually quite difficult. But you guys have persevered and then I think between 
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the three of us we get to a point where we create something that I would say is 

a language that, I think, communicates well 

J: so, if you had to, aside from Massive Owl, what, if you had to say the core 

reason why you make theatre or why you make art would you say it’s to do 

with communication?   

D: It’s - I like bringing a group of people together in a room and doing 

something and that thing affecting them and it not be a conversation that I’ve 

had. (Both laugh) You know? I love the language of theatre and I love what it 

can do and I think I speak it very well and I think it’s sometime as a direct result 

of the way that I communicate just as me outside of that context 

J: Yeah 

D: and why I mean I’m good at it is that it’s also something that I think I’m really 

good at and I found myself, just when I was younger it was the thing that just 

started speeding ahead, of other things that I thought I might be good at and I 

was just like ‘oh, I’m really good at this, oh I really thought it was gonna be on 

the visual art path and it was like no, I’m not actually as good, oh I’m really 

good at this’ and I think that directly relates to the communication thing. 

J: cool, thanks 

D: that’s alright, don’t worry about it 

J: (laughs) ok, so next question, which is, which is not a trick question, how do 

you make theatre? 

D: Um… how do I make theatre? I make theatre mostly with my theatre 

company, which is Massive Owl, which you’re in and Sam is in and I make it 

collaboratively with them. Um, how do I make theatre in a more kind of like, 

how do I actually do it – what am I doing, in the room? I make theatre by trying 
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to be as honest and as blunt a lot of the time as I can be. Sometimes on 

purpose, the way I talk sometimes is aggressive more than it needs to be and 

I’m fully aware that sometimes it comes across as aggressive, like not 

aggressive or, I don’t know, um and also I’m aware of that and sometimes I, 

not on purpose but I don’t soften it in a way that I try to make, I think that 

saying how you honestly feel about something and not, it not being about a 

personal thing in the room, I think that most of the time, I don’t think it always 

works with us because it’s a really fine line, but I think pretty much most of the 

time, we’re really honest with each other and what we’ve always set a rule as, 

obviously, when I disagree with you or you disagree with them, it’s not because 

I hate you or it’s a personal thing, it’s just, it’s actually a good thing it’s a thing 

that’s really important, it’s like those moments where we disagree on 

something that we’re being really honest and sometimes blunt or sometimes a 

bit softer or stepping back and being more considerate about the way we’re 

talking all those different ways are essentially that we just think in that moment 

is about getting to some kind of honesty with each other in the room or creates 

the result of this thing that’s more shared between the three of us and then not 

something where we all disagree. That’s how – a way – a mechanism that I am 

aware of that we work with that I’m aware in myself that I do in the room, that is 

part of that. I guess I’m thinking that because I’m just thinking about when we 

were working the other day and thinking about how I acted in the room and 

how I was in the space. Um… and I think that the… I also feel a little bit like 

there is this blueprint that is: there isn’t a director, there is a collaboration, in a 

lot of ways I always think that means that we can either go into that room either 

knowing nothing, having nothing, having a very small idea, having a massive 
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idea, having no idea what the end is, having no idea what we’re staring with, 

like, we just know that we’re gonna go in that room and we’re going to 

collaborate and there is not going to be this artistic lead for the whole of the 

process. Sometimes we do obviously individually lead but by having made just 

that one decision that is the bedrock of this company it makes me think that 

actually we can do it anyway we want to do it as long as it doesn’t contradict 

that bedrock thing, do you know what I mean? 

J: Uh huh. So if you were to say what Massive Owl’s manifesto or blue print or 

things that shape it were… 

D: I would say it’s just that 

J: just that? 

D: and I think it’s really exciting that the thing that makes Massive Owl, 

Massive Owl and the, I would argue, and I would argue something that isn’t 

Massive Owl is if we went ‘you’re the director now’, but, I have to admit that is 

based on the fact that that situation has not happened yet.  

J: yeah 

D: as well, but my assumption would be that it then wouldn’t be a Massive Owl 

show 

J: ok 

D: but it is an assumption 

J: ok so the line, the basis, the core is that, the way that we work is that we 

don’t have an identified creative lead or director and that the roles in making a 

performance how we make that performance is undefined and depends on the 

three of us working together to create something? 
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D: yeah and I also think that there’s something that reflects on the fact that we 

don’t prepare (J laughs) like we don’t sit and go we’re gonna do this for this 

rehearsal, we’re gonna do that for that rehearsal, we’re gonna do that for that 

rehearsal, like a director would do 

J: yeah 

D: um, we, I don’t if it’s just because we’re a disorganised theatre company, 

sometimes I question that, but I think a lot of the time because what we do is 

we just get in there, we’re confident about – and especially recently having all 

feel like we’ve arrived that the collaboration has come into its own most 

recently because obviously it has existed in different forms Massive Owl as a 

collaboration between people, um, but like most recently we feel really 

confident about it and there’s something about that that means we feel ok not 

having to meet up a week before a residency and go ok, we just know that we 

will sort it all out in that space and we will discuss it because I guess there’s a 

question of like, that we would have to do that as a collective because 

otherwise one of us would be the artistic lead of that residency potentially but 

also not because what’s interesting is that if I went and did that – like made a 

schedule, I know that like one of you would go ‘yeah I don’t wanna do that, I 

don’t think that’s a good idea’ or you know like ‘I don’t think that’s a good idea’. 

So what I think I was trying to get at before is like yeah that thing of when I 

think about our process I also think about the fact that we just get in a room 

and we just go ok we’re in the room now and we haven’t decided what we’re 

going to do in this room, we’re about to decide it all now so it’s like as well as 

what we’re doing, we collaborate on the ideas but we also collaborate on the 

infrastructure to create the ideas. 
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J: yeah um, so if you had to say what was at the core of Massive Owl’s 

collaboration or at the heart of our collaboration, if you had to really think about 

what was really underpinning all that process and all that way of working, say 

one to three things, what would you say? 

D: I would say initially, my gut instinct is that we like working together and we 

like each other and we’re friends and we’re very close, I think I could take that 

structure that we just talked about and do it with anyone  

J: ok 

D: but I’ve chosen to do it with you two, because I like the way you make 

theatre and I like the way Sam makes theatre and I like the way that the three 

of us I like the way that I make theatre, obviously (laughs) um I think that would 

probably be the core thing. 

J: ok so friendship? 

D: friendship  

J: liking  

D: but I guess like friendship – within friendship is an admiration of the way we 

all make theatre – I mean I don’t always like the way that you think about 

something or Sam thinks about something but that’s a detail, in a broader 

sense, 

J: yeah, so maybe, so a liking of working together  

D: yeah but it’s also, through experience, I didn’t know I was gonna like 

working with you, you know 

J: yeah uh huh, so – 

D: but I liked you and that collaboration you became part of this company 

based on something actually separate from that, which was just that we got on, 
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you know? Like there was a spark and you liked what we did. Um and we 

trusted that you could come into this collaboration, actually not based on 

anything other than that really, that we liked you, we liked your sensibility, we 

took a risk in that potentially based on that friendship that we would like the 

way that you worked, but that wasn’t necessarily gonna be the way 

J: yeah so maybe, maybe also like a trust? 

D: oh yeah absolutely, I kind of think that’s not something that’s exclusively to 

us really 

J: no, no I just mean that, I’m just trying to see… 

D: yeah yeah yeah, um so more stuff other than the friendship stuff 

J: yeah, well I don’t know, maybe I’m just trying to push and see what other 

stuff is really underpinning that process which is very open, very fluid, very 

undefined, you know I’m just thinking about what you said about when we get 

in the room and it’s just like we haven’t planned what we’re gonna do that day 

but something get’s done and it gets decided at the beginning of the day by us 

together it’s like we make the plan together and it’s like right we’re gonna do 

that but quite often we don’t stick to it and we end up doing one thing for ages 

and never getting to another thing or whatever and what I would say is very 

symptomatic of our process is an openness and a fluidity and not really  

sticking to much, not in a negative sense but in a way that we are constantly 

breaking our own rules. We are constantly setting things up and then doing 

something completely different. 

D: yeah and think you can see that in a practical way but also in the inner 

workings of the show. You’ll see that we constantly set up rules for what we 

think the show I and then we break them and then we make other ones and we 
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break them and learn more about the show and that means that we break that 

rule that we set up weeks ago that we thought it was this thing but it’s not as 

well but I also think that it’s experience, like I think all of those things, trust 

which I think is directly related to the fact that we trust each other as friends, 

but also because I think that I don’t think we’ve got to this point being able to 

have that fluidity like we didn’t have it like that (snaps finger) like we didn’t have 

it, we may have had it in moments but I feel like that other people in the room 

have changed the dynamic of that fluidity and changed the way that we work, I 

think it’s that fluidity and all of that stuff and trust and openness has ebbed and 

flowed um and I think we’ve got where we are from learning and experience 

and learning from experience. It isn’t just necessarily like – it’s trusting those 

people on the outside of that space and then getting in there and going ok this 

feels good and then going ok, ok let’s keep going, let’s keep going, we’re 

learning, we’re learning – 

J: so maybe like commitment as well - commitment to the process 

D: yeah and also like I think also people talk about oh you’re in a 

collaboration… I think there’s a lot of luck maybe or there’s also a lot of 

necessity in the sense that like I’m really happy in this situation, there’s 

potential that there’s another collaborator or collaboration out there that’s much 

better (J laughs) you know? But like I don’t really give a shit about that, I don’t 

care. I guess there’s always the thought process that you can think that it’s 

really fucking difficult, so if I’ve got this, and this feels fucking great, you know 

like there’s so keeping us pinned in is almost like a fear (J laughs) you know 

we also like all really want to do this, we all care about this, we all want to 

make this really happen and work and we’re committed to it. I guess off that 
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committed point I guess maybe there’s this other thing of like maybe there 

could be a better commitment like else where but I think that like ‘oh god if I 

have to start that all over again with somebody else and build this thing up, it’s 

like the more experience you have the more you pen yourself in in terms of, 

which is what does scare me, you know we have had difficult experiences 

developing the company but it’s like maybe that’s something as well you know? 

Like I want to get something and I want to get it really good and it’s never 

gonna get really good unless I stick to it. 

J: yes ok, cool. Um, how do you think collaborating impacts on your sense of 

ownership of the work? 

D: Um, it makes me more relaxed about the work, about the authorship of the 

work and about the responsibility of the work. Um… what I’ve noticed recently 

is that when we do a writing task, I write very differently to you and Sam. 

Something that I do is I bang it out and this is again obviously because of the 

process we trust each other we, I trust that you guys wanna work in that way 

but like I work, I write directly from the response that like, this the thing that I’m 

probably not as good at in this process and I still think I’m a good writer and I 

like the ideas that come out of going through that process when I do it and 

when we do it but I purposefully go ‘bada ba da bada bada’ (to illustrate writing 

really fast) and I relax, I really just relax and I just go ‘do de do do de do’ (to 

illustrate writing really fast) because I know that that is not just gonna go 

straight from the page straight on stage, you know? I know what the next 

process is, I know what’s gonna happen to that, I know that Sam and Jenny 

and me and what Sam said and what Jenny said and what that might make me 

think and that changes my mind and that changes Sam’s mind and then the 
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text and then the text and then it changes and it changes and it’s the best it 

can potentially be. That we think it can be, that we think we get it to. 

J: uh huh 

D: so, that’s how I feel 

J: you feel – 

D: - relaxed  

J: - less pressure? 

D: less pressure and less precious about my – there are things for sure that I 

feel precious about, often it isn’t necessarily a creative result it’s more about 

how like I think that that works and my beginning, inner understanding of the 

work is probably more, the thing I am most precious about and I think that’s a 

matter of like ‘I really think I’ve cracked this and you’re challenging the thing 

that I think has cracked it. You think differently about this moment’ or ‘you’ve 

said that about his moment, Sam or Jenny, and it totally contradicts what I was 

thinking and then that’s when I come out with that bluntness and that kind of 

like ‘no! but why would you say that? and ’why would you think this?’ and I 

doing it on purpose, you know, I’m doing it on purpose because I think also you 

can think something really strongly and in our collaboration we have created a 

space where I feel comfortable to say, “No, this is how I really feel” because I 

know that, at any moment, that really strong feeling I have, could change. 

That’s exciting to me. 

J: yeah so I guess it’s that you’re open to  

D: being wrong  

J: yeah and having a conversation about it 

D: yeah 
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J: than… yeah 

D: yeah and it makes me relaxed cos I know that I can be wrong  

J: yeah  

D: and I can be wrong about thinking I’m so right (laughs) you know? 

J: yeah, so I guess, like Sam said about a breaking down of egos and I guess 

that’s 

D: directly related to that 

J: yeah 

D: but also ego is in there, it’s absolutely in there 

J: Mmm, in what way?  

D: in that, when I say that like… I mean maybe this isn’t ego but like there are 

moments when I think ‘I’ve got it and what you’re saying now is contradicting it, 

but actually you’re wrong’ you know like in my brain I’m going like ‘oh no, no, 

no, no, no’ you know like ‘it’s wrong you’re not thinking about this in the way 

that it is in mine’ and then like sometimes that thing changes that person’s 

mind and like my ego like actually then in thinking of it is egotistical as soon as 

that person gets round, it’s just that I’m – not right – it’s that we’re right or we’re 

in the same headspace and then sometimes that – my ego goes ‘oh no, ok no I 

was wrong, yeah, no I was wrong’ you know? 

J: yeah 

D: and I can really identify – there’s times when I can really identify that – 

J: can you identify one please? 

D: yeah I can, so there was moment when you weren’t in the room and me and 

Sam were rehearsing and I just felt really clear about the narrative (in Castle 

Rock) in terms of where the deer in Castle Rock, existed in the narrative, like 
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what it’s narrative was and I was really clear and I remember having a 

discussion and I was like ‘no, no, no, no the deer’s this…’ you know and then 

Sam was just like ‘no but in my head, the deer is, maybe this moment is all one 

moment’ and I remember him saying that and I felt kind of physically sick in a 

way because I was just like ‘oh, not the all in one moment thing’ and then it 

clicked to me what was interesting and exciting about what he was saying and 

it then began to affect me and change me, was the fact that, actually what I 

think was particularly interesting in what he was talking about was – maybe this 

moment was not all in thirty seconds – the train hits the deer and it happens – 

that moment where the conversation between the train, ray and the deer, I 

thought it happened a lot before, I really had it in my head that it happened lost 

before the collision and then when Sam was like ‘I think that happens just 

before the collision happens’ and it was just like ‘oh of course, oh, of course’ 

and there’s this moment where you go from really thinking you understand 

something to then being, like challenging it, being challenged, you rearing your 

ugly head a little bit because you’re like ‘no, don’t challenge me’ and then 

suddenly going like, suddenly melting and then rebuilding up again to being 

like better, the better idea! 

J: yeah, because, the better idea, in relation to the making of the show, the 

ultimate goal 

D: yeah to the ultimate goal, but also it’s part of starting to create a more 

shared understanding of the show, and the understanding of the inner 

workings of the show because it also, like that’s a very small moment that’s 

based on me changing my mind about a particular narrative thing but then it 

actually affects more than just that moment, it starts to begin to affect how I’m 
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working with Sam and with you, when you come back in the room and we go 

‘we just think we smashed it, we think this…’ you going ‘yeah of course, yeah, 

and then it’s like ok cos that means that and that and it ultimately helps the 

inner workings of the narrative of the show and the decisions we’re gonna 

make but also like our shared understanding of it, because ultimately our goal 

always, it’s not about us all going and pinpointing a moment and us all 

necessarily saying that we have this exact same understanding of that moment 

in the show, what I talk about when a shared understanding of the show it’s 

more like a blueprint or infrastructure, a set of rules that we have discovered 

through collaborating together, a shared set of rules of that we have 

discovered through collaborating together, it’s a shared set of rules of 

understanding, that, you know 

J: yeah, so if you… could you maybe – this isn’t really a straightforward 

question but could you talk about the relationship between our process and the 

performances that we make? 

D: well I guess the thing that I automatically go to is the thing that we were 

talking about earlier, which is the kind of how simply choosing that bedrock of 

going, we’re not going to have an artistic lead actually by just going that’s the 

rule and that’s the only rule and how that, in so many multifaceted ways, by 

sticking to that rule, or not sticking to it, and then drawing back on it, like 

because sometimes we – sometimes Jenny will go and be, I guess, like ‘the 

artistic lead’ of this bit of text or she’ll go over there, but ultimately if you’ve 

smashed it and we really think you’ve smashed it then we think you’ve 

smashed it, if we don’t think you’ve smashed it then we say we don’t think 

you’ve quite smashed it but if you’ve smashed it and we think you’ve smashed 
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it then it’s collaborative in a way so I do also think that yeah people come out 

an appear to take on the guise of an artistic role but isn’t so I think it threads 

through all the process and then we get to a moment where it is the moment of 

a meeting between the audience and us and all of this information is sitting 

behind us and the audience come here (illustrate the audience sitting in front of 

us) and the show is a lens and this just seeps out to the audience, and I just 

think it directly relates to what – how the show becomes and what the 

experience of that lens is – is that making sense? 

J: yeah 

D: and so like I can really draw it all back, we do a project and we go ‘right 

we’re gonna make this collaboratively aren’t we? Because we’re massive owl’ 

and it’s like ‘BAM!’ we know then that whatever happens in that thing we know 

that when we come to performance we know that it’s going to have that 

collaborative sensibility also in the moment of performance. What excites me is 

that we haven’t chosen that sensibility, we’ve not decided that – we didn’t 

come together as Massive Owl and go we want to do show’s where the 

audience feel like a collaborator with us, you know? 

J: yeah totally  

D: it’s like it’s directed from something that they’re not part of. You know? And I 

love the fact that something that they’re not part of is happening in the world 

and then they’re totally part of it, all of it, just in one hour. 

J: yeah and they’re also always part of it because we’re always thinking of 

them 

D: we’re always thinking about them but… I’m thinking about them right now! 

(both laugh) but I think that, yeah and that totally relates to that but it also 
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relates to the fact that - why wouldn’t you be fucking thinking about them? Who 

are you doing this for? You’re doing this for a group of people that you’re 

asking to pay to come and see you and sit in a room for an hour and they’ve 

totally given up their time to do that – they want to do it and you know – we’re 

not forcing them in any way to do it, but you have a responsibility you’ve set up 

something and it’s in a very particular infrastructure, that it would be 

irresponsible for you to not be thinking about that end result. It’s like we all 

know where this is gonna end, but we’re not think about that. There’s gonna be 

some people who come to see you and it’s like ‘ah yeah, don’t worry about 

that’ and it’s like ‘yeah do worry about that’ 

J: Yeah 

D: it should be at the centre of it, you know? 

J: yeah 

D: which is also why I think it relates to the collaboration you know because 

one of the other things when is ay that we take on the guise of an artistic lead 

we also take on the guise of an audience member, we all try to do that, all of 

the time, sometimes it’s very difficult, sometimes we do it too much. 

J: ok, fantastic, I think 

D: and also, I hate the arts council. I don’t really… 

J: I think that’s cool, I think that’s great 

D: ok 

J: I think the merging of Sam, into both of you, into you and me, I’ve got some 

gold 

D: it will be very reflective of our actual process 
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Appendix 4.1 

 

Interview with artist Jo Hellier,68 20th October 2015, INTERVAL Office, Bristol 

 

Jenny (JD): Within the final product of Massive Owl’s performance, whether it’s 

explicitly participatory in its form or, you know, it’s less participatory in its form 

in that its less clear interactions with audience there is still a clear sense that 

it’s really important for the audience to participate in the final piece of work and 

that whatever it is, is completed by them. So I was just wondering about 

thinking about that in relation to your own work, if that has any resonance with 

you? And thinking more about your work 97 years which is maybe slightly more 

– the form of it is more interactive and participatory just because of the nature 

of the devices that you use in that piece work and Flood Plans which is maybe 

less, not so interactive – if you have any thought about all that stuff in relation 

to you own work (laughs) 

Jo H (JH): yeah, yeah, yeah. I do! Yeah, yeah, it’s really interesting to draw 

that correlation (between collaboration in process and participation in 

performance) I just realised when you were saying that ‘oh man, that’s what I 

miss about collaborating’, because even though I have collaborated, I’ve not 

entered a room with somebody in that way for ages, since like, a couple of 

years after graduating and like I think, yeah I haven’t done that and I think it’s 

really exciting to all enter with an interest in this thing and that’s why you’re 

there and that trust that you three are all interested in that and will make 

something interesting, like that’s something that as a solo artist you don’t get 

																																																								
68 For more information about Hellier’s work, please see her website: http://www.johellier.com 
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that and I think that’s probably a worthy reason why I should describe myself 

as a solo artist is because that hasn’t happened for ages, although I would like 

it too happen, now. Um and I think in relation to the work it’s kind of hard to 

comment on it because I haven’t’ had it with creating any of those pieces so I 

don’t know about the correlation between them… do you know what I mean?  

JD: I guess… as an artist, the style or form of your work… is kind of… it’s a 

contemporary maybe abstracted style, that’s maybe fairly common across 

contemporary performance work and so, is there something about that –  so, 

what is the question? Sorry, Jo!  

JH: don’t worry! 

JD: Like, what is it about that, that resonates with your work? 

JH: I definitely wanna have a collaboration with the audience, that’s for sure 

JD: Yeah… What is the audience’s role within your work? 

JH: yeah within 97 years it’s definitely, like I really relate to the fact that it’s 

abstract is why – is like the reason I’m a fan of that so that the audience can 

collaborate. And I guess in 97 years that’s pretty straightforward even though 

it’s abstract it’s very much like ‘your interaction with this is very physical, you 

understand that you’re interacting with this. In Flood Plans it’s much more like 

actually, I think, I think Flood Plans is really different from when you last saw it  

JD: OK 

JH: but it does still have one large chunk of sound in the dark and I really saw 

that as a collaborative moment because I’m gonna give you like that totally 

empty – well it’s not empty – but, like, that huge amount of space to just do 

whatever you want as an audience member and you’re gonna be doing quite a 

lot of work in that time and I think, yeah, I like that – I really like that idea that 
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the audience is doing some of the work and that they’re collaborating with 

making up what it means basically 

JD: yeah 

JH: and the outcome – with 97 years they were collaborating with the outcome, 

with Flood Plans it’s like you leave and decide what to do with that information 

and I think you’ve had enough time in there to think about what that is. Maybe 

it’s nothing but yeah 

JD: yeah 

JH: um… is that ok? 

JD: yeah that’s great, my question was all over the place so, that’s amazing – 

thank you! 

JH: I keep forgetting what the question was (laughs) 

JD: No that’s great - Ok so I just wanna ask a bit about – as a slight tangent – 

Grants for the arts (laughs) 

JH: oh yeah  

JD: Um and as an artist, what is and has your relationship been with the arts 

council up to this point? 

JH: oh my god, with the arts council? Ok so, in total, I’ve done four applications 

to Gfta, I’ve got two – so they’ve funded two projects, and then like I’ve got little 

bits – obviously like everything else I’ve ever got actually comes from the arts 

council as well, like, trickles down through people 

JD: Yeah I guess just what have you – 

JH: it’s a tumultuous relationship!  

JD: why is it tumultuous? 

JH: well – yeah, I’ve got so many thoughts about, like the funding structure 
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JD: great – maybe just firstly a bot more broadly about your relationship with 

the arts council, maybe not just specifically the Gfta scheme but maybe just 

broadly with the arts council or what you understand their role to be or what it 

has been for you up to this point – so if it’s just largely for funding or in any 

capacity what you  

JH: yeah I mean I also think it’s amazing, so they funded the development time 

for two projects so um they funded, well a miniscule amount relative to how 

much time I actually spent on it, but like they funded a good chunk of 

development time for 97 Years and Flood Plans and, actually, really, money to 

be able to collaborate. That’s the main difference, because I end up doing so 

much work for free, even when I got the funding. But saying that, it still makes 

a huge difference to me being able to concentrate on the work, but I think the 

biggest difference is that I can then collaborate. Like I wouldn’t feel comfortable 

asking Yas to do that much free work and I would never be able to ask like 

Alice to do loads of – everyone does free work but it means you can properly 

pay people to collaborate and I know that on both my evaluation forms that’s 

been like the hugest thing I’ve said – is like this money allowed me to 

collaborate. 

JD: yeah 

JH: so I’m really grateful for that and it’s also funded, usually, like – both times 

there’s been a performance at the end so I’ve been able to use that to get the 

money – like I am showing the work at IBT and I need money to develop it. 

JD: yeah cool, ok, maybe more specifically then how have you found, in your 

experiences, applying for grants for the arts and um yeah maybe just that first, 
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your experiences of it and any frustration or positives that you can think of 

about the funding process. 

JH: Positives? 

JD: yeah but also negatives or frustration  

JH: OK, well if I think, like, if I focus on the Flood Plans application just 

because it was more recent 

JD: yeah that’s fine, yeah 

JH: I did one that didn’t get in and then I did another one - I didn’t get it 

because of public engagement, not enough public engagement, so obviously 

that’s really frustrating because it’s like… so then I redid the application and 

said there would be loads of public engagement and then got the funding. So 

it’s like oh OK, right, so you just have to say, you’re going to work with flood 

victims and then you get the money, you know? It’s like really transparent, 

anyone can do it and it doesn’t feel great to realise that but it also doesn’t feel 

great to not get your funding… so there definitely is a frustration, it also took 

me so much time because I had to reapply and it was a big application I guess 

– I mean the same as everyone’s, but I wasted – not wasted, used so much 

time, when I really needed to have been concentrating on the work, on the 

application that it made it like, I actually don’t know if I did the right thing, like I 

actually don’t know if I would have made a better project without that funding, 

just cos it took so much energy. But then getting the money is amazing as 

well… I probably would have had to get a job whilst I was making FP… Well I 

mean, I did have a job whilst I was making FP, but I would have had to get 

more jobs. 
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JD: so I guess just off the back of that as you said you didn’t get the money 

due to public engagement, in the context of grants for the arts what do you 

understand the term public engagement to mean and how do you feel about it? 

(Both laugh) like in the way that the arts council- 

JH: - say it 

JD: yeah 

JH: is that what you mean? 

JD: yeah – well obviously you want people to see your work – that’s a big part 

of why you do it but, that aside, that part of public engagement aside, as it is, 

from your experience, as you understand it through Gfta. Like what do you 

understand by that term and what does it mean for you as an artist? 

JH: Well when I did Flood Plans application, because I was doing it at a really 

big festival, that public engagement – what that would be able to mean would 

just be like loads of people are going to see it and there’s also a great potential 

for more people to see it because it’s at a high profile festival that loads of 

producers come to, so I thought that would actually be enough because of 

those numbers – I think that I put the projection for so many people to see it in 

the future because it was going to be picked up by loads of people, blah blah 

blah – but then I didn’t get that so that obviously wasn’t enough. So then it 

really hammered home the idea that public engagement means getting non-

theatre goers to come and see the work or, for a specific group and also for the 

process itself to engage specific people and that felt pretty depressing because 

I’m saying to you that I’m going to make a really high quality piece of work and 

I don’t want to now have to dumb that down to get the funding and I don’t think 

they would ever want me to dumb it down but actually the reality of the 
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situation is that I’m going to have to do a shit tonne of extra work now which 

isn’t – like genuinely isn’t really useful for me for this specific project to try and 

get funding, because I had to say that I was going to go and talk to people 

about their experiences of flooding or go and make all these connections, that 

sometimes would be really useful but weren’t useful for the project for me 

where I was at… Um, yeah.  

JD: so it’s like the public engagement of the potential of people coming to see 

your work is not enough. 

JH: yeah, that’s what it felt like, yeah because I don’t there could have been a 

– like what – there isn’t really a bigger platform than In Between Time in my – 

that I could ever get anyway, at the moment, so it’s like if that’s not enough – 

it’s like they invite so many producers blah blah blah, it’s like if that’s not 

enough then I don’t know what would be. Although I guess actually it was just 

one showing, maybe if it was like I’ve been booked for a three month run at 

The National then… but then I wasn’t asking for enough money to do 

something like that either so, I don’t know. It did feel like public engagement 

means something else. 

JD: yeah and do you think that was more than what you were able to do in your 

role as an artist specifically to that application? It was creating – like you said – 

more work and maybe more work that wasn’t the work that you should be 

doing to actually do the thing that you want to do? 

JH: yeah absolutely yeah, and I felt like that with 97 years as well because I 

worked with my grandmother and grandfather in 97 and I think that in the 

application I ended up saying that I would work with more elderly people in 

more places… like I didn’t do the stuff I said I’d do because there wasn’t 
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enough time to do it and actually there wasn’t enough money to do it and like 

I’m not a – there’s loads of barriers to get into a care home and work with and 

I’m not trained to be that person so it’s like… and with FP it felt like, this isn’t a 

community project, this is actually quite a – I don’t know! My aim with that 

project was like to try and not give a fuck and to try and make something that 

was quite experimental and hard for once instead of making something a bit 

more friendly. So it’s like I don’t want to do that this time and also I really 

disagree with this – sorry if I’m going off – 

JD: no, no 

JH: I really disagree with this ‘dumbing down’ thing – that you have to prove 

that it’s gonna be accessible, it’s like accessible for who? Who are you saying 

isn’t going to get this work? And… yeah I don’t know… 

JD: great. 

JH: Being some where like, Ghent – I went to Ghent recently and I saw in their 

main house theatre there they had a really experimental theatre company who 

were doing a seven night run and it had sold out a huge 600 seat theatre and it 

was like ‘oh right, they don’t have to – they’re popular because they’re 

experimental’ and they’re not having to do any of that stuff and people are 

actually interested and I know that it’s totally different because in Ghent you – 

in Belgium you have a different education system, there’s more engagement in 

the arts overall but I would much rather it came from like people make 

interesting work and then more people want to go and see it… rather than like 

this dumbing down thing. I don’t know. 

JD: great, I think that’s all… that’s all been amazing. Thank you so much. 

JH: you’re so welcome! 
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Appendix 5. Conference Papers 
 
 
Appendix 5.0 
 
Conference paper, Who does Theatre think it is? Participatory Theatrical 

Strategies in Massive Owl’s We Used To Wait, presented at RiDE Journal’s 

‘Questions of Aesthetics and Participation’ Symposium, University of Hull, 

18/09/13. 

 

 

(Look everyone in the eye individually and smile) 

 

Hello. 

 

Welcome to the presentation. 

 

It’s really nice to see you all here. 

 

My name is Jenny. But you can call me Jen if you’d like. 

 

(To different individuals) 

 

Hi my name is Jen.  

 

Hi my name is Jen. 

 

Hi my name is Jen. 

 

(x6)  

 

(Wait a moment) 
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I am a theatre maker.  

 

Currently, I make theatre with a company called Massive Owl.  

 

As a company we work completely collaboratively together in the creation of 

our performances.  

 

We recently made a show called We Used To Wait.  

 

(We stole the title from an Arcade Fire song.)  

 

The piece seeks to explore and ultimately celebrate what it means to be ‘live’ 

and present together in an increasingly digital and mediated world.  

 

 

(Pause. Smile.) 

 

 

It is an interactive and participatory performance performed by the four 

members of the company: myself, Jack Jago, Sam Powell and Danny Prosser. 

(Who aren’t here today…) 

 

There is no set, no special technology - the only props we use are the four 

chairs that we sit on.  

 

The show is performed in the round, ideally with one row of audience seating.  

 

The chairs are laid out to form a rectangle with a space in the middle that 

creates our performance space. 

 

We sit in the round with the audience, moving into the performance space at 

different points during the show.  
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The performance space is lit with the only requirement being that everybody, 

performers and audience, can see each other well.  

 

(Pause. Smile.) 

 

Throughout We Used To Wait various participatory theatrical strategies, that 

directly offer the opportunity for a heightened involvement from the audience in 

the work, are engaged with. 

 

These include:  

• Asking an audience member to name a character 

 

• The performers introducing themselves 

 

• Directly asking the audience questions 

 

• Inviting the audience to play a game with one of the performers  

 

• Asking the audience to hold hands with the people sitting next to them 

  

• The performers shaking individual audience members hands and 

welcoming them 

 

• Individually asking audience members their names  

 

• Introducing them to each other  

 

• Inviting the audience to dance 

 

All of these are offered in a welcoming manner, as gentle and playful 

invitations to interact and participate.   
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So. 

 

Here I am. Here we are. Here we go. 

 

This is a story about a man.  

 

His name is …  

 

His name is …  

 

Would you like to suggest a name for the man?  

 

Great, thanks, what’s your name? 

 

So this is a story about a man, let’s call him, (Fred).  

 

(Fred) jumps out of his seat in the audience.  

 

The chairs, laid out to form a rectangle, create a space in the middle that is 

empty. 

(Fred) is running around the edge of this space, just in front of the audience’s 

seats. 

Everyone is watching him.  

He’s smiling, enjoying the moment. 

 

He keeps running. 
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After a short while, and a few knowing and playful glances in their direction, he 

chooses one audience member at random and stops in front of them, bent 

over, hands on knees, panting slightly from being out of breath, and looks this 

person in the eye.  

 

They stare at each other.  

 

(Fred) raises his eyebrows questioningly and smirks slightly. 

 The audience member looks a bit uncomfortable, bemused perhaps, but 

mostly they just seem intrigued and amused by (Fred). 

 

(Fred) smiles and raises his eyebrows again. 

 

Maybe he’s flirting with this person, maybe he’s having a staring competition 

with them, or maybe he wants them to do something.  

 

Suddenly, in response to some unknown cue from the audience member, 

(Fred) starts jumping on the spot. He stops abruptly and then, unknowingly, the 

audience member has given him the cue to start running again.  

 

Off he goes. 
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(Fred) continues this interaction with the audience member, who is locked in 

his game. He hasn’t explained the rules, but this person appears to have 

control over him and whether he runs, stops or jumps.  

 

(Fred) doesn’t say a word, the audience member doesn’t say a word, but 

(Fred) keeps running, stopping and jumping in front of them, following the rules 

of his game, taking his cues from the audience member.  

 

The rest of the audience and the three other performers, who are also sitting in 

the audience, are watching this.  

 

As he runs past the audience member, again, (Fred) looks back, again, to take 

his cue from them. He is getting increasingly, but playfully, frustrated, as the 

physical task gets harder.  

 

As he runs past yet again, the audience member suddenly gets up and starts 

running behind him, the rest of the audience cheer and laugh as they watch 

this person run around with (Fred).  

 

The audience member, a woman, is wearing very high-heeled shoes, but she’s 

there with him, running. 

 

This happened during the premiere performance of We Used To Wait at Live 

Collision International Festival in Dublin in April this year. 
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(Pause. Smile.)  

 

In 2007, in a speech on the ‘Role of Work in the Nation’s Future’ then Prime 

Minister Tony Blair, stated: 

 

“The important thing to recognise: what is the reality we cannot change; and 

the reality we can. That modern world of flux and adjustment, a kind of 

permanent revolution in the way we work, that is here to stay, at least for the 

foreseeable future. It won't change. It will intensify.  

The reality we can change is how we prepare people for the reality we can't.” 

(Blair, 2007) 

 

Hi, my name is Jen. 

 

I came here today, to share with you my worries.  

My worries about this.  

About what’s gone before, and what I see for the next part. 

  

 

As I’m sure everyone here is aware of, under the New Labour Government, in 

their commitment to delivering evidence-based policy and combatting ‘Social 

Exclusion’, participation in the arts and, crucially, the social effects of this 

participation became key focuses of cultural policy and agendas for public 

funding for the UK’s arts and culture.  
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Alongside the focus on participation in arts policy and funding spheres during 

this time, artists utilising, exploring and critiquing notions of participation and 

the social within their work and practices grew across a wide variety of forms 

and disciplines.  

 

This ‘social turn’ in contemporary art, and its political and aesthetic ambitions 

have, been significantly charted by Claire Bishop, amongst others.  

 

Within contemporary theatre and performance practice, ideas of participation 

and particularly the role of the audience within work that explicitly engages with 

participatory strategies in its process and/or product, have become increasingly 

complex.  

(This can be seen in the work of Punchdrunk, SHUNT theatre cooperative, 

Rimni Protokol and the emergence of companies such as youmebumbumtrain) 

 

In the wake of Jacques Rancière’s Emancipated Spectator, much discussion 

surrounding the mobilisation of the spectator – or the “eruption of the audience” 

as Alan Read recently put it in a keynote presentation at the German society of 

Contemporary English Theatre’s annual conference – has followed: 

 

He states:  

 

“The critical work of a group of European men: Paolo Virno, Jean Luc Nancy, 

Jean Francois Lyotard, Giorgio Agamben, Alain Badiou and Jacques Rancière 

has, in a variety of ways paid an unusual degree of interest to the theatrical 
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model in general, and this audience/actor/auditioria relationship in particular. 

Where a ‘public’ is to be figured, it would appear that for these philosophers the 

theatre is not yet quite a bankrupt arena.” 

(Read, 2013)  

 

However, the problem, as Read goes on to highlight, is that for these writers 

particularly, the term ‘theatre’ “announces a set of rhetorical conventions” 

(Read, 2013) which Read suggests have been superseded since Eisenstein’s 

early work in the 1920s (Read ’13).  

 

What I think is key with regards to Read’s acknowledgement here of the 

ongoing complications of theatrical models of engagement and the role of the 

spectator within these, is the highlighting of the often circular nature of these 

discussions.  

 

This circularity is significant to acknowledge against a backdrop of political 

agendas and discourse regarding participation in the arts and its 

instrumentality, something that has continued under the current coalition 

government and their ‘Big Society’.   

 

(I don’t have time today to expand further on the intrinsic vs. instrumental 

debates regarding New Labour’s cultural policies. It is however, I feel, crucial to 

mention it). 
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As I’ve attempted to fleetingly highlight, ideas and, crucially, the effects of 

explorations of participation in art and culture seem entrenched within existing 

and on-going political discourse and policy decisions that directly influence 

public funding agendas for the funding of art.  

 

So, then, how can theatre, which directly explores ideas of participation, 

particularly theatre which is funded by publicly funded bodies such as the Arts 

Council of England (who, funded the development of We Used To Wait), 

provide anything but a very particular, government approved and utilised, 

experience of participation in this context?  

 

This is, of course, a deliberately provocative question aimed at challenging its 

suggested answer.  

 

In exploring, through practice, such a complex and politically weighted term 

and its surrounding discourse, it is my suggestion that it is increasingly 

important to find ways to subvert the participatory theatrical techniques 

engaged with when exploring participation within theatre.  

 

In doing so, the opportunity to provide new understandings for 

audiences/spectators/participants of this work becomes available, highlighting 

the potentials but, crucially, the limitations, of explorations of participation in 

this context.  
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The opportunity to reflect on the relationship of these potentials and limitations 

in relation to the broader political context outside of the theatrical space is thus 

created. 

 

(Pause. Smile) 

 

So. Back to the story. 

 

When considering participatory theatrical strategies in relation to We Used To 

Wait, I wish to focus on the importance of considering these strategies in 

relation to their situation in a broader political discourse.  

 

I wish also to highlight why, with this in mind, it is important to remember and 

provide audiences with experiences of the limits of exploring participation 

within theatre. 

 

When viewed in relation to and against the back drop of existing political and 

artistic discourses surrounding the term participation, the moment the audience 

member gets up and runs with Danny  

 

 - Sorry (…) Thank you for your suggestion, but the name of the man in the 

story is not (Fred) but Danny –  

 

The moment the audience member gets up and runs with Danny becomes 

potentially politically weighted:  
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An embodied spectator – the audience member turned temporary protagonist – 

in a particular context – a game within a live performance of a piece of theatre 

– is able to respond to an offer of participatory engagement in a way which has 

not been explicitly determined by the creators of that particular situation. 

 

However, once the audience member had acted and responded, the limits of 

this and therefore her position, in this situation were revealed as she ran 

behind Danny waiting for him to make the next move.  

 

A reminder of where the power within this situation lay.  

 

(Pause) 

 

Hi, my name is Jen. 

 

I came here today to share with you my worries, my worries about this.  

About what’s gone before and what I see for the next part. 

 

Should I be worried or should I just get on with it?  

I guess it’s inevitable after all.  

 

The important thing to recognise: What is the reality we cannot change; and 

the reality we can? 

 
I just find it hard to see a way out of this circularity. 
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Do you? 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you. 
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Appendix 5.1. 

 

Presentation: Politics and Participation in Massive Owl’s We Used To Wait 

given at Audience, Experience, Desire researching interactivity & participation 

in contemporary performance conference, 29th -30th January 2016. 

 

Halfway through writing this paper, I looked back over the initial call for papers 

in a bid to try and help myself keep focused and check that what I was writing 

was still relevant. When I read back over the call out I was reminded of the two 

questions that really stood out for me: 

 

1.) What kinds of politics and aesthetics are inherent in these various 

modes of interactive performance? 

 

2.) How can we interrogate the politics and aesthetics of participation in our 

own practices, as artists, researchers and teachers? 

 

This paper is based on my practice-led PhD research into notions of 

collaboration and participation in Contemporary Performance Practice through 

the work of Massive Owl, the theatre company of which I am part. My PhD 

research is, in essence, my attempt to address the latter of the two questions: 

to interrogate the politics and aesthetics of participation and collaboration in my 

own artistic practice as part of Massive Owl. With this in mind, this paper aims 

to go someway to interrogating the politics and aesthetics of participation of our 
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work through a specific piece of theatre that Massive Owl made in 2013, called 

We Used To Wait.  

 

WUTW is Massive Owl’s attempt to create a space, through live performance, 

to think about and celebrate the value of live, human interaction in an 

increasingly digital and virtual world. It is the result of trying to address some 

interests and concerns we held as a company about the ways people 

communicate and participate online. WUTW is our most overtly ‘interactive’ 

and ‘participatory’ piece of work to date; it was collaboratively devised by the 

company and is performed by us. We received an Arts Council England (ACE) 

Grant for the Arts of £8000 to fund the research and development period for 

the show. 

 

As I have researched this work as both an academic and an artist, this paper 

has been written drawing on the experience and knowledge gained from these 

two roles and contexts. It is my hope that through doing this, I will be able to 

draw out some interesting perspectives, ones that are inevitably subjective and 

specific to the experiences they draw on. I will be speaking from my position in 

and on behalf of the company and so when I say ‘we’ and ‘us’ that’s mostly 

who I mean. I will explore WUTW and its use of participation in relation to 

Massive Owl’s understanding of the term within our practice, in comparison 

with understandings of the term from within Arts Council England and Cultural 

Policy discourses, to highlight the impact this might have on understanding the 

politics of the work both in and outside of the live performance context and 

provoke some thoughts about the role of artists today. 
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Moment 1. 

 

During the premiere performance of WUTW at Live Collision International 

Festival in Dublin a woman in the audience got up and started running with 

Danny, (who is another member of the company and a performer in WUTW). 

This happened during a specific moment of interaction between Danny and this 

woman, which, if you were to take a picture of this moment, would look 

something like this:  

 

**Show picture**  

 

She wasn’t, necessarily, supposed to get up and run with Danny in this 

moment, insofar as we hadn’t explicitly asked or, significantly, expected her to 

do this. But, in conversation after the performance, she told us that she got up 

and ran because, in this particular moment, it was unclear what she was 

supposed to do, how she was supposed to respond, how we wanted her to 

respond to Danny. But she knew that we wanted her to do something.  

 

I want to highlight this moment because her participation consisted of a 

response that we, the company, hadn’t expected or even thought of. This 

enabled us to develop our understanding of what, in that specific moment from 

the performance, was actually going on, what we might be asking the audience 

to do and what it might mean. This process, of questioning our actions, 
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reflecting on and responding to them to develop the work is a one that we, as 

artists, continually go through when creating our performances.  

 

Massive Owl make work collaboratively, without a defined artistic lead in any 

aspect of the creative process, each member of the company takes an equal 

responsibility for the process, fluidly moving between roles. Within this process, 

participation is understood as the action of the audiences who watch our work; 

their participation in the moment of performance completes the creation of the 

work, it is the final stage of the collaborative process. How they can, or might 

be asked to participate, can manifest in a variety of ways: “For example this 

could be through asking for their direct input into the live work or purposefully 

leaving space within it for them to understand it in their own way, we might ask 

our audiences to get up and dance with us or to imagine a significant part of a 

story that hasn't explicitly been revealed to them” (Massive Owl ’15). Through 

this, a relationship between collaboration in process and participation in 

performance has developed. 

 

In WUTW, this manifestation of participation is in the form of direct interaction 

with our audience, who are invited at various points to participate physically 

and verbally within the work. The decision to ask the audience to participate in 

this way emerged from a collaborative decision within the process of making 

WUTW, as a way to help support the central thematic concern of the work - to 

highlight and celebrate face-to-face human interaction and communication. 

Using participation as a performance strategy was thus an artistic choice to 

support the creation of a specific artistic work. The ambition we have as a 
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company, to extend our collaborative process to our audiences in the moment 

of performance, through asking them to participate in the completion of the 

creation of the performance, relates to our ambitions and intentions as a 

company who work within the medium of a live, inherently social, art form.  

 

However, drawing on participatory and social aesthetics and engaging with the 

term participation within our work, becomes complicated when viewed in 

relation to a wider political context, outside of the performance space, 

surrounding the term from the funding body we received money from to make 

the work and the direct relationship of this funding structure to government 

policy.   

 

Jen Harvie explores the proliferation and expansion of performance and art 

practices that engage audiences socially within the context of neoliberal 

capitalist culture. She questions how these “potentially socially democratic art 

practices and neoliberal capitalist ideologies produce, inform, challenge and/or 

undermine each other?” and the impact they might be having on the artist 

today:  

 

“Current social, economic and political contexts, in England in particular but 

also more widely in the United Kingdom, are radically configuring what an artist 

is expected to be and, in so doing, putting the value of being an artist at 

serious ideological risk” (2013, p.62). 
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It is the impact of these current social, economic and political contexts, on the 

value of being an artist today that I want to draw attention to.  

 

In the UK, under the New Labour Governments (1997 – 2010) and their 

commitment to delivering evidence-based policy and combatting ‘Social 

Exclusion’ (and the anti-social effects of it); participation in the arts and, 

crucially, evidencing the impact of this participation, were key focuses of 

cultural policy and agendas for public funding of the arts. The first Secretary of 

State for the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, Chris Smith, stated in 

1999: 

 

“Art and sport can not only make a valuable contribution to delivering 

key outcomes of lower long term employment, less crime, better health 

and better qualifications, but can also help to deliver the individual pride, 

community spirit and capacity for responsibility that enable communities 

to run regeneration programmes themselves.”  

(DCMS 1999, p.2) 

 

In being positioned to combat social exclusion, the encouragement was, 

therefore, for the arts to be socially inclusive and prove its ability to deliver ‘key 

outcomes’ (DCMS 1999, p.2). The implications of this on the arts and their 

instrumentalisation through cultural policy have been widely acknowledged by 

cultural policy researchers. 

Within the Arts Council, this instrumentalisation agenda was informed by a 

report produced in 1997 by François Matarasso titled, Use or Ornament? The 
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Social Impact of Participation in the Arts. Matarasso’s report was the initiator 

for “establishing a workable methodological framework for social-impact 

assessment, and providing practical evaluation instruments to guide public 

policy planning and development.” (Matarasso, 1997). Establishing 

methodological frameworks for evidencing impact within the rise of the ‘impact 

culture’ directly influenced the development of specific ‘toolkit’ approaches to 

evaluating the outcomes of participation in the arts, particularly favoured by 

ACE to enable the creation of tangible evidence of the effects of the arts to 

justify continued public spending. 

Since 2010, under David Cameron’s successive Governments, the emphasis 

on ‘playing the impact game’, where the game is fundamentally an economic 

one, has continued alongside cuts to public funding for the arts as part of 

broader austerity measures, and an emphasis on philanthropy and alternative 

funding from “mixed economies” (Harvie ’13 p.152). This attitude is 

summarised within an ACE publication from 201469 that includes a section on 

Economics, economist Howard Davies states: 

 

“As in Academia, the argument is a little different when one accepts the 

Queen’s shilling. ‘L’art pour l’art’ was a movement conceived before arts 

funding was part of the public expenditure round. So there is no 

alternative to playing a version of the impact game. The equipment is 

paint brushes and greasepaint, not refereed papers, or indeed refereed 

penalties, but the rules are fundamentally similar, and the underlying 

																																																								
69 A copy of the journal can be obtained here, http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/what-we-do/value-
arts-and-culture/state-arts/create/ 	
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question is essentially the same: what does the long-suffering taxpayer 

get for her money?”  

(Davies cited in ACE 2014 p.116) 

 

The implication in this attitude that there is no alternative to justifying the 

financial burden of arts funding on the “long-suffering taxpayer” (Davies, 2014, 

p.116) than by playing a version of the impact game, is symptomatic of a wider 

‘no alternative’ mentality attributed to neoliberal, capitalist culture and the 

‘common sense’ that “there is no alternative” (McChesney in Chomsky, 1999, 

p.15) to thinking outside of the existing status quo. As cultural theorist Paola 

Merli pointed out in her response to Matarasso’s report: “none of these 

outcomes will change or even raise consciousness of the structural conditions 

of people’s daily existence, it will only help people to accept them” (Merli in 

Bishop, 2012, p.14).  

 

In briefly highlighting this political context surrounding understandings of the 

term ‘participation’ from within recent and current cultural policy and public 

funding spheres, I want to draw attention to the politicised understanding of 

participation within the arts and its direct connection to government policy, with 

a view to beginning to understand the impact this might have had on the role of 

the artist and their wider value within society.  

 

Shannon Jackson states: “The risk of an interdependent language is that it 

might compromise an aesthetic practice, especially in the context of social 

engagement where art could find itself “governed” by the “external” claims of 
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communities, special interests, audiences, governments, bureaucracies, and 

other social entities from whom it must properly stand apart” (Jackson 2011, 

p.15).  

 

The risk, or tension, of using language, such as participation, interdependently 

as the primary basis for funding art in the context of social engagement and 

social cohesion relating to specific Government policy, and also as an 

aesthetic strategy in the context of socially democratic art practices, lies in 

predetermining the outcomes of art within this, without acknowledging, 

alternative outcomes that don’t serve the wider political agenda they ultimately 

contribute to. 

 

“While artists may try to use these contexts and funds to make serious art, the 

framework in which they operate will signify a predetermined meaning and 

value. This is art for social cohesion, this is polis-serving.” (Brighton, 2006, 

p.11) 

 

Whilst I am not, necessarily, making claims for using public funding to make 

‘serious’ art, and whilst this statement from Andrew Brighton is provocative 

what I want to highlight in Brighton’s statement, is the problematic nature of 

predetermining meaning and value on to art, when these values relate to 

delivering specific government policy, which is, ultimately, potentially politically 

compromising for audiences and artists.  
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I would like to conclude with a quotation from Jacques Ranciere in The 

Emancipated Spectator: “I am aware that all this may sound like words, mere 

words … but knowing that words are merely words and spectacles merely 

spectacles, may help us better understand how words, stories and 

performances, can change something of the world we live in” (2009, p.23). 

 

Thank you. 

	
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	
	

253 

 

 

List of References 

 

Action Hero. (2015). Who we are and what we do – About Us – Action Hero. 

Available from: http://www.actionhero.org.uk/about-us/ (Accessed 15th January 

2017).  

 

Arcade Fire. (2010). The Wilderness Downtown. Available from: 

http://www.thewildernessdowntown.com. (Accessed 12th February 2016).  

 

Arts Council England. (2014). The Value of Arts and Culture to People and 

Society: an evidence review. London, Arts Council England. 

 

Arts Council England. (2016). Public Engagement and Grants for the Arts. 

Available from: http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/sites/default/files/download-

file/Public_engagement_and_Grants_for_the_Arts_Jan2016.pdf. (Accessed 

15th January 2017)  

 

Arts Council England (2017). National Portfolio Organisations. Available at: 

http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/our-investment-2015-18/national-portfolio-

organisations. (Accessed 17th January 2017) 

 

ICIA Bath. (2017). Practice. Available at: https://www.edgearts.org/whats-

on/performance/practice-4/. (Accessed 17th January 2017) 



	
	

254 

 

Battersea Arts Centre. (2016). What is Scratch? Battersea Arts Centre. 

Available from: 

https://www.bac.org.uk/content/39534/create_with_us/scratch/what_is_scratch. 

(Accessed 15th December 2016)  

 

Battersea Arts Centre. (2015). Scratch 15. Available from: 

https://www.google.com/culturalinstitute/beta/u/0/exhibit/scratch-15/QQ2BJ49w 

(Accessed 15th January 2017).  

 

Battersea Arts Centre. (2016). How We Programme. Available from: 

https://www.bac.org.uk/resources/0000/2615/HOW_WE_PROGRAMME.pdf  

(Accessed 30th July 2016)  

 

Belfiore, E. (2014). ‘Impact’, ‘value’ and ‘bad economics’: Making sense of the 

problem of value in the arts and humanities’. Arts & Humanities in Higher 

Education. [Online]. 14, pp. 95–110. (Accessed: 13th June 2016). Available 

from: 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/1474022214531503?hwshib2=aut

hn%3A1460028560%3A20160406%253A2427d30b-056c-4140-9c7d-

0f6f7006372d%3A0%3A0%3A0%3A4mbQ0QstBlptqEV%2FiZdZcA%3D%3D  

 

Bishop, C. (2012). Artificial Hells: Participatory Art and the Politics of 

Spectatorship. London/ New York: Verso  



	
	

255 

 

Bogart, A. & Landau, T. (2005) Viewpoints. New York: Theatre 

Communications Group. 

 

Bogart, A. (2007).  And Then You Act, Making Art in an Unpredictable World. 

New York: Routledge 

 

Bottoms, S. and Goulish, M. (2007) Small Acts of Repair – Performance, 

Ecology and Goat Island. Oxon: Routledge 

 

Bristol Ferment. (2017). Bristol Old Vic Bristol Ferment. Available from: 

http://www.bristololdvic.org.uk/ferment.html. (Accessed 10th January 2017)  

 

Burrows, J. (2010). A Choreographer’s Handbook. Oxon: Routledge. 

 

de Certeau, M. (1980).  On The Oppositional Practices of Everyday Life. Social 

Text. 3, pp.3-43. (Accessed 23rd August 2016). Available from:  

http://www.jstor.org/stable/466341?seq=1&cid=pdfreference#references_tab_c

ontents  

 

Chomsky, N. (1999). Profit Over People. Neoliberalism and the Global Order. 

New York: Seven Stories Press. 

 

Clarke, P. (2001). Collaborative Performance Systems. Ph.D thesis. University 

of Bristol. 



	
	

256 

 

Costa, M. (2016). Castle Rock at Bristol Old Vic Studio – Exeunt Magazine. 

Available from: http://exeuntmagazine.com/reviews/review-castle-rock-bristol-

old-vic-studio/. (Accessed: 21st May 2016).  

 

Craddock, K. (2012). The Owls. Available from: 

http://www.massiveowltheatre.com/about-us/. (Accessed 20th March 2016).  

 

Craddock, K. (2010). Collaboration in Performance Practice: Trust, Longevity 

and Challenging Proximity. Ph.D thesis. Northumbria University. 

 

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2002). Flow. London: Rider, an imprint of the Random 

House Group Ltd.  

 

Davies, H. (2014). Playing the Impact Game. Available from: 

https://issuu.com/artscouncilengland/docs/create_digital_singles_v1/98?ff=true

&e=9197550/32065444. (Accessed 15th January 2017) 

 

Heddon, D and Milling, H. (2005). Devising Performance – a critical history. 

Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan 

 

Dolan, J. (2005). Utopia in Performance: Finding Hope at the Theatre. United 

States: The University of Michigan Press. 

 



	
	

257 

Donne, J. (1624). No man is an Island. Available from: 

http://www.poemhunter.com/poem/no-man-is-an-island/. (Accessed 17th 

January 2017) 

 

Doyle, A. (2016). Theatre Review: Castle Rock (Project Arts Centre). Available 

from: http://www.puremzine.com/theatre-review-castle-rock-project-arts-centre/ 

(Accessed: 12th April 2016) 

 

Duffy, J. (2013). Who does Theatre think it is? Participatory Theatrical 

Strategies in Massive Owl’s We Used To Wait. Unpublished paper. 

 

Duffy, J. (2016). Politics and Participation in Massive Owl’s We Used To Wait. 

Unpublished paper. 

 

Eco, U. (1989). The Open Work. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard 

University Press.  

 

Edwards, H. (2017). Email to Jenny Duffy. 13th January 

 

Etchells, T. 1999. Certain Fragments. Contemporary Performance and Forced 

Entertainment. London: Routledge. 

Fischer Lichte, E. (2014). Culture as Performance: Theatre history as cultural 

history. Available from: 

http://ww3.fl.ul.pt/centros_invst/teatro/pagina/Publicacoes/Actas/erika_def.pdf 

(Accessed 15th January 2017)  



	
	

258 

 

Forest Fringe, (2017). Forest Fringe. Available from: 

http://forestfringe.co.uk/new/. (Accessed 15th January 2017).  

 

Freshwater, H. (2009). Theatre & Audience. Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.  

 

The Future. (2017). About. Available from: http://www.the-future.co.uk/about/. 

(Accessed 9th September 2016).  

 

Gaiman, N. (2012). Neil Gaiman’s Keynote Address 2012: The University of 

the Arts. Available from: http://www.uarts.edu/neil-gaiman-keynote-address-

2012. (Accessed: 15th January 2017)  

 

Gara, J., Chassagne, R., Parry, R., Kingsbury, T., Butler, W. and Butler, W. 

(2010). We Used To Wait. [Lyrics]. Sony/ATV Music Publishing LLC 

 

Gardner, L. (2016). Squeezed theatre companies are facing the final curtain. 

Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/stage/theatreblog/2016/nov/17/theatre-

companies-difficulty-securing-funding.  (Accessed 20th November 2016)  

 

Gardner, L. (2014). Two pints of lager and a play please: why theatre works 

perfectly in pubs. Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/stage/theatreblog/2014/jan/28/theatre-in-pub-

flanagan-collective. (Accessed 19th December 2016) 



	
	

259 

GETINTHEBACKOFTHEVAN. (2013). Transcript of Making Progress - 

questioning the culture of 'scratch' panel discussion. Available from: 

http://www.getinthebackofthevan.com/files/transcript-making-progress.pdf 

(Accessed 15th January 2017).  

 

The Guardian. (2007). Blair’s speech on the arts in full.  Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2007/mar/06/politicsandthearts.uk1 

(Accessed 15th January 2017)  

 

Gob Squad, (2010). Gob Squad and the Impossible Attempt to Make Sense of 

it All. Nottingham/ Berlin: Gob Squad.  

 

Hetherington, S. (2014). The Rationales of New Labour’s Cultural Policy 1997 

– 2001. Ph.D thesis. University of Birmingham 

 

Goode, C. (2005). I would have gone under without them. Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/stage/2005/feb/24/theatre1 (Accessed 4th August 

2016).  

 

Goode, C. (2010). House of the future. Available from: 

http://beescope.blogspot.co.uk/2010/05/house-of-future.html. (Accessed 10th 

January 2017) 

 



	
	

260 

Hammond, A. and Warren, D. (1986). Nothing’s Gonna Stop Us Now. [Lyrics] 

Sony/ATV Music Publishing LLC, Universal Music Publishing Group, 

Realsongs 

 

Harris, J. (2016). Let England Shake – PJ Harvey. Available from: 

http://pjharvey.net/music/let-england-shake/ (Accessed 6th November 2016).  

 

Harvie, J, (2013). Fair Play: Art, Performance and Neoliberalism. Hampshire: 

Palgrave Macmillan  

 

Heddon, D & Milling, J, (2006). Devising Performance: a critical history. 

Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan  

 

Holloway, J. (2010). Crack Capitalism. London and New York: Pluto Press 

 

HyperNormalistion. (2016). [Film]. Curtis, A. dir. United Kingdom: BBC. 

 

In Between Time. (2017). Producers of the IBT Bristol International Festival. 

Available from: http://www.inbetweentime.co.uk/our-work/festivals/ (Accessed: 

15th January 2017)  

 

Independent Theatre Council. (2017). ITC Arts. Available from: https://www.itc-

arts.org. (Accessed: 17th January 2017) 

 



	
	

261 

Kimmings, B. (2013). You show me yours… Available from: 

http://thebryonykimmings.tumblr.com/post/67660917680/you-show-me-yours. 

(Accessed 3rd August 2016)  

 

Lavery, C and Williams, D. (2011). ‘Good Luck Everybody’: Lone Twin – 

journeys, performances and conversations. Aberystwyth: Performance 

Research Books.  

 

Lavery, C. & Williams, D. (2011). ‘Practising Participation: A conversation 

with Lone Twin’. Performance Research. 16, pp.7-14. Available from: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13528165.2011.606045. (Accessed: 3rd August 2016)  

 

Lerman, L. (2017). Critical Response Process.  Available from: 

http://www.lizlerman.com/crpLL.html. (Accessed 14th January 2017)  

 

Lind, M. (2006). The Future is Here. Available here: 

http://eipcp.net/policies/cci/lind/en. (Accessed 14th July 2016)  

 

Live Collision. (2017). Creative Producer. Available from: 

http://www.livecollision.com/producing-2/. (Accessed 9th September 2016)  

 

Lobel, B. (2016). Purge. Oberon Books Ltd: London 

 

Logan, B. (2014). Email to Jenny Duffy. 31st March. 

 



	
	

262 

Lynch, D. (2007). Catching the Big Fish: Meditation, Consciousness, and 

Creativity. London: The Penguin Group.  

 

Massive Owl. (2013). We Used To Wait. Massive Owl, Bristol. 20th April 2013. 

 

Massive Owl. (2015). Castle Rock. Massive Owl, Bristol. 4th December 2015. 

 

Massive Owl. (2017). Castle Rock. Available from: 

http://www.massiveowltheatre.com/projects/castle-rock/. (Accessed 14th 

January 2017) 

 

Mayfest. (2017). Mayfest – About. Available from: 

http://mayfestbristol.co.uk/about/. (Accessed 14th January 2017)  

 

Massive Owl. (2017). @Massive_Owl Twitter. Available from: 

https://twitter.com/Massive_Owl. (Accessed 3rd December 2016).  

 

McRobbie, A, (2011). Re-Thinking Creative Economy as Radical Social 

Enterprise. Available from: http://www.variant.org.uk/41texts/amcrobbie41.html 

(Accessed: 15th January 2017) 

 

Mermikides, A and Smart, J. (2010). Devising in Process. Palrave Macmillan: 

Hampshire 

 



	
	

263 

Miller, M, (2013). Testing times: Fighting culture’s corner in an age of austerity. 

Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/testing-times-

fighting-cultures-corner-in-an-age-of-austerity. (Accessed 15th January 2017).  

 

New Work Network. (2017). Peer Support. Available from: 

https://www.artsadmin.co.uk/media/documents/peer-support-intro.pdf. 

(Accessed 14th January 2017) 

 

Northern Stage. (2017). First In Three. Available from: 

https://www.northernstage.co.uk/take-part/creative-residencies/first-in-three. 

(Accessed 10th January 2017)  

 

Ober, C. 2009. Differences between emerging, mid-career, and established 

artists: professional practices for visual artists. Available from: 

http://bmoreart.com/2009/07/differences-between-emerging-mid-career.html. 

(Date accessed: 15th January 2017) 

 

O’Conner, T. (2016). In Conversation: exchange and relation in live art and 

performance processes. Available from: 

http://gtr.rcuk.ac.uk/projects?ref=AH/G016119/1. (Accessed 8th December 

2015).  

 

Paintin, G. (2013). A conversation with Massive Owl. 12th April.  

 



	
	

264 

Peña, G. (2011). Exercises for Rebel Artists: Radical Performance Pedagogy. 

Routledge: Oxon 

 

Punchdrunk. (2017). Punchdrunk Enrichment. Available at: 

https://www.punchdrunk.org.uk/enrichment/. (Accessed 17th January 2017). 

 

Quick, A. (2007). The Wooster Group Work Book. London: Routledge  

 

Radosavljevic, D. (2013). The Contemporary ensemble: interviews with 

theatre-makers. Routledge: Oxon 

 

Rancière, J. (2009). The Emancipated Spectator. London/ Brooklyn: Verso. 

 

Rancière, J. (2010). Dissensus – on politics and aesthetics. London/ New York; 

Continuum International Publishing House.  

 

Rayner, A, (1993). ‘The Audience: Subjectivity, Community and the Ethics of 

Listening’. Journal of Dramatic Theory and Criticism. VII, pp.3-24. Available 

from: https://journals.ku.edu/jdtc/article/view/1864/1827. (Accessed 15th 

January 2017) 

 

The Royal Central School of Speech and Drama. (2013). An Evaluation of the 

Scratch Model and the Potential for Online Co-Creative Processes. Available 

from: https://www.bac.org.uk/resources/0000/1128/Scratchr_Research.pdf. 

(Accessed 15th January 2017)  



	
	

265 

 

Smith, A. (2014). What We Can Do With What We Have Got: 

A dematerialised theatre and social and political change. Ph.D thesis, 

Lancaster University. 

 

Smith, A. (2015). Email to Jenny Duffy. 29th October 

 

Smith, C. (1999). A New Cultural Framework. Available from: 

http://tna.europarchive.org/20030731082230/http:/www.culture.gov.uk:80/NR/r

donlyres/5115776F-EDD2-4E40-9759-

9F355AEA8B83/0/dept_spending_review.pdf. (Accessed 12th November 2014)  

 

Solo Contemporary Performance Forum. (2017). Solo Scratch. Available from: 

http://www.soloperformanceforum.co.uk/category/solo-scratch/. (Accessed 14th 

January 2017).  

 

Solnitt, R. (2016). Hope in the Dark. Edinburgh: Canongate Books  

 

Steiner, V. (2000). Creative Collaboration. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Stewart, H. and Mason, R. (2016). Nigel Farage’s anti-migrant poster reported 

to the police. Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/jun/16/nigel-farage-defends-ukip-

breaking-point-poster-queue-of-migrants. (Accessed 19th November 2016) 

 



	
	

266 

Sullivan, H. (2016). Email to Jenny Duffy. 16th May 

 

Theatre Bristol. (2017). Theatre Bristol – More About Theatre Bristol. Available 

from: http://theatrebristol.net/organisation. (Accessed 14th January 2017) 

 

Theatre Bristol. (2017). Opportunities. Available at: 

http://theatrebristol.net/opportunities/in-between-time-new-blood-artist-open-

call. (Accessed 17th January 2017) 

 

THEATREclub. (2017). About Us – THEATREclub.ie – THEATREclub. 

Available from: http://www.theatreclub.ie. (Accessed 20th August 2016).  

 

Theatre Forum, (2017). Make. Available from: 

http://www.theatreforum.ie/training/make/make-home/. (Acessed 15th January 

2017) 

 

Thorpe, V. (2016). After Brexit will the loss of EU funds pose a threat to UK 

arts? Available from: https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2016/jul/09/brexit-

arts-loss-of-funding. (Accessed 19th November 2016)  

 

Tobacco Factory Theatres. (2017). Prototype: Experiments in Theatre. 

Available from: https://www.tobaccofactorytheatres.com/prototype-

experiments-in-theatre/. (Accessed 10th January 2017).  

 



	
	

267 

Tomlin, L, (2013). Acts and apparitions – Discourses on the real in 

performance practice and theory. Manchester: Manchester University Press  

 

Tomlin, L. (ed.) (2015). British Theatre Companies 1995 – 2014. London/ New 

York: Bloomsbury Methuen Drama 

 

Turney, E. 2012. Young, emerging or ready? For early career artists, it's all in 

the labeling. Available from: http://www.theguardian.com/culture-professionals-

network/culture-professionals-blog/2012/nov/26/young-emerging-artists-label-

problem. (Date accessed: 15th January 2017)  

 

Turney, E. (2015). Battersea Arts Centre's Artistic Director David Jubb on the 

Scratch process. [Unpublished] 

 

Tusa, J. (2011). Finding a necessary language for the arts. Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/culture-professionals-network/culture-

professionals-blog/2011/nov/16/finding-necessary-language-arts. (Accessed 

20th November 2016) 

 

Tusa, J. (2014). Pain in the Arts. London: I.B. Tauris & Co Ltd. 

 

 

Trueman, M. (2009). Keeping work – in – progress theatre up to scratch. 

Available from: 



	
	

268 

https://www.theguardian.com/stage/theatreblog/2009/sep/15/work-in-progress-

theatre-scratch. (Accessed 29th July 2016).  

 

West Yorkshire Playhouse. (2017). Furnace Scratch. Available from: 

https://www.wyp.org.uk/furnace-scratch-2/. (Accessed 10th January 2017).  

 

Younge, G. (2016). How Trump took middle America Available from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/membership/2016/nov/16/how-trump-took-

middletown-muncie-election. [Accessed 19th November 2016]  

 

 

 

 

 

 


