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APPENDIX A: LISTS OF DATA

A.1 List of DVDs

DVD Title Total hours Date Appendix | Page in
recorded Appendix

1 Preliminary exploration 5 hours 01-09-09 D.1 63
D.l.a 67

2 Preliminary exploration 3 hours 02-09-2009 D.1.b 77
D.l.c 85

Discussions on Bond’s D.1.d 89

notes
3 Discussions on Bond’s 3 hours 03-09-2009 D.1d 89
notes
First interview with the 40 minutes C.la 13
director, Chris Cooper
4 Discussion on Bond’s notes 2:40 hours 04-09-2009 D.1d 89
5 Preliminary exploration 5 hours 07-09-2009 D.l.e 120
6 Preliminary exploration 5:40 hours 08-09-2009 D.1.f 122
Rehearsals and production D.2.a 124
process
7 Rehearsals and production 4:45 hours 09-09-2009 D.2.b 143
process
Second interview with the 40 minutes C.1.b 17




director, Chris Cooper

8 Rehearsals and production 2 hours 10-09-2009 D.2.c 163
process
9 Rehearsals and production 3:15 hours 11-09-2009 D.2d 172
process
10 Rehearsals and production 4 hours 14-09-2009 D.2e 173
process
D.2.f 174
11 Rehearsals and production 4:35 hours 15-09-2009 D.2.g 180
process
12 Rehearsals and production 3 hours 16-09-2009 D.2.h 186
process
13 Rehearsals and production 4 hours 17-09-2009
process
14 Rehearsals and production 4:40 hours 18-09-2009
process
Third interview with the 1 hour C.l.c 21
director, Chris Cooper
15 Rehearsals and production 6 hours 21-09-2009 D.2.1 195
process with Edward Bond
16 Rehearsals and production 7:35 hours 22-09-2009 D.2j 207
process with Edward Bond
17 Rehearsals and production 3:30 hours 23-09-2009
process
18 Rehearsals and production 4:45 hours 24-09-2009
process
19 Rehearsals and production 1 hour 25-09-2009




process

20 Rehearsals and production 6:50 hours 05-10-2009 D.2.k 217
process with Edward Bond
21 Open performance for 4:45 hours 07-10-2009
teachers
22 Rehearsals and production 3:10 hours 08-10-2009
process
23 Rehearsals and production 7 hours 09-10-2009
process with Edward Bond
24 Rehearsals and production 2:35 hours 10-10-2009
process
25 Touring in schools (2 3 hours 12-10-2009
classes)
26 Discussion on the 1:30 hour 13-10-2009
application of the
programme
27 Touring in schools (2 3:20 hours 14-10-2009
classes)
28 Touring in schools (2 4:45 hours 19-10-2009
classes)
29 Performance in 1:15 hour 21-10-2009
Birmingham Rep Theatre
30 Q and A with the 50 minutes 22-10-2009 I 233
playwright at Birmingham
Rep Theatre
31 Discussion on the 3 hours 23-10-2009

performances in
Birmingham Rep Theatre




32 Fourth interview with the 1:10 hour 27-10-2009 C.1d 26
director, Chris Cooper
33 Touring in schools (2 2:45 hours 10-11-2009
classes)
34 Q and A with the 40 minutes 11-11-2009
playwright at London Oval
Theatre
35 Touring in schools (2 4 hours 17-11-2009
classes)
36 Interview with the 2:50 hours 18-11-2009 C2 39
playwright, Edward Bond
37 Interview with the set 40 minutes 19-11-2009
designer of the production
38 Touring in schools (2 4 hours 20-11-2009
classes)
39 | Touring in schools (1 class) 2 hours 23-11-2009
40 | Interview with the actors of 1 hour 24-11-2009 C3 58
Big Brum
Total DVD recordings Approximately

142 hours




A.2 Table of data

Total in | Total in Of which in Appendix | Pages in
number hours words (typed Appendix
transcription)
DVD recordings of the 24 100 73000 words D 63-220
production process hours
DVD recordings of the 7 24 hours
application of the
programme in schools (13
classes)
DVD recordings of 7 6:30 26000 words C 13-62
Interviews hours
DVD recording of Q 2 1:30 hour 5000 words I 233-241
and A
DVD recording of the 1 1:15 hour
performance of the
play by Big Brum at
Birmingham Rep
Theatre, 21-10-2009
Fieldnotes 110 typed pages | Various
43000 words
Pictures and diagrams 61 Various
Research diary 32 hand Various
written
pages
Playwright’s written 1 3500 words B 7-12
commentary on the list
of units of analysis and
on the literature review
Personal emails from 2 989 words G 231




the director and the

playwright H 232
Edward Bond’s notes 4700 words F 224-230
on the play
A summary of the play, 1900 words E 221-223

A Window, by the
director of Big Brum,
Chris Cooper

A.3 A general note on transcriptions and DVD recordings

The transcriptions mark with brackets (...) the parts of the process which are not included.

In many cases I have felt that I needed to clarify for the reader where the discussion is
referring to since the discussions of the group or the interviews were lively and dynamic
and the people were using often other forms of communication rather than speaking only.
For example they were using gestures and facial expression that denoted where they were
referring to. This is why I have included some clarifications. These clarifications are in
square brackets [ ].

Long speeches are divided into numbered paragraphs for easier referencing.

The last note on transcriptions relates to the names of the members of the group. First of all
I am not using their real names but coded ones. Secondly the names of the characters of the
play overlap with some names of the members. So in any case a name is mentioned in the
transcription it never refers to the actors but to the characters of the play. The only persons
I am identifying in the transcription are Edward Bond and the director, Chris Cooper.

The presentation and analysis of data did not make use of the whole of the DVD
recordings, especially the ones related to the application of the programme into schools and
the rehearsals on the third panel of the play. Since the whole of the recordings exceeded
140 hours I have chosen from these some of the critical events where Bondian practice
could be illuminated.




APPENDIX B: EDWARD BOND’S COMMENTARY ON THE UNITS OF

ANALYSIS AND THE LITERATURE REVIEW

Notes for KA 5812

Some general notes that might clarify a few things. They are rushed but I hope clear.

Neonate-monad.

It’s a scientific cliché that the infant has the mind of a wild animal and it must be
socialised. But if you took an animal you might tame and train it but you could never turn
its mind into a human mind. The human mind is different. It can be taught a culture but
what is it in the mind that makes this possible? The mind has to be pre-cultural but have the
ability to receive a culture. It is not like a piece of wood which could be carved into a
figure. There must be an appetence for culture. There are mental events but also other
mental events that are conscious of the first events — and further, consciousness can then
think about itself. This ability for this second and third order cant [sic] be taught and this in
itself opens a gap. The mind is conscious of a body pp (pleasure and pain) but also of itself.
This capacity must be innate in the mind because it is of a different order to “what,” to the
materiality of the world. A pain may be seen to have a cause (that stone) but the innate
capacity has no cause. This is the innateness of being human. It accompanies (and directs)
all experience. When the neonate-monad “thinks” it is the world (ie doesn’t think there is a
world outside it because it can receive no impressions from it) then it must also “think it
thinks” — that is, it has the pp but also knows (thinks) it has. This is a unique state and is the
origin of morality. Pleasure is different from pain but the holistic neonate is the self-origin
of both. This later becomes the profound relation of the Tragic and the Comic. But if the
neonate-monad is the origin of both then one cannot be had at the cost of the other — where
would the pain go if not elsewhere in the monad? — but that would also be where would it
go in the reflecting consciousness — which (later in the adult) you can simplify as: what
idea would explain the fact of pain? There has to be a relation between p and p (later
between Tragic and Comic) — and subsequently between right and wrong, and this is the
basis of civilization. Right and wrong are cultural appropriations of the neonate’s self
creation. But the neonate as holistic self is “responsible” for the events of the monad — it
must sustain both p and p in a (for it) timeless relation. That is simply the performance of a
proto-self, and the responsibility is for its “self” and the whole of reality, and so this
responsibility is for the Tragic, the Tragic is this responsibility. The neonate-monad is
responsible for reality (because it is realty) and this is now instantiated irrevocably in the
self (as the need for justice). That is why the Tragic — and consequently later justice — is the
self’s responsibility — and this responsibility is what Kant failed to establish for the
categorical imperative. It 1s the imperative to be human (and remains the nostalgia to be
human even in ideology). The social function of this is obvious, but there is another point: I
said that the responsibility is in reality itself, because reality can only be known by a self



(the objective can only be known subjectively) — but the objective exists (any anything-in-
itself is of no interest to us) and so reality is whatever the self thinks about what it is
thinking of — what (if split by ideology) it thinks about its responsibility for meaning (not
just as initiator of actions) — this isn’t any form of solipsism (or of Leibnitz ’s monadology)
but merely that we are responsible for the reality of morality — that is, the monad is
responsible for the totality, for reality. So I think the fact of being able “to know” is
instantiated in the neonate and is the source of humanness. This responsibility is in practice
radical innocence. Its [sic] why I say that Rousseau is wrong in saying all people are born
free — they are born “in chains,” and these are “responsibility” for being human (for justice,
reality, the Tragic). Radical innocence isnt [sic] being “good” in any conventional sense, it
is “responsibility for the universe” and this means: responsibility for other people’s lives,
for justice.

We dont [sic] know the subjective experience of the neonate-monad — I have been
describing only its structure. But subjectively there is something attached to the Tragic that
I call the absolute seriousness of the Tragic —a seriousness like no other because it relates to
all humans beings. In Nietzschean terms it is the death of God because it is the neonate
confronted with annihilation: it is the inability (faced with pp/TC) of the neonate to die (it
wouldn’t know how to do it) that creates the absolute seriousness of the Tragic — it isn’t
that the Tragic is “very” sad, it is an intellectual offence, it is the death of humanness so
that that man’s or that woman’s death is also mine but as I live on then I am living their
death. The power of imagination stems originally from the neonate and it is this that
enables us not to enter another person’s subjective self but to see it from the far side. The
neonate does not feel guilt which — outside the administration of law and the blackmailing
tyranny of religion — is a vulgarism. (Without responsibility there would be no gap, we
would be no more than fatuous animals.)

Later you ask “Why is it (= being human/reason/imagination etc)) an imperative and “not,
for instance, an option or a possibility?” It’s the very important question and the answer is
in responsibility. You talk, also, about “a need for justice or a need for provisions in a
society.”

But the needs are different, a need for justice is part of the imperative to be human, but a
need for food or sex is secondary to this — really we need sex and food but desire justice
because justice is related to creativity.

That: “our attempt to intellectually describe reality and our experience is condemned to
failure” — I note the word “intellectually” but drama is not limited in this way, is precisely
not limited to structuralism but has its origins in what Lacan calls (I think) the real, but this
real is knowable, comprehendable [sic], and is in the neonate the source of drama. Drama
doesn’t re-enter the monad because nothing could do that but it enters later social situations
that reproduce, or are analogues of, primal confrontations in the monad and so they involve
justice and must animate radical innocence. Probably accident time repeats the way the
neonate “intellectually gazes™ at itself confronted by pain and pleasure, when accident time
would be the presence of eternity — because the neonate-monad is holistic objective
categories do not yet exist, which makes imagination protean and able to accept metaphor
and metonymy



Your comments on autism and Castoriadis (separating representation and perception, etc):
autism in the monad would be a form of communication, it would communicate to itself but
that is totality and relates to the precision in the neonate (don’t think of the neonate as a sort
of blurred incompetent adult) — this precision may account for the strange draughtsmanship
and calculating ability of autistic savants.

About pp — they are not just felt but they are known, the mind is conscious that it is feeling
— and this makes possible the transition from pp to T/C.

You are right to caution about using the word “thinking” in relation to the monad but its
indispensable if we are to understand it and ourselves. The dramatist (sitting on the magic
flying carpet?) has — by the reality of imagination — to enter the subjectivity of the character
he is recreating — and to do this I think he or she recalls the reality of their own monad-self.

Cause and effect absent from neonate-monad — core-self like Leibnitz’s monad? 1 think
pleasure and pain suggest relationship and so cause — even contiguity would be causal, you
dont need an effect to know there is a cause. Leibnitz substitutes God for cause and effect
and this is what Kant rejects. If “cause and effect” were lacking in the neonate could there
be any responsibility? — the neonate is a materialist not a mystic.

Freud and return to state of bliss/Castoriadis. There is no indestructible but unfulfillable
[sic] primal state — the monad is the site of differentiation of p and p and origin of Tragic
responsibility — what cant [sic] be shrugged off, avoided, is responsibility and that is
forward looking. My relation to Freud is that he identified aspects of the human self but
interpreted them through ideological distortions. I accept the potency of Freudian
phenomena but not his interpretation of their meaning. The Oedipus complex is not about
sex but power. I dont [sic] think sexual instinct or other instinct has to be repressed to
create civilization and if it is it creates power/political/cultural distortions -- . (A lot of
cultural interpretation depends on how you see the neonate, infant and child. Routinely
because people cant [sic] relate it to their present self they suppose it is worthless or
animalistic or nonexistent! -- its a sort of racism against the young.)

When [ say the child “rages, punishes, destroys” — I mean no more than that the child is
able to but not that it must compulsively. (I think Lear is childlike in his rages.) I want to
make it clear that radical innocence is not facile and not that it must always rage — it is
sometimes uncanny in its purposefulness. (Cf Tune.)

Why doesn’t the neonate choose to linger in its autistic (?) psychotic (?) but rather peaceful
(??) world but choose to face the T and C? Its responsibility for itself and subsequently for
a just society — this is because the neonate knows it feels and doesn’t just feel and so it
seeks meaning and later this leads to action because of the ultimate seriousness of the
Tragic. (Hesiod’s description of cosmic creation is an unknowing recollection of the
neonatal state.) Other animals don’t have the neurological charge of knowing themselves. (I
suppose that human evolution for other things resulted by chance in a neurology that impels
us to create humanness.) (God didn’t endow us with a hidden aptitude — we endowed God
with his. . .) Rl is not a simple instinctual reaction. Perhaps it will help if you think of the
neonate as a site in which several events are occurring and that the site is aware of them



and this proposes meaning and RI and its responsibility are the consequence. Post monad
the site is not sensate/consciousness and so events have to be brought together (which is
what drama does).

Palermo improvisation. If the soldier does not kill one child then the army will kill both
children as a punishment for his or her insubordination. What the improvisation did was to
push the situation to its dramatic extreme where the self (actor) had to confront
himself/herself — when confronted RI cannot be avoided, it asserts itself or leads to deeper
corruption — the monad could not die, but the corrupt exhibit the characteristics (catatonia,
rage) of the ghosts imagination presents.

Adult access to monad — Ive [sic] explained above that the monad cant [sic] be re-entered,
it continues to exist as RI and this is what the dramatic extreme confronts.

Lacan/Fink. Meaning of baby’s cry. In fact the baby determines the meaning — because
although fed (and given a Pavlovian trigger) the baby can (and they often do) reject food
(and later adults will die for justice) (Cf the poem I wrote for BB Birmingham event earlier
this year.) The determinate need is justice and comes from responsibility in the neonate —
none of the other authors discussed have an explanation for this. They try to reduce humans
to being complicated animals or creations of objective structures but these totally fail to
explain the phenomena and often degrade their meaning — and so they are hashed-up as
post-modernism. (Dress shop. Customer to saleswoman “I don’t like that blue dress.”
Saleswoman “It isn’t blue madam, its purple.” Customer “I dont [sic] like that dress.”
Saleswoman: “It isn’t a dress madam — it’s a coat.” Continue long enough the blue dress
becomes a ham sandwich.) If “the other is defeated” it need not result in psychosis but in a
gain for humanness/justice because RI has its own reality. Structuralism cannot describe
human beings.

“Guilt refute [sic] the right to live” — the neonate cannot know guilt, which is why the
Tragic is not defeat. The neonate doesn’t reject accountability for pain. That is the whole
point of humanness. The situation is more complicated. The neonate is the totality of
everything and so it is the presence — and in totality that is: the cause — of pain. (Otherwise
we simply apply post-monad logic to it — and the ultimate consequence of that is that
fascism would be right because effective — its [sic] what I mean when I say that, if this were
so, the trouble with Auschwitz would be not that it was wrong but that it was not effective,
so make it effective — and structuralism and post-modernism have nothing to say against
this.) So: the neonate cannot reject accountability but later must accommodate the Tragic
and the Comic. And RI is not unconscious, it is created and the processes which created it
are always at hand — the desire for the world-home becomes the imperative for justice.
Castoriadis is in error when he talks of the prior solipsistic state of the psyche. I also want
to emphasise that the neonate-monad is involved in a crisis of materialism (which is reality)
— and it has nothing to do with Kant’s starry heavens.

Radical innocence/radical imagination. When the mind passes from neonate to infant/child
it establishes an ability to imagine because the mind cavernously knows that it has an
alternative understanding of reality — it will need to accommodate its new reality in the
reality of its former state because that contains the need for the new reality (the origins
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don’t die) — and so the imaginary is also real. In critical situations or extremes of definition
the first reality (to put it crudely) that contains the origins of humanness will seek to “see” —
this is like painting images on a blind persons eyeballs but the present (later) reality doers
the painting and sees what it paints — its canvas is the whole of the real universe, which the
neonate of course did not have. Ive [sic] tried to make it clear that RI is not an instinct but
is created by the neonate’s reality — so that its [sic] more like a habit of living.

About post-modernism and Auslander. This is nonsense. If there is nothing outside the text
there can be no inter-text. Meaning derives “from the interaction of linguistic units”?
Grammar is the interaction of linguistic units — and the interaction of “grammistic” [sic]
units would be chaos. Post-modernism is irrational and a form of mysticism.

In drama the “centre” is a situation — in the neonate a confrontation. Drama (formerly
theatre) Events were an early device to reveal the ideology concealed in actions — like a
truth demonstration. I often cite (from RBI) the mother dressing the soldier to go to kill the
old neighbour — she dresses him as a mother dressing a boy for school. (The soldier objects
when she says she’ll come next door with him — and this one gesture of adulthood
emphasises the mother-child situation). I think DE has become increasingly subsumed in a
general approach. The problem is that this requires actors who understand this and — for
instance at the Lyric — the actors are taught other things and depend on them for a living.
Increasingly 1 orientate everything to moving towards the extreme (Dressing the soldier
precedes the extreme of killing). In the drama there are several strands representing
different attitudes, different positions at the centre, which increasingly react against each
other until they reach an extreme confrontation or clash in which the dramatic logic is
enacted.

About Brecht. The whole of my professional life I have wrongly been associated with
Brecht. Recently someone said that Scopey (PW) putting on the old man’s clothes was
(some sort of) Brechtian effect. When the Berliner Ensemble attempted a Brechtian
production of Olly the result was unanimously seen (outside the B-Ensemble) as disastrous.
Its assumed that if you deal with politics and class you must be Brechtian.. My dramaturgy
is different — this is seen especially in the way I create characters and the way they talk.
David Davis has explained this in an exemplary way in his student’s edition of Saved so |
needn’t try to repeat it. I haven’t had to disentangle my craft from Brecht’s but over time [
have become increasingly openly critical of him to drive home my differences to him.
Anyone who thinks my plays are Brechtian doesn’t understand them or understand Brecht.

The use of the extreme is unBrechtian [sic]. Brecht seeks to demonstrate and persuade. But
ideology is wrapped up in a crisis of the self. It is held in place by the dramatic tensions it
causes. It is a social madness and Euripides said you cannot use sanity to persuade the mad.

I create situations in which the tensions that hold the ideology in place are abreacted by
changing the situations — then the tension that was imprisoning the situations becomes the
tension that releases them. The audience frees itself — of course in practice because the
audience are also citizens and so occupy places in class-society they may well resist what
they have just created (their freedom) but they cannot reject its effect. They are disturbed in
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some basic principle of their understanding and this reaches beyond the immediate subject
of the drama. The drama forces them to take responsibility for themselves because ideology
can no longer do it. As the situation is extreme their wound is damaged and reopened. If
they run from the theatre they take the play with them. Eagleman writes about
“traumatising memories’ that stick more persistently — but what is remembered (subsequent
to the play) is the wounded self, not the play itself, which was merely the knife that opened
the wound already inflicted by ideology.

The Invisible object: this doesn’t reveal the ideology hidden in the play — the extreme will
do that. The 10 is the “face” of the monad, is the appearance of RI which the audience
recognises as themselves. It’s a sort of confirming epiphany -- it is not “religious” because
it comes from self-autonomy not external authority. This is why its most likely to come
from the actor or be indicated by the actor. The IO relates to actors and is their equivalent
of the other structural drama devices.

Donatello/St Lawrence. What you say is accurate but my main point concerned the stick.
The disturbing effect of the picture is not just from the domesticated bellows, the fuel, the
fire or the executioners. It is the stick. We cook food and use knives and forks to eat it.
Here a utensil-stick is used to cook a person (it excretes death). (Suppose someone standing
behind Lawrence had held his head with a shorter stick or a strap? -- it wouldn’t have been
so strong a dramatic device.) There are four other hands on the stick, three holding it in
place and one (Lawrence’s) trying to push it away. The stick dominates the picture. It is an
object that is a drama device — it conveys the horror of the execution in a way that
conventional effects wouldn’t. A drama device surprises the audience — you thought you
knew this but now Im [sic] showing you what it really is -- the stick doesn’t alienate you
but hurts you. You can also see that the ceiling is made up of classical calm lozenges that
form grids and so is the back wall and the sides . . . their formal restraint but ubiquity are,
you could say, as seen by the monad world and create the ultimate seriousness of the
Tragic. It’s the kitchen table and the edge of the universe (the saint goes to heaven) but the
panel says earth-earth-earth. The panel illustrates the way I write plays.

I don’t understand the third paragraph from the end: “Ultimately the drama. . . etc”. Two
sentences might be mixed up — it doesn’t make much sense and what there is isn’t right!

I want to end these notes by saying that RI is not an instinct. It is what later would be called
a concept but in the neonate it belongs to knowing that it knows -- I try to be discrete about
this by using words like “an intellectism.” [sic]. The human mind can never be reduced to
the animal -- to feel pain is an instinctual ability but to know about pain is a created
thought.

EB.
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APPENDIX C: INTERVIEWS

C.l.a First interview with Chris Cooper (03-09-09), DVD 3

1. Researcher: | have seen already two days of the process and I was wondering
if you already have a centre for the play.

2. Director: Yes, I think I sort of have. I haven’t put a form of words on it yet.
(...) It is interesting, when I asked people to find the central images and then
the central lines and then that central speech I think that work that the {first
group] came up with was very close to the centre of the play. Less so in [the
second group]. I think because they had grasped the whole contradiction
between birth and death in the play and that is why they have chosen the lines
that they did as well. But I think that the central speech that both groups chose
about the blinding of the child (...) is right at the centre of it, I think. But I
haven’t put a form of words on it yet because I think I could put it in two ways
at the moment. One would be a very philosophical one, very abstract
formulation which would be close to a kind of metaphysical sort of premise in
the play and the other would be much more literal, existential. But I don’t want
to push that yet. Which is why I held it off for two days before I let them look
at the notes [of Edward Bond on the play]. Because I feel now that the company
has got ownership for themselves and that now they are able to struggle with
that [Bond’s notes]. If his [Edward Bond’s] notes were much more focused on
the performing of the play, which sometimes are, | wouldn’t have read them
anyway because it tends to blow everyone away. Where this is much more
about the broader relationships between the parts [panels of the play]. So that is
why I would say I have got a very clear sense of it [the centre] but I haven’t
tried to name it yet. It is too early. But I know we are in the right territory.

3. Researcher: Well, I have noticed in these two days that you were giving a lot
of tasks on blindness and seeing which seems to me that probably this is
somehow the centre.

4. Director: Yes! It is!

5. Researcher: So how did you come to the idea approximating the centre of the
play that it is about vision and blindness?

6. Director: For me it was my very first response to the play which is always the
most useful and that was confirmed by the company’s very first response as
well. Which was, they were all obsessed with the story of the child being
blinded which is very important structurally in terms of understanding
Edward’s plays. How they [Bond’s plays] work in that way. Because you create
this tension which has to do with the pressure (...). And it is how everything
actually can be seen through that blinding. So then I began to think about
blindness. The play seemed so Greek in a classical sense, is unbelievable! And
then I sort of began to think ... Teiresias, the blind prophet who could see
everything and the people who got sight but could see nothing and I began to
realise... This is really connected to what is in the notes there but it is been a
growing understanding of what Edward wrote on radical innocence in the sense
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

that how the neonate is concerned with the metaphysical not the existential and
actually that is what Liz is doing. And that is vision, that is a vision!

Researcher: Can you say more on the metaphysical? What do you mean when
you say that the neonate is concerned with the metaphysical?

Director: There is a shift in our consciousness when we are born into the world
and in a world of sensation, of pleasure and pain which then begin to
conceptualise as Tragedy and Comedy. What we do is we begin to ask
ourselves the first questions. What the child will do is to ask the most
metaphysical or ontological questions which have to do with being, which has
to do with who am I, where am I, where did I come from, why is the world like
this, am I not the world, is the world not me, where do I end, how did the world
begin, my mother belongs to me? ... ‘Oh! No, I belong to her’...

Researcher: Do you think that Bond’s plays are concerned with these kinds of
questions or the existential?

Director: No, I think they are concerned with those kinds of questions.
Researcher: Metaphysical?

Director: Yes! But those kinds of questions with the existential brought in it
rather than, which is what happens in most dramas, the very existential and then
people looking to philosophising about their situation. It is the other way round.

Researcher: So, do you think that this is the right way to bring about the
radical innocence of the audience, by asking these metaphysical questions?

Director: Yes! He [Bond] said to me when I went to meet him recently that the
young child isn’t concerned with the mortgage. That is what we become
concerned with as we become fitted in the society. And he was saying that of
course we do because we have to live. But the child isn’t concerned with living
in that way. The child is concerned with the universal which gradually of
course becomes more conscious of the existential. It is not that you separate
them out. That is why the logic of the site is so important because that is
existential. That is why we keep saying, you got to have the logic of the
situation at place.

Researcher: How do you think that the play relates to the lives and needs of
the children of that age which is fifteen years old?

Director: I think it is related to their needs because the situation is so
recognisably domestic for them.... I think there is no helpful way of putting it
because actually what are their needs? And how would they know what their
needs are? And I think in a way he [Bond] is going beyond that. I know in the
early days of TIE we used to sit down in Dukes [TIE Company] and say ‘What
do the kids need to know?’ But it is actually a stupid question if you think about
it. I mean at the time we felt great because it sounded like it was such an
objective thing! It has to do with necessity. Well in a way we all need to know
the truth. We need to know where we stand in history etc. But it becomes then
such an unwieldy thing! So what I think in terms of what the children need is a
chance to make choices and to access themselves, to create themselves and
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19.
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21.

22.

23.

24.

penetrate the ideological reality that is presented to them. But there are no
guarantees about that. I can’t then say ‘and therefore they will be x,y,z’. But I
think why the play will help them do that is because it really reflects their life in
the city described, is our culture. And I think the room is utterly penetrated by
that reality, that social reality. But what Edward does is he explores the political
through the personal in such a way that I think it will give them the opportunity
to experience it for themselves and their own values in a slightly different way.
So I think that is where it will work. In particular to the whole question of
work, being in dead-end, being single mother, being a drug addict, having to
rob in order to live. That is the world they inhabit in a lot of places we are
working.

Researcher: Do you think that the play has already ideology in it and exposes
it?

Director: Yes, I think it does. I don’t think the play has ideology in it ... I think
what it does is ... it tackles it. Because all of our accepted modes of behaviour,
our social morals, the way society coerces us to function in a particular way,
breaks down in it [the play]. That is why it is very important for the kids
because it will enable them to see things. See it, look at it, through different
eyes. It is like putting a new pair of spectacles on, I think. (...). What struck me
when I was hearing it [the play, when the company had the first run through]
the other day or reading it was about how the ordinary becomes extraordinary.

(..)

Researcher: Do you already suspect some points in the play which you think
you may use as drama events?

Director: Yes. I think so.
Researcher: Do you want to mention some?

Director: I think there are potential DEs. The ones that immediately come to
me, of the top of my head, would be in panel one the gathering of the bed
clothes and the pillow [when Richard enters the room and tries to prevent Liz
from staying in the room], the throwing of the handbag [by Richard when he
got the money from it and prepares to leave the room] and the testing from the
money [after Richard left the room Liz checks for the money left in handbag]. I
think that these would be the most obvious ones. I suspect there might be others
in there. I think that one of the problems about approaching it from that aspect
is that you can say that there is a DE there but what the DE does is actually... it
reveals itself. But for me these are very clear in panel one. In panel two, there
are so many around the chair [he means the chair that Liz is stepping on to hung
herself] but I am not sure where they begin and where they start. And in three
[panel three] I think the whole panel DEs [as a verb] the whole play
structurally.

Researcher: I hope that when these DEs develop we are going to comment on
them.

Director: This is a note for you actually. It is probably very important that you
keep asking me aside to ask these specific questions. Because quite often I
won’t draw [the term] in that way. You will find that when you will film
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Edward [Bond] working with them [actors]. I don’t think he will use the term.
If at all. And many other terms.

Researcher: Have you thought already of how the children will participate in
the programme yet?

Director: Not really. Although I have a quite strong sense that it will be nice to
spend a little bit of time thinking about the city before the play starts. But not
much more than that yet. It is very early days yet. | was raising the other day
the idea that the play is so much about possession and again that relates to what
you are seeing and what you are not seeing and how you are seeing yourself.
Because in the opening scene she [Liz] is giving life to her child, isn’t she? But
the man [Richard] wants to get rid of it and he wanted to take her back, to own
her. And this comes to who owns who, their life, who possesses who. That is
interesting for the audience, because actually there is something, if we can get it
right, for the audience too. Ownership. I think the way he [Bond] has structured
the space is for the kids to take ownership of it too. And in the end it [text] is
saying ‘is for the kids, is for the kids’. It is literally a question about ownership
and possession too.

Researcher: At the first sight the play looks voyeuristic. But I don’t know how
is going to develop in practice.

Director: I think in a way there is some voyeurism in there as well. Because I
think that is also part of the society’s site. We are all voyeurs in this culture,
aren’t we? I think he [Bond] is using that rather than trying to deny it or ignore
it or somehow say transcend that: ‘That is not how my drama works’. I think
there is an element in which he is kind of saying: ‘Well, yeah! We are all
voyeurs. So let’s have a look’.

Researcher: Do you think that this play has something different from the other
six plays [of Bond] you have worked on in the past?

Director: Yes, 1 do. I think it is a development from them all. 1 think it
combines two very contrasting but connected worlds. You can see the
continuity from 7une. But also it is almost like returning back around in the
spiral development, I think, to Under Room in terms of its importance and
significance dramatically. And I think the newness in it is that each play seems
to get closer to the site of kids’ lives in the terms of the logic of the situation.
But I think he is much clearer about what it is he is trying to do in each one in
terms of the ontological as well. I think that is the newness of that. It feels to
me like it is more graphic. It is almost like each play gets clearer and more
graphic in attempting to concretise what this new form of theatre is.
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C.1.b Second interview with Chris Cooper (09-09-09), DVD 7

1. Researcher: Have you thought already from which point of view the students
[the participants of the programme in schools] would see the programme?

2. Director: I think they will find it easier to see it through Dan’s eyes. But, if we
get it right, I also think that they will be able see themselves in the man and the
woman as well [Richard and Liz]. They are different points [of view]. That is
why I was trying to get us to read and interpret together the text closely so we
see the kind of journey they make, the difficulties they experience, the human
frustrations. So there is a kind of frustration that he [Richard] may have with
her [Liz] too. Because it is been difficult [for Richard]. What she is doing is
hard and he does feel threatened, he does feel cut out. And then on her site they
[students] see the difficulty this woman finds herself in, this terrible event in the
world [the blinding of the child in newspaper]. It is the city. That is what it
does. And I think they will identify with that very strongly. 1 think it is
important actually that they get the chance to engage with those before they
meet the boy. It happens in Tune as well. Robert [young character in Tune] was
absent/present. He was actually locked in his bedroom and they [his parents]
talked to the wall [of his bedroom]. He [Robert] comes out much later. That
was useful because I think that kids had a lot of experience with those two
adults before they encountered the man [Robert]. And of course it is the same
here [A Window] as well. Then of course they need to see what happened to her
[Liz] after fifteen years [in the second panel], the impact of it. If we are able to
find the authentic voice of these people in their situation then I think that the
kids would see both. I had a real experience of that in Siege [play for young
people written by the director]. You may have anticipated that the kids would
have identified with the young male soldier in that but it was much more
contradictory for them than that and they found themselves having different
positions in different times.

3. Researcher: In the last TIE programme I saw, you preparing The Boy Who
Cried Wolf, 1 remember that you have spent days on defining the site of the
programme. This time for 4 Window you don’t seem to do the same thing. Is it
clear for you and the company, the site of the play?

4. Director: Yes. I think in a way the text has done it. And his notes have done it
[Bond’s notes on the play that the company read after the second day of their
exploration] explicitly when he talks about what is the site for every panel. That
is why...

5. Researcher: It is a given...

6. Director: Yes. I think when we started, in the first couple of days, we talked
about it much more. When we were exploring for ourselves, finding the centre,
the central line, the images ... But you got a writer who has done such an
explicit statement about the site in a way that I have never known him doing it
before. Why pretend that they don’t exist? In general terms he is breaking them
down to this is for this panel , this is for ...

7. Researcher: ... I mean how clear the site is for you and the company?
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Director: I think so. I mean, intellectually, yes. I think the difficulty is how you
do it.

Researcher: So the first panel for example is the social site. Have you noticed
any specific points that the site is coming up?

Director: I am beginning to as it is beginning to develop. For example when
we were discussing about his [Richard’s] relationship to the door and whether
he is trying to get her [Liz] out. That kind of pressure. Those kinds of things
that they are beginning to reveal themselves in very particular points. His story,
her story... it is in the handbag, it is in drama events, they begin to show
themselves.

Researcher: At some point yesterday [on Tuesday 08-09-2009] you mentioned
about the chaise-longue that this furniture is cathected because Liz has used it
differently, as a bed. The different use of an object is cathecting it? Can you say
more on that?

Director: What I mean is, if I understand it right, the chaise-longue is slightly
out of place and it speaks almost of a different time, of a different relation to
furniture. It [a chaise-longue] is quite luxurious and sensual and sexual. And he
[Bond] says that it is a kind of an object that you can find in a brothel or, you
can add on that, even to a wealthy place. You can find it in a brothel, which is
unfortunately what happens to her, or find it amongst the trash in the street.
What I was trying to get at is that by turning it to a bed is something that you
relying not for sex but for warmth and human contact with this thing that is
growing inside her [Liz is pregnant in the first panel]. So she is transforming it,
she is cathecting it from the very moment she walks in with the sheets which is
why we got to get that right and know exactly what she is doing. Later it
becomes the site of something else. It is not dissimilar to resting on it when you
are nurturing a baby because it is where he [Dan] rests when he is her child. She
has made a bed in that and he has made a bed in that. But also he has
underneath it her death [Dan keeps the strips the Liz used for hanging herself
under the chaise-longue in the third panel], it is under his bed in effect. That is
an action that is not about hiding the truth, it is about holding it, keeping it close
to you. All the strips. And I suspect adding to them because he is trying to make
sense of it [Liz’s action]. Then it will be cathected again in panel three when it
[chaise-longue] actually becomes the site of someone’s torture.

Researcher: In panel three the chaise-longue is upside down. I don’t know
why.

Director: I kind of do know why but I am not sure. I suppose we will find why
when we will get there. This is why I am quite keen to go through the whole
thing because what I don’t want to do, just for the sake of engaging people, is
start from the end or do a little bit in the middle. I don’t want to do that.
Actually I think you need to experience it unfolding. So I feel we need to go to
the end of the play as soon as possible so we will get a picture of the whole
thing and then we can put it in relation to how we are using the space, how the
site 1s cathected, how the audience can take its relation to it and then go back
into it negating all that to a new understanding. And then try to be really precise
with that practice of it. This is why I am not asking from the actor [playing
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Richard] to take the pillow for example and burry his face in it and then go out
of the room. Because actually you are manufacturing, as a director, an
abstraction. To really DE [as a verb] it they [the actors] have to find the
invisible object. You know where the potential is, I have identified for myself
[the possible points for drama events] the coming and going from the room, the
chair and the table as a unit, the chaise-longue, the handbag, the jacket, the way
that he [Richard] sits at the table [when he encounters Liz in the first panel] and
also the pillow and the bedding [that Liz is using to make a bed and Richard
scoops out of the room during their dispute].

Researcher: So you think that all these are ...

Director: ... as far as [ am concerned they have the potential of DE. There are
eight. I have written them in my note book, I am aware of them but I am not
going to impose them, as I used to do when I first tried to make this theory
work: ‘Oh! There is a DE!’, then started manufacturing it and it was crap!

Researcher: Would you consider these objects as possible invisible objects as
well?

Director: No! The invisible object is something else. The invisible object is
what is revealed to us in the drama event which happens through
communicating the site of the drama to the imagination of the audience.

Researcher: The way you described the chaise-longue seems close to the
invisible object.

Director: It depends on what do you mean by that.
Researcher: The idea of delivering a site.

Director: Yes. But it has to be done in practice. It has to be revealed. The
invisible object is where the truth of the objective situation is revealed to the
audience. It is not an actual object in itself, it is what the situation is.

Researcher: Like the gesture/movement he [Richard] does with his arms when
he is sitting at the table? [Richard puts his arms and hands on the table after he
scooped the bedding and after he didn’t find the newspaper with the event in
the flat]

Director: Yes! This is why I was saying to the actor before we did the run of it
that it is like all the pieces of the jigsaw were put together. When he [Richard]
comes back in the room because he can’t find the newspaper and he is taking
the bedding and then she has told him that she is pregnant he says ‘Yeah! It all
fits, this is why you have imagined this, and this is the problem of the world!
But the table is empty and 1‘ve got nothing to eat!’
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C.1.c Third interview with Chris Cooper (18-09-09), DVD 14

1.

10.

11.

12.

Researcher: if you don’t mind we are going to talk about drama event.
Because I think in the last day’s work there were a lot of them appearing. I am
going to refer to one of them. The tearing of the sheet apart by Liz. You
mentioned that this was a DE. Would you like to explain more on that?

Director: All it means is that ... all objects have the use value, don’t they?

Researcher: You mean you use the sheet for example to cover yourself or to
put it on bed etc?

Director: Yes. It is functional. Function is in the world of logic. Because it
functions in that situation it has ideology attached to it. The values that come
with it are not neutral. It has language attached, [i.e.] comfort blanket,
something to keep you warm. But it is functioning in this situation as a sheet.
But what happens in cathexis is that it [the object] is invested with energy and
an emotion or an attachment beyond the meaning of the thing itself. So then it
becomes, if you like, wrenched free from its ideological pre-conceived ideas of
what the thing is and it becomes invested with something else. So what we have
seen is a sheet coming as bedding, as place to have comfort, and then we have
seen it taken away, so actually it becomes the site of something else which is
the struggle between a man and a woman over what reality is. But then the next
time we see [that] this sheet is being used to tear to bandage the wound of the
child who was on born when she was making the bed. And then it goes beyond
being the bandage into something else and we look at it a completely different
way. So the sheet takes on completely different values. More accurately it
becomes cathected and we begin to see the situation in different way and we
feel it without values [without ideological values].

Researcher: But the values that the sheet had before, as a bedding, what is the
ideological importance or significance of them?

Director: It is normal, isn’t it? You sleep on a sheet.
Researcher: Yes but there is no political ideology behind it, is it?
Director: No.

Researcher: Just taking any object that has a practical value, use? You don’t
need an object that already has meaning in the sense of a political or ideological
frame?

Director: No. But some objects are better than others. Like sheets do, cups,
plates, knives ... guns don’t work.

Researcher: A sheet as well is family somehow ...

Director: ... comfort. It does have ideology in it. That is what I mean [with his
statement], it has accepted values. I wouldn’t necessary personally associate it
with family but I think it definitely has value there. I would say safety, comfort
and protection. It is connected with how it is been used, it is not an abstract
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symbol, is it? So I think you [my interpretation] are saying family because you
are connecting to making the bed at the time she is pregnant. So she is making a
nest, she is making a home, she is going to have a family. That is important
because nothing is value free and that is where the ideological content comes
in. Ideology is not politically explicit all the time. It is ideological because, if
you like, society’s values are in it.

Researcher: I was trying to understand what is the sheet’s meaning which is
under pressure for you in the play.

Director: It is in the tearing.
Researcher: Yes...?

Director: Because it literally ruptures it from the logic that you recognise. And
so you have to make meaning of it. It comes to you. Ideology won’t give you
that meaning. You have to.

Researcher: So if this is a possible DE, the tearing of the sheet by Liz, what is
at stake there, what is the thing that you, or Bond, hope or wish that the
audience will face in it.

Director: Their own relationship to the world.

Researcher: Yes, but this is too general. I mean how you define it?
Director: No! You can’t define it. No! Why would you want to?
Researcher: It is a difficult theory that I am trying to understand.

Director: Yeah...

. Researcher: You think that any choice with the specific sheet and the specific

action taken with the sheet, which is the tearing, it is not accidental, it is not by
luck ...

Director: No ...

Researcher: ... random. There is purpose in having the specific action with the
specific object. I was trying to understand: does this make you focus in a
different ...

Director: ... yes...

Researcher: ... let’s say subject ...

Director: ... no, no subject, it is not a subject ...

Researcher: ... a theme maybe?

Director: It focuses you in a completely different way. Because it connects
with you in a completely different way. It is not the sheet in isolation, is it? It is
the story as well.
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31.

32.

33.

Researcher: In relation to the story then...
Director: Yes!

Researcher: So what is there then, what is the critical thing?

[pause]

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.
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41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Director: I think the critical thing is the collision of, as I understand it, the
seeing the hearing and the bodily.

Researcher: | think I am not explaining it adequately. I will try to explain it
again. Let’s say that in DE, as Bond is saying, you are in the middle of a
cyclone. The experience of time is changing ...

Director: yes ...

Researcher: ... and you are been forced somehow to be there, stand on stage in
some way and decide on something. This is what I am asking, what is the thing
that as an audience I would be enforced to decide with this DE?

Director: I think you are asking it the wrong way round.
Researcher: Ok...

Director: I don’t think you can ask that question. Because you are trying to
define it in a way that doesn’t work. I understand why you are asking it.
Because you are trying to consort to theory. But that is the problem with it.

Researcher: But why he [Bond] has chosen the specific action?

Director: I think he has chosen the specific action at that time because she is
about to kill herself. She is sentencing herself to death. We have to experience
that in a different kind of way. So that is why I think it [the DE] is a unity of
thought and feeling in the body because the tearing isn’t language, it isn’t even
just what you see, although that is part of it, it is also what you feel. You hear it
[he means the sound produced when Liz is tearing the sheet], it is a sound. I
suppose you could describe it as indexical but it is bodily. So you are engaged
with it in terms of your sensation, I think, in a whole new way. So the sheet is
cathected with all the pre-conceptions we have about family, about home, and it
is literally ripped to pieces in front us and we have to take a stance on how we
feel about that.

Researcher: With the tearing of the sheet?

Director: Yes. And I think what puts you in the middle of accident time, in the
middle of the storm, because you are having the totality of it. That relationship
between imagination and reason is totally engaged but it is physically engaged
as well.

Researcher: So in a way it is about how you feel with the tearing of the sheet?

Director: And then think about it. Some people might weep. Other people
might laugh, other might be completely unmoved by it.
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Researcher: Now you are saying this I remember that I almost wept when she
was doing it [referring to the rehearsal of the play the previous day, 17-9-2009].
After this strong emotion I had I was trying to remember if I did think about it
or simply felt...

Director: No you thought of it too, you had to.

Researcher: [ felt that [ wanted to preserve the feeling of'it...
Director: You were thinking! ... You were thinking!
Researcher: I didn’t want to analyse it.

Director: It is not asking you to analyse it in that way. It is asking you to
analyse it from within which is different process.

Researcher: 1 wanted to hug her... that is a decision?

Director: Yes. Whether I had a very different response on me. I felt quite angry
towards her.

Researcher: Do you think that after a DE you should work on helping children
realise what was their stance towards what happened in relation to the decision
they made consciously or unconsciously?

Director: I think we will try to help them to do that. But not necessarily
straight after. But the other thing is that nothing happens in isolation. It takes
place within the context of the play. So the sheet’s journey doesn’t end with
tearing it. The sheet later is used to tie him [Richard] up, to bind him. But his
[Dan’s] response to that is helping the audience, he is almost reminding them of
its function. He is saying ‘Don’t do that, don’t ruin it, don’t ruin it’ [referring to
Liz’s action when she is tearing the sheet for making bandages and bind Dan’s
wound]. But she is doing it. So that creates that gap for us.

Researcher: Well if [ was seeing my mother doing it [ would think ‘what is she
doing?’ It feels strange. Tearing the sheet is really a strong action.

Director: Because it is with the situation. The situation is that they haven’t got
anything. So when you tear the sheet in a situation where you have nothing else
... I mean this has to do with the room. The room is bear. Nothing is extraneous
but everything is extreme. If it was a conventional bedroom and it was a set that
a designer would come alone and put rugs and carpets and duvets and spear
sheets and draws then it wouldn’t have the same impact. But in this situation,
which is extreme, it takes us through a boundary, a barrier, and becomes
incredibly violent.

Researcher: I couldn’t imagine that a sheet could be used in such a violent
way.

Director: Yes! But that has to do with the site.

Researcher: Our site?
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Director: No, it has to do with the transmission [transition?] from the site of
the play to the site of imagination. That is the unity of the site.

Researcher: I mean our social site which is there.

Director: Yes of course. It has to be there and if it is not there then it won’t
mean anything which has to do with the values in the sheet. Or a cup,
something you drink out of. Or it would be something that you drink the blood
of the Christ of. It has so much invested in it. And so to spill it, to drop or
smash it in the right context, in terms of the site A which is the culture, site B,
the specific site of the play, but site C is all the DEs [as the plural of DE] the
ways of bringing it to the site of imagination.

Researcher: After they have done this rehearsal you said ‘It was mostly
enactment’ and they made use of the invisible object. Do you like to explain?

Director: What I meant was that I felt that there were long periods of time
where they weren’t just acting. They weren’t, well crudely put, showing or
performing for us. I felt that they were really in it. That is what enactment
means. It is a dialectic between the rigidity of site, you know the structure of
the play and all it demands, and the flexibility to actually enter it yourself. So
you would allow yourself, like the objects, to be used by the situation. The play
speaks through you rather than you interpreting it for the audience and
explaining it. I felt there was very little of that the other day.

Researcher: Is this something they should do in every performance?
Director: Big Brum’s actors?

Researcher: Yes.

Director: Yes.

Researcher: So in every performance the best result will come when they are
experiencing the time they are doing it?

Director: Yes.

Researcher: Of course they do have control over what they are doing, aren’t
they?

Director: Of course! Yes! They have to be in control. It is a dialectic between
the structure, the site and the logic but also the freedom to be creative in it. You
see so much of acting when emotion takes over; is out of control. And then so
much acting that is ultra Brechtian is totally in control but there is no freedom
and it is arid. We are trying to put these two worlds together. There has to be
control because you have to tell the story. But within that there is an immense
freedom.

Researcher: What is the difference with the audience?
Director: The difference is that the actors are the means by which to convey all

this material, all this experience to the audience, to involve them.

24



77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83

&4.

85

86.

Researcher: [ mean in relation to experiencing.

Director: I think essentially you are engaged in the same process. Essentially.
But obviously you are much closer to it when you are in it. Because however
much you invite and demand from the audience to step on the stage, which you
do, there is always going to be a distance because you are not on it. In a funny
way, I think, it denies them being the experts, ‘Hey! We know what it is’, but
actually it gives them greater expertise. Which is, I think, the true essence of
what an actor is. We are not trying to find it, we are creating it.

Researcher: So what was the invisible object in that scene, the one we are
talking about with the tearing of the sheet?

Director: I think at certain points, in certain stages, it was the sheet.
Particularly for me personally, when he [Dan] was picking up the pieces in the
end. I was devastated by that dancing and the cleaning, I still I feel emotional
thinking about it, because for me it revealed what Liz means. What this
situation really means.

Researcher: What does it mean?

Director: I don’t still yet know... [ haven’t still worked it out ...

. Researcher: You suspect?

Director: Yes! I just don’t feel like I can put adequate words on it yet. But it
has to do, for me, how our society destroys its children. That what it was for
me.

. Researcher: And the idea that he was cleaning up ...

Director: ... that mess. [ was thinking about my children, where are we leaving
them? That is what I was thinking. So it came right from the domestic. And of
course it is very moving because it is the mother and the son, and as we said
about seeing our mums knitting, women making quilts [referring to the
reflection of the group on the scene]. All of that is invested in. But I was seeing
the destruction of the planet [laughs] potentially. But I can’t put precise worlds
on it. I don’t think that in the hidden [invisible] object there is an exactly
defined meaning. In a way the analysis of the DE can go so far but you can see
how it gets behind ideology because you can begin to see how tearing a sheet
can bring about the end of the world if you are not careful. So you see the
significance of those things in a new way, don’t you? Or like in the Balancing
Act the flip of the coin. He decides to end the world. It trivialises everything. It
is not that you can prescribe what people see but you lead them to the site of
humanness or made them less human. That is why it can’t be prescribed. And
that is why it is different to anything else.
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C.1.d Fourth interview with Chris Cooper (27-10-09), DVD 32

[The present interview was taken while the final production of the programme was
already touring in schools]

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Researcher: Are you happy till now with what you have seen?
Director: The programme as a whole?
Researcher: Yes

Director: Well it is hard to judge. Very happy with the last day.

. Researcher: With the performance in Birmingham REP?

Director: I see what you mean. With the work in Golden Hillock [school] I was
very happy. I think that the production of the play went to a new level in the
REP. So if we can maintain that level and also develop the programme aspects
of'it ...

Researcher: Can you say more about that? What is the level you are talking
about? What is the difference to Golden Hillock?

Director: I thought that the performances in Golden Hillock were not
particularly good. They were alright but I think they suffered from really not
having the two days rehearsals we have planned. They were competent
performances but they weren’t fantastic and I noticed in the afternoon that they
got it down to an hour and eight minutes. Which I think it is way too short for a
play like this. And the reason that they got it that fast was that because they
were losing the definition of the performance. So they were not allowing for the
audience to work.

Researcher: Do you like to mention an example? Have you noticed a scene
where the gap was missing for the audience?

Director: All of it!
Researcher: All of it?

Director: Well when [ say all of it I don’t mean that it was all totally absent
because listening to the kids’ talk tells me that it wasn’t. Kids were very clear.
They were really using their imagination to analyse the play. It was fantastic.
But I think they could have seen more than they did. I think all of it was
generalising out a bit. So that 1s why I said that the performance was a step
back. (...) I thought that the workshop element, I thought we found the
programme.

Researcher: Let’s talk for a specific scene if you don’t mind. Let’s say the
scene where Dan is tying Richard on the chaise-longue [in third panel] and he
shows to him the clothes [of Liz] and says ‘You see? You see?’” How would
you hope this scene would work for opening a gap? If you don’t like this scene
you may use another one.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

Director: No, no, I am happy to do that. I think it does.
Researcher: [ mean in the Golden Hillock School.

Director: I think it did in Golden Hillock. I am just saying it was too
compressed. It was too discursive, conversational. You see, to create the
invisible object or to create the accident time you have to pay forensic attention
to the logic of the site. And the only way you can do that is through working,
working, working the text. You can’t do it abstractly. You can’t do it as an
actor by thinking that ‘Oh! And the clothes are a DE. So I am going to DE [as a
verb] the clothes [of Liz in the third panel].” If you start thinking that way you
are not going to be in the site. But of course you are! The clothes are DEd [as a
verb], it is very clear to you, but it is how you make it work for the audience.
We can understand it intellectually, can’t we? As soon as I read the play
straight away I was thinking the sheet, the mother and the clothes, the sheet on
bed, the journey of the sheet all the way through the play, and the final sort of
negation of that going to the mother and the clothes and then the clothes being
used to bear witness to the crime he [Dan] wants to commit etc. You can
understand that intellectually but it doesn’t help you actually achieve it. You
can’t achieve a DE theoretically. It is a very practical question. So in terms of
what we had in Golden Hillock while he [the actor who was playing Dan] was
making the kids see the mother, I think he was doing that, I think he was
making it slightly mad.

Researcher: Dan?

Director: Yes. Only because the logic of his argument with Richard wasn’t
clear. You see what I am saying? So what he stopped doing was that he stopped
listening to the argument which is a very, very basic thing about ‘is he or is he
not telling the truth about his mother being a prostitute’. And all you are got
caught up with is a generalised noise and this boy behaving strangely with these
clothes. So you understood that the clothes were the mother but because you
couldn’t understand the argument you didn’t understand what was driving the
cathecting of the clothes. And therefore it made him seem slightly mad. So that
is what is needed to be addressed. Now I think that on Tuesday we have got a
lot done. In terms of getting up everything set up in the REP. And then on
Wednesday we have worked for five hours with Edward [Bond] and the same
on Thursday and I think the effect was transformative because ... I mean I
would have done the same with them if he hasn’t been available. I actually
asked Edward and he said he would like to come and work with the actors. |
think what he did was moved up into another level by making the argument
very, very clear. Helping them to make the argument clear. They made the
argument clear. So that is what I mean by transforming the production by
taking it onto the next level [which] would involve maintaining the logic of the
site, not falling away into acting, self indulgence, being clever, experimenting
but actually not knowing why you are doing what you are doing. It would mean
staying in it but then also beginning to find new. Because there are a lot of new
in there. There are a lot to try but the danger is always that it can take you away
from the play.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Researcher: So if 1 understand well the problem at Golden Hillock in the
specific scene would be with [the actors playing Dan and Richard] acting and
not enacting.

Director: Yes.

Researcher: Somehow they were drawing the attention to the noise rather than
the mother ...

Director: Or, rather than what is that these two are making a noise about? What
does it mean? They weren’t paying enough attention to what it meant. They
were spending all the time creating a furore which was exciting for the kids but
it is not a site. I am sure you appreciate it is a fine line between the side of
enactment and the side of acting, it is very, very subtle. But you can tell by the
way he begins to stamp, you can tell by the way he pursues the argument and
won’t let go of it, (...), Dan in the play never switches off for a second to what
the man is saying or doing.

Researcher: So the aim was to make the audience to feel the question of if she
was a prostitute or not?

Director: Yes. To feel the situation, to experience it (...). It is a small thing but
it is everything, it is a little thing but it is everything. Because if he performs in
a way for example ... (...) if he in a point becomes reflective then it destroys
the meaning. But being reflective is very difficult to resist because all of our
education and all of our theatre in training tells us to do that. By being
reflective the actor then begins to interpret it for the audience and then begins to
put sentiment into to it when actually they don’t need reflection they need to
experience it. That is what [ mean.

Researcher: It is very confusing, Chris, I have to say. I was watching Edward
Bond working with you for four days and I noticed that most of the questions
he was doing to the actors were ‘why you are doing what you are doing?’ So
for every action he was asking ‘Why you are doing this thing?’ So to me it
seemed like reflective because if the actor knows why he is doing what he is
doing then he would somehow interpret the action for the audience. And I was
confused to be honest.

Director: I think because you are confusing two different things. I think the
whys of his questions were to do with not interpreting anything but actually
following the text.

Researcher: So it is, let’s say, the first level of why you are doing something?
Or maybe the first two levels of the five layers of meaning probably.

Director: He goes way beyond the five layers of meaning. Most acting stops at
motivation. But his why questions are not reflective at all. Because he is not
asking you to step outside of it. You are saying it, you are experiencing it. But
when you say a line like that he asking why you are putting an emphasis in that
word or doing that action in that time (...) it is about giving you the
consciousness of it. You understand if you do that what we, as an audience,
read is that.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35S.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Researcher: Isn’t this in contradiction with the actors when they re-enact and
experiencing at the same time or trying new things?

Director: There is nothing wrong with trying new things, but you can’t try new
things unless you have got the basis on which to do it. That is all he was
working on. He was pushing them to be clearer and clearer about what is there.
Because unless you are not really clear about what is there then you are not
going to go to the next stage which is opening up possibilities. (...). When it is
working well sometimes you can go and play it radically differently and still be
true to the situation (...).

Researcher: Do you think that Richard is a hateable character?
Director: In the play?
Researcher: Yes.

Director: ... I don’t think so. Personally. I think some people do. (...) I think
he is by parts contemptible, by other parts weak, by other parts noble [not sure
for this]. I actually do hold some sympathy for him. When it is working right,
you see. | think that this is the kind of gap you can create because then I think
lots of people could see lots of things which is why a lot of people find him
very funny. But if it is not really made available it is very difficult to do that.
That is my own personal feeling about him.

Researcher: Do you like to speak for any possible DE in the programme that
you have noticed that works well for you?

[pause]
Director: Yes. I think. [pause] I think the pillow is working well.

Researcher: When is been lifted by Richard [in panel one when Richard is
scooping the beddings of Liz]?

Director: Yes. Well the whole process of it, falling and lifted. The sheet...
Researcher: Let’s stay with the pillow.

Director: Ok.

Researcher: What do you think is happening there? Why do you feel that?
[pause]

Director: I suspect because [pause] the room is so spare and the action is so ...
tidily focused (...). But I think that the sparcity [?] of it it is so powerful when
anything that happens in it, it is of immense significance. When I asked the kids
in Golden Hillock to look at the room after the first panel and one of them went
to the chair and said “Yeah!” and went straight to “Well, it brought hatred in the
middle of the room.” he started to talk at a different level. And he was talking
about what the values of the room are. He was talking about what the stance of
the room is. And I think a similar significance for the audience occurs around
the pillow [Liz’s pillow that Richard is taking out in the first panel after he
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43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

scooped the bedding and dropped it unintentionally] as well. I have never asked
them. It is an instinct I have, it is a good instinct I have. And if the pillow was
still around I probably would talk about it [the pillow was not brought back on
stage after the first panel when the above work with the students was taking
place]. But I think it is the falling to the floor and the way it is left and the fact
that it is then when he comes in [again after he scooped the bedding and left the
pillow] and she tells him that she is pregnant and the way he responds is to pick
up the pillow. And then the way he holds it. There is more to be done with that.
That is part of taking it [the programme] to another level... He [Richard] holds
it and then speaks. You know, it is like he has got the foetus in his hands
basically. For me. This is what I see. And he is killing it, he is trying to kill it. I
think that it was very interesting that the kids said they thought, when I asked
where they would put the bedding, and they said in the bin. Like the baby. I
think that has a lot to do with the pillow. It is not that the play draws great
significance to it, but that is again the strength of the play. All the playwrights
would make that into something ultra symbolic. They would probably put a
special spot on it.

Researcher: s the pillow a cathected object?
Director: Well, yes, I think it is.

Researcher: How is been built? How is been cathected? What are the actions
around it which cathected it?

Director: Actually I don’t think that it is actions so much. It is a combination
of actions and the language. And I think that there is something really
misunderstood in a lot of our reflections on Edward’s [Bond’s] work. We often
miss, if you like, how the symbolic, as in language, activates so much. It is the
collision of the symbolic and the iconic. So it is not so much what it is done
with it. It is about what it is done with it in the context of what they [the
characters or the actors] are talking about. And it brings a physical reaction.

Researcher: This is a process, I think. There is context which is cathecting the
object.

Director: Yes I think it does and I think that kids respond to it quite strongly on
every time. Sometimes quite physically in relation to each other , they talk, they
look, they comment or ... I mean the kids, even in the afternoon in that awful
afternoon we had in Walsall, even them, when he [Richard] picked up the
pillow, one of them went [moves his head right-left]. For them he [Richard]
was picking up the baby, I am convinced on it. So I think that is how it works.
What it is nice about it is that the play does not dwell on it. It just allows it to
lie there. And then so often in so many parts of the play you think that certain
discourse have been bygone or things have finished with but then he [Bond]
picks up them again later. And returns to them either visually or through story,
through language, and then you are back there again but in slightly further up
on the spiral of the play’s development. He [Bond] is really good at that.

Researcher: Can you identify a gap there, at the scene with the pillow? Sorry it
seems dry a bit but ...

Director: ... that is what you need ...
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51. Researcher: I am sorry, but ...
52. Director: ...it is all right. ..
53. Researcher: Well [ am asking what kind of gap is there and where is the gap?

54. Director: I think the gap occurs somewhere... [ don’t know ... well I will try to
be as dry as I can! I think the gap occurs in between what he is saying and how
he holds it. So he could pick it up and hold it like that [see Picture 1 bellow]
and talk to it.

Picture 1

I don’t think that would be very good. I think it would resonate something but I
think it would do so much work. There is nothing for you to connect. (...)
Holding it like that [see Picture 2] objectifies it.

Picture 2

In a way that it is quite disturbing. He [Richard] takes this thing that everyone
has a relationship to do in being comfortable [see Picture 3] and makes it very
uncomfortable for us.
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Picture 3

(...) But sometimes he [the actor playing Richard] holds it like that [see Picture
4] just before we started touring it.

Picture 4

And then he started going [like looking at Liz to his right]: ‘Get rid of it in the
morning. We out to the doctor’s first thing. (Sighs) I thought you were
supposed to take care of these things. I can’t rely on you for anything. We’ll get
rid of it’ etc. and then go ‘When it is supposed to ... When did they say it ...’
and then they [Richard and Liz] go. Now for me that closed the gap. Because he
was making the whole thing directed to her. But actually it is really clear. It
says in the stage directions [that] he says those lines and he only turns to look at
her after he said ‘When did they ... How long is it ...". He actually looks at her
after he has finished speaking. And there is something about ... (...) if he holds
it like that you are having this: she stood there and he is telling her ‘I brought
your baby’. He is holding the pillow and I think he is creating the invisible
object for us. Because the pillow is the child, is the commodity, is the
transaction. Because even in their life their relationship is a transaction and it is
held in that, in the way that he delivers the dialogue, flat. [It works] If it is flat,
as it says in the script as opposed to a motive, if it is disconnected from her but
connected to the ‘fucking’ foetus. Then it works. The minute he starts doing
that [Picture 4] he closes it. Because it becomes something else. Or if he is to
hold it like that [Picture 1]. For me it [Picture 1] is too descriptive. Do you see
what [ mean?
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56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Researcher: Yes!

Director: So I think that is why I am saying these tiny little moments that the
play doesn’t really rest on actually setting the whole [Inaudible] of motion for
the whole of the play and if it is delivered correctly in relation to how he is
holding it, how he is delivering what he is saying ... It is almost like the pillow
is wrenched from its conventional meaning and we are seeing it in a different
way. But we have all our own values associated with pillows. Which makes
that very productive. I am sure not everybody responses in the same way as it
was to a pillow but I know that it is thing for comfort for me. He is making it
extremely uncomfortable for us. And she just had her face buried in it as well
[see Picture 5].

Picture

Researcher: If I am not wrong all these elements of the DE, gap, invisible
object, cathexis, accident time etc, are used in an effort to make the audience
see something differently and bypass ideology.

Director: Yes.

Researcher: So what is the ideology that is attempted to be bypassed here? Is it
in relation to fatherhood, motherhood or the family ...?

Director: I think it is allowing us to see it in its transactional rather than its
moral... If you see it as a moral thing you can judge him [Richard] like: ‘Well.
Isn’t he cruel? Typical man!’ I could give a really feminist analysis of it but that
wouldn’t really get in the problem. The problem has to do with the centre of the
play. Which is to do with what is seeing and not seeing and how everything is
in this balance between survival and living, between the compromise, between
innocence and corruption. In the transformation of all human relations into a
commodity. That is what I think you are dwelling on rather than a more
ideologised thing which says: ‘Isn’t that man’s behaviour inappropriate?’ It is
not that his behaviour isn’t inappropriate but we are trying to go beyond that.
(...) You can almost look at it as the DE is the overarching praxis. Within
which you can wrench the object or the action, rupture it from ideology, which
creates the gap, and into the gap you want the audience to enter into accident
time for then the interaction between the audience as the site of imagination and
the actors enacting the situation is where it will reveal the invisible object. So
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62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

that is for me how they connect. (...) You can bring nothingness into that but
this is an ontological question.

Researcher: So how would you hope that the specific scene we are talking now
about the pillow should work for the students of that age group [fifteen years
old]?

Director: In a very simplistic way, help them to ask themselves what they think
about that situation. And how they feel about it in a way that is a challenge to
their values rather than it been explained to them: ‘That this man [Richard] is
bad. This woman [Liz] is good. What he [Richard] is doing is horrible.”’ And
having all these prejudices confirmed. I would hope that something in that
whole sequence, units of action, (...) is a very long journey, I would hope that
kids would be really begin to think themselves: ‘Actually what do I think about
this?” Rather than saying: ‘Well, isn’t that horrible? 1 would never treat
someone like that.” I think that is what you want. That is where you want to be.
For me it is always that! This thing of never letting the audience of the hook in
the sense of being able to say ‘This is not me!” And I think this is why so many
people hate his [Bond’s] work so much.

(..)

Researcher: Let’s go now to the concept of the site. What is the site of the
play? And how it is been brought on stage?

Director: I think the site of the play, crudely, is exactly what he [Bond] was
saying about when he was demonstrating the relationship between the two
chairs in the REP [he is referring to the Q and A with the playwright in
Birmingham REP, 22-10-2009]. When he was trying to connect the pieces of
cloth with the two chairs and then he said ‘But then 250 years ago everything
changed. I think that is the site A that dominates and penetrates everything
throughout the whole play. What other writers will do is to give people masses
of speeches which basically speaking the author’s political views.

Researcher: And describing the context.

Director: Yes. And he [Bond] doesn’t need to do it. He is genius! That play [4
Window] it would be about four and half hours long if [he is referring to
another theatre playwright] would have written it. And he would have to find a
historical parallel like ... [the director asked not to include this part of the
discussion]. I think site B is the very specific site of the play, that city at that
time ...

Researcher: Which is a chaotic city.

Director: Yes. It is particularly chaotic. It is in a particular state of disarray.
And also [ think it is a city of unrelenting violence really, a growing, increasing
violence. The chaos has corresponding violence. So I think that is the
particularity. It is almost like the city invades the room, doesn’t it? Through the
cut [Dan’s cut in the arm when he comes in the room with the drugs for Liz],
through what happens to the bed sheet, through what happens to the chair,
through what happens to the table, how things literally become dysfunctional
... 1t 1s all that, that is the pressure of the city. I remember you were asking me
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70.

when we first started [referring to the second interview I had with him, App.
C.1.b, par.7, p17)] how it [the site] could be there. I think it is totally there. And
I think that the kids’ responses are really clear. Which is why we are allowing
them to follow [Dan], after the ‘For the kid’ [the last words told by Dan in the
performance], out into the streets because it is so alive for them, the outside [in
the TIE programme the company was asking from the students to imagine a
scene in the streets with Dan after the play has finished]. (...) So all those
things to do with story, the blinding, Arnie [Dan’s unseen friend], buying drugs,
prostitution ... there are the things that the kids are currying right into the room
with them. That is site C if you like (...). All three [Richard, Dan and Liz] of
them have three different visions in the story, don’t they? She has various
visions actually. The first one is the obsession with the story [of the blinded
child in the newspaper]. But then she develops a new vision which is why she
kills herself. But she begins to see the whole world from the top of that chair
[when Liz is standing on the chair and prepares to commit suicide]. She can see
the universe. The boy [Dan] has a vision of the city too but he doesn’t want to
retreat from the city. Whereas Richard has a vision of the city where you can
only screw to survive but actually he wants to get away. He is looking for quiet
as well [Liz was looking for a bit of quiet in the first panel, Richard, the
director argues, wanted as well some quiet away from the city and its
problems]. It is the one thing that connects them, this idea of quiet. So those
visions are very strong for the kids. So that is how the site C is present, through
the actions and the objects and the language. Particularly the language 1 would
say that you are bringing the site of imagination onto the stage which is the
most dynamic one.

Researcher: One of the tasks you asked the students to do was to think what
they see outside the window in the city [another task that the company asked
from the students participating in the programme, to see outside the window of
the room]. Why you have chosen this one? Was it for the site? Making it [the
site] more conscious for them?

Director: I think it is because we then wanted to explore what he [Dan] wants
to do with his life. (...) nobody [critics’ reviews on the performance in
Birmingham REP] has picked upon what Dan is saying in the end which is ‘For
the kid, for the kid.” And yet every kid we have talked to has picked on that
instantly. (...) One child said ‘I don’t know what he [Dan] is talking about’.
They have all said ‘He wants to change the world’. I found that very amusing
... To be fair the review of the Financial Times says ‘There is hope of a sort at
the end for the young man’ (...). I find that really interesting that none of those
people are able to see that whereas it seems obvious to me. And it seems
obvious to the kids. If you want to talk about ‘For the kid’ and changing his
[Dan’s] world, his life, he has got to get out of the room. He won’t be able to do
it in the room. So he has to enter into the city. By asking them what they can
see, which we don’t always do, it depends, the intention was to give them some
direction in terms of concretising the site directly out of the window. The final
test that I did in Golden Hillock and I suggest it will pursue is to say he leaves
the room and goes out in the city and encounters the city, the street. And he will
take something from the room with him to try to explain the ‘For the kid’. I do
ask them to really, really specify where the encounter takes place [he means the
encounter with other people in the city. The task was to meet people in the city]
and know exactly ... for example if it is a bus stop what the bus stop is like.
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Because I think that is really important. It create constrains that are really
liberating. The kids will drive into the situation.

Researcher: In rehearsals you mentioned something about language which
bypasses ideology in Bond’s work.

Director: You would have to remind me...

Researcher: You were talking about miscommunication and different
discourses which are not communicating with each other but sometimes they
may overlap in some points. And you mentioned that that is where truth may
come out.

Director: What I really begun to understand in this production in a way that I
haven’t before... no, this is not true! I began to begin (laughs) to understand it
in the Under Room but not in the way that I could physically see it. I was
talking about the particular way of writing that he has got. People were
referring to like it is sparse. I don’t think it is really sparse. I think it is
incredibly poetic. But it is incredibly muscular as well ... And I think there are
various structures he uses with language that really do make you hear words in
a different way. One of them is the way that he is so often doesn’t finish
sentences. This is very useful because it really makes you to an awful lot of
speedy recalibration of what is going on. The other element I really like is the
way that he will often ask a question through the voice of the character and then
it won’t be answered till three sentences later. It creates this sort of gap for us,
hearing, that makes us go to a journey before it picked up again. Or often in
long speeches he will begin a particular discourse and then drop it and then also
pick it up again. Ten lines later we are back there. (...) What it does, I think, it
breaks things up. Obviously you can never stop people from hearing what they
want to hear but I think it makes it much more difficult for you to do it [hear
what you want to hear]. The real content of discussion will show itself. Again
the invisible object will show itself much more clearly.

Researcher: Can you mention another example of this?

Director: [pause]| I am sure I could. [pause] The whole opening of two [panel
two] is really interesting for doing that. It is an incredible economy. In half a
page you have jumped twenty years, she [Liz] is a junky, the father has gone,
the drugs is the issue etc. (...) If you have noticed so many opening exchanges
between the mother and the son are uncompleted. And it really makes us think
what is this actually about? It does because you are not taking them for granted.
Structurally he has built on the first panel which is so more recognisably a soap
opera and domestic and what they call fourth wall drama. It is very realist in
many ways. But the end of that panel you have gone onto a different journey
and this [second panel] really picks it up. (...) She [Liz] says [to Dan before she
sees the drugs on the table] ‘I only asked because you ...” she didn’t finish that,
he just points [Dan pointing at the table where the drugs are]. And then she asks
another question and then she says ‘Don’t speak to me like I am a child dear’.
Then she picks it up [again] ‘Did they...? Have they ...?" (...). And then she
gets to the thing ‘Did you bleed on the stairs?’, the neighbours would know if
you bleed on the stairs. But the ‘Did you bleed on the stairs’ keeps coming
back. Later on when she is having a freak out she is going ‘Did you bleed on
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the stairs?’ [With emphasis]. If the actor doesn’t get it right what you will hear
is ‘Did you bleed on the stairs?’ [Told flatly]. (...) A page later, when you think
that is gone, all of the sudden on the most unlikely moment she suddenly
throws in again ‘Did you bleed on the stairs?’ [ Very emphatically] like she was
saying ‘I have asked you a page ago and you didn’t answer me’. But what is
wonderful is that he is picking up that discourse again because then, what
Edward is saying is, the pressure from the neighbours is what we need to be
aware of as we are dealing with this particular problem. So what he [Bond] is
saying is: ‘Look! Look how the city is separating the mother and the child.’
(...). And what it is amazing is that he is always using such everyday almost
incidental ways. (...) He talks about neighbours, these faceless people that we
just hear referred to constantly throughout the play as them next door. The
neighbours, the watched you, they heard. (...) [And just before she goes to get
her dose out of the room] she asked ‘Oh! My god! Will the police get involve?’
Which is the high point of the whole debate about being marked out, the
neighbours ... and you know that the fear of the police is real. (...).

Researcher: Would you name students’ experience [in the programme] as a
living through?

Director: That is an interesting ... [pause]. As a living through drama you
mean?

Researcher: Yes.
Director: Yes... I think that this is something interesting for exploring it.
Researcher: Is it them on stage?

Director: Yes. I think so. It connects very strongly with what Edward brought
to this play in a way that he never brought to any other play, because he never
thought of it before. He was talking about how the play listens to the audience
and he was saying that the audience ... You know the very first day he said it is
a great impertinence to stand upon the stage and show to people their lives. And
he said ‘so you got to make it sure that it is right because that is a great
responsibility’. And he was saying, actually, that what we think we do is we do
a play but actually what we really do is the audience brings their lives to the
play. And I said to the company that is their play. That is the classic description
by Gavin Bolton on what is happening in a living through drama. There is a real
connection there for me.

Researcher: Have you ever thought for this programme to have the students in
role?

Director: No.
Researcher: Why?
Director: There is not enough time.

Researcher: Beyond that. Beyond the practicalities would you do that for this
programme?
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Director: In my way. If I had lots of time, yes.... I very rarely want to put
anybody in role plus the age of eleven. Not because it can’t be done [but]
because even if you had the whole day for a TIE programme I think all the kids
find it really difficult. So often I think roles and tasks become increasingly
elaborate in TIE in an attempt to sort of engage the kids and they have
completely the opposite effects. And the kids are even less engaged than they
would be if you were just saying ‘have a look at this’. Because it becomes
extremely difficult for them.

Researcher: Ok. Let’s say theoretically in ideal conditions what kind of role
you would have chosen for this play?

Director: I am not attracted to it. Because I think the problem with role is that
it can work against Bondian aesthetics in the sense that he wants you to be able
to see through the eyes of many different perspectives at ones. And the problem
with role is ...

Researcher: ... it is fixed?

Director: It fixes it like hell! And the people just become [shows with his
straightened hands ahead of him] about it. And I think that is what the
actor/teachers find very difficult to manage. For example when they were
working on the Boy Who Cried Wolf [TIE programme by Big Brum
immediately produced before 4 Window which was as monitored by the
researcher] then the kids would either become locked into one narrative and we
couldn’t get them out of it. There are ways you could do that. The structure was
there to do that but they [actors/teacher] found it very difficult. And I
sympathise with their difficulty (...). I am not saying it can’t be done. If I was
to put then in role, in ideal conditions, I would probably want to have a week
with them. And I would probably want at least two days before they would
even encountered the play and I would probably want to give them more than
one role. And I would like then to shift them in relation to different points. So
for example I would probably get them to see the first panel in one role and
then shift them into their next role and then the next one and the next one ...
and then come out of it and work maybe on two or three different strands of it.
But you want days to do that.

Researcher: Do you think that the way the programme is applied has an
association finally with students’ life?

Director: Completely! They recognise their own lives in it. And they say that
all the time. They recognise things that they have either experienced or that
they know of other people. All the time. I think this is very palpable.

Researcher: You mean the family?

Director: Yes... not so obviously in relation to prostitution but drugs,
friendships, the family dispute. The family dispute, so many of the kids are
talking clearly about their own experience. And the domesticity. (...)
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C.2 Interview with Edward Bond (18-11-2009), DVD 36

[Before the recording started the playwright was talking about an experience he had when
he visited a school. He was talking on a form of discipline that the teachers used for the
kids there]

1. Researcher: You don’t agree with discipline, do you?

2. Bond: These are fraud questions, aren’t they? Obviously one doesn’t want
chaos. There is a certain seat where discipline is just violence. And it gets
conformity. I don’t like that. But when kids are sort of disruptive and unruly it
is because they are over disciplined. Liberty is something you have to create.
And they have never had the chance to create it. Because I think freedom
without responsibility is not freedom. People don’t understand what freedom
would be.

3. Researcher: Would you say that this is an opinion reflected in your plays?

4. Bond: Yes. [ would think so. Yes. Actually is the sort of the technique I use. It
is a highly disciplined text. It is very carefully written. Very carefully
constructed. The sentences are carefully constructed. It is ...

5. Researcher: ... very strong narrative as well. Very strong story.

6. Bond: Yes, I think that is right. And then I say about acting that it is about
acting the invisible object. I can’t write that.

7. Researcher: What do you mean?

8. Bond: I can’t write the invisible object. I mean all I can do is set up situations,
like for gates or doors, and the actors and the audience have to be guided
through those gates and doors. And what is on the other side is them not me. I
think that is very important. That is what drama is about. I think people accept
it a little bit more now, I said that drama doesn’t teach. Of course you could use
drama to teach. You could set up a little play about how to run across the road.
You could do that. But I once watched some kids being lined up on a curb.
They were tiny little kids and the teacher was saying ‘Now before you cross the
road you must look right and you must look left because if you don’t it will be
an accident’ and so on, ‘You got to stand there on the curb until we have looked
at right and left’. And immediately one of the kids stepped off the curb. And
that is drama. That becomes interesting. [Inaudible]. So whatever the teacher
was trying to teach the kid was using it in some other way. So I think that
drama does not teach although you could use it. Obviously you could have an
interview, set up that situation. But, you know, is the interview to join the SS
or the Red Cross? What is the difference in that? So drama doesn’t teach but it
does something else. It makes you creative. That is very, very, very different. It
is a different faculty of the mind. To be creative is a very difficult thing to
describe because it means the ability to discriminate, to see things, to access
what is happening, to form some sort of judgement. The judgement ultimately
has to come from you. You have to create your own values.
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Researcher: So you are saying that drama is about making judgement by
yourself?

Bond: Judgement is part of it but what it means is to make you creative.
Researcher: To use your imagination?

Bond: I think imagination is a very important part of it but I would say
imagination seeks reason. It is not reason by its own. That is a nightmare. It is
imagination seeking reason. Child psychiatrists now talk about having a theory
of the other mind that comes at a stage in the development of the child when it
realises that the person is talking to has got something in there [points to head]
as opposed to just being serious, of actions and so on. But the person is
thinking, contemplating, coming with some sort of judgement. I think that is a
uniquely human thing. Perhaps apes or something have it. But anyway. It is a
uniquely human thing to imagine that there is something there [points to head
again]. For that to happen you got to have a theory of yourself. Autistic children
don’t have that.

Researcher: They don’t know that there is something else in someone else and
in them as well.

Bond: Because they don’t have it in themselves you know. Somebody was
telling me recently that they did a production of Have I None and this teacher
also taught autistic children. It is like she teaches autistic children to smile at
each other. They find that extraordinary difficult because they don’t know what
they are smiling at or for or to. They don’t realise that they make contact with
someone else’s smile.

Researcher: When I was reading you book, the Hidden Plot, about the monad I
thought that autistic children may still be in the monad stage.

Bond: It might very well be. That could be so. This teacher was telling me she
based all the rows that occur in Have I None, the chair and so on, on the way
autistic children behave. They don’t look at each other in the eye. They don’t
do that. They just shouted at each other. And in the play, she said, the only time
when there was eye contact made was when the brother and sister were alone
together. They would look at each other towards the end of the play.

So this concept I have of humanness, by which I don’t mean humane, I mean
something more than that, something much more demanding than that. The
example I always use is Himmler who if he kept his agents working late
devising ways to kill people, he would send flowers to their wives. And they
would say ‘Oh! What a lovely humane gesture!” But humanness wouldn’t allow
you to do that because it would be a completely different concept.

What [ think is happening in young children is that in some way or the other
they have to create their self. They have to create a self. To do that they are
involved in certain creative activities. They have to negotiate and arrange one
with the world. That is the origin of human creativity. The processes that we
use to create our self are also the processes that we would use to create any
creative action as opposed to manufacturing something or making something.
Because then [in creativity] there would be human responsibility. But you can’t
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have human responsibility without danger. History is dangerous. That is a very
difficult path to negotiate. And yet the only way you can sort that is by
dramatising the situations. So drama is not a luxury, you have done everything
else and now it is civilised to have some drama. Drama is the absolute basis of
humanness. That is the formal process of creating humanness, is drama.

Researcher: You said before that you want your plays to evoke somehow the
judgement from students and being creative. How this process is reflected in the
A Window? What are the students have been called to form a judgement on?

Bond: I don’t care is an answer to that! One of the discussions after the
Window was what I was virtually trying to teach them. You know my answer to
that. What I want to do is to try to make the situation creative. I want to let
them see the structures of their lives, the structures that they are involved in.
They are not fate or something imposed on us but things that human beings
make, that are responsible for making or for maintaining or for changing. It is
almost the physical awareness of that. Once you have said that what else is fed
in to that?

That is why I have this understanding of the monad and things like that. What I
am saying is any conscious being in the world is conscious of why being in it
and therefore is involved in things like pleasure and happiness. And I think
justice precedes law, the ontological precedes the existential. The larger
questions are the most important ones. They are axiomatic or automatic for the
infant. I sometimes alarm people by the expression I use (...) but infants did not
understand human beings but they understood gods. Because a child doesn’t
have any law. It doesn’t have a law book. But it has a sense of right and wrong.
[Inaudible] can talk. But you have to say where is that come from. And I say
before it can talk. But it has to do with its awareness.

The important thing is pleasure and pain in a child and it must in some way be
manipulating or making some arrangements about these things. They later
become the tragic and the comic. Adults would say ‘Hm. We have to avoid the
tragic and go for the comic or happiness’. It wouldn’t mean anything to a child.
Because it was both. It was it. It hasn’t yet separated itself from the world.

The thing that fascinates me very much is Freud. It is strange, he did these
drawings quite earlier on how human beings were. They are very like
Descartes’. It is like hydraulic system. Pressure and it opens a valve and then
you get an action or you get an emotion or something like that. It is like a steam
engine or something. He actually drew this and little lids opening and things
like that. It is a very early model. Obviously he got away from that later on.
(...) He discovered after WWI that the soldiers would constantly have
nightmares about what they have been in. And this didn’t make any sense to
him because it was against his theory. They were going back to where they
should avoid. Then he got to say ‘Well we have a death instinct’. It is the most
reactionary form of Darwinism really. Well, not the most reactionary but
reactionary in the same way.

What I say is something else. Is that the human mind needs the tragic. Because
there it is where it defines itself. When you see a joke you are learning
something about the world. You laugh at it. In tragedy you learn something
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about yourself. Certainly Antigone will learn something about Creon or that
sort of thing but then she will say to herself ‘Yeah but why I am insisting on
this?’ It is very interesting in the very beginning of that play as she breaks up
the family relationship with her sister, Ismene. She destroys that. Which you
would think it is a very human thing. And then she destroys the formal
relationship between herself and Creon because she wants to know who she is.
And then people say that is incredibly egotistic because she says this is what I
want to do and to be. I have to say no, it isn’t. Because if you trace that back to
the origins in the self she is not discovering herself in this situation she is
discovering what it is to be human and that means accepting responsibility for
the world. That appears to be in contradiction with just about everything that
we normally talk that the basis of our self is other people not our self. And they
say let’s teach citizenship. That is making it a lesson but Antigone knows
much, much more. Tragedy in the end asks you to define who are you? And
that means discovering the humanness in yourself.

If you would send Adolf Hitler to Auschwitz, they kept getting away from it,
but if you would send him and say ‘look there are all these bodies, go find
yourself. Go find yourself among these bodies’ he would never find himself.
But he should be able to find himself at the first body he looked at. That is
something very different. What I am trying to do is to make people creative.
But not in a sense ‘Isn’t art nice? Or, i1sn’t art civilised?’

Researcher: You choose a centre though for your plays.

Bond: Yes, [ am very aware of that but.... It is not something that I find easy to
define. There is a centre. The plays sort of rotate around that centre. I say that
everything has to cross through the centre. The centre is a crisis of how do you
express humanness in this situation. A lot of my plays actually are based on
things that actually have happened, real life. I usually alter them and so on. A
lot of them are really derived from things appearing in the news. Do you know
the Palermo paradox?

Researcher: Yes.

Bond: It is like you present a situation and the expectation is that this would
happen or that would happen. When you present a situation it doesn’t actually
happen. That is why in tragedy there can be no compromise. There is actually
no compromise. It is unthinkable that Antigone should change her mind. It is
intellectually unthinkable because if that would have happened the situation
would have not been properly described. It wouldn’t have been properly set up.
The art of writing drama is to set up a situation that you cannot escape from.

Researcher: There is no ....

Bond: There is no way out. There is no loophole. For instance when they did
Coffee in the Colline [Theatre in France], in the second scene where the
shooting is taking place, people in the audience stood up and shouted, they
would leave, get very angry. And they shouted at the actors. The actors were
not killing anybody! (...) It was like kids saying ‘Oh! I am not going to play
anymore!’ Because the role in the game was somehow denied. And I think
good! I am happy about that reaction. Because I think you have to confront that
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situation, how they work that out with themselves, what they think about that
later and so on. I don’t judge this.

In the performance of the Eleven Vests that I saw [In France again], in the scene
where the sergeant teaches the students how to use a bayonet, I watched two
young people in front of me. They were obviously pal, they knew each other,
and during this scene one of these kids was actually shaking with laughter. I
have never seen anyone shake so much! ‘Oh my God his hands are going to fall
off or something!” Really he was convulsing. And his friend not a movement!
Rigid like that. I was fascinated!

Researcher: I saw that too in 4 Window.
Bond: You did?

Researcher: I have seen the window fifteen times till now in schools and that it
was one of the questions I wanted to ask you. Some children may laugh loudly
and some others would simply stay still.

Bond: That is right. Well, I watched these two guys and afterwards somebody
said to me ‘What was the right reaction Mr Bond?” And I said both. They have
to respond in a way that it is necessary for them and to that extent you have to
trust the audience. You have to say to yourself ‘I have set up a situation, I think
I am describing a true situation, what do you find it as a human being?’ (...)
That is entirely up to them. (...) But I remember going and seeing the Goyas in
Madrid. I was quite young and I felt the disasters of war a very disturbing thing
to look at. I didn’t want people to be like that. I found that disturbing. But I
made myself go and look at it. I looked at all those drawings. The effect was
actually opposite of what I was supposing it would happen. What I felt was a
great relief that Goya could depict it, that he could be that accurate and say this
is it. That it should not passed unnoticed and would not be glamorised or turned
into ideology or anything like this. This was it.

Researcher: Showing what is happening in reality.

Bond: Showing exactly what happened. The trouble with all those sorts of
monumental workers you get in Soviet art is that they never sweat. This is
completely unreal. So what I am always trying to achieve is the maximum of
realism. I won’t say this is exactly what it is like to be there. In Coffee there is a
guy who describes about standing on the edge of a pit. I always wanted to take
the audience to that boundary. Absolutely to that boundary. And even if they
turn away they would have seen what they were turning away from. It doesn’t
mean it is inescapable. In doing that [ am paying respect to their humanness.

Researcher: You have started a lot of new subjects now.
Bond: Have I been useful?

Researcher: Yes you are very useful. I am trying though to put things to some
order. Just for me to understand. Now, about the laughing. Some of the
audience may laugh or others may stand still. And I told you that in 4 Window 1
noticed a lot of scenes where students have different reactions at the same time.
One of them is when Dan is dancing and crying in the end of panel two. Now, I
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saw students laughing to tears and others being really still and completely
absorbed to what they were seeing. How you would explain that in the specific
scene? I was wondering why there is such a big difference. In the beginning I
was thinking that the children were feeling exposed somehow to something
they don’t know what to do with.

Bond: Well, that is encouraging! To know what you don’t know is, as Plato
would say, could be the beginning of knowledge. It is interesting because that is
how I was going to end the play when I was making notes. That could be the
scene in the end of the play. But then when I thought about it and started to
write I realised I had to take it further. He [Dan] is doing two things. He is
dancing but crying and he is also cleaning the things up. And kids are told ‘tidy
your room, look at that mess you have made!” Then it is very ambiguous for the
audience and I like very much the idea of taking a piece of pop music that they
would get [Inaudible] clubbing about.

Researcher: Some of the students do dance, they move.

Bond: That is right. But they are putting it in a different context. So that it
wouldn’t work in the normal way. It does contain itself a paradox or a conflict
within it. It is very natural for different people to react in different ways to that.
And also as a group, perhaps, to sort it out. To experience it as a group is
perhaps useful to see different possibilities in reacting to this situation.
[Inaudible] This is what it is involved in that situation. I saw in a school the
first performance [the morning performance] that some of the kids wanted to
join with the music. But in the second performance [afternoon performance]
they didn’t at all. None of them did. I am sure it is useful! If somebody stood up
at the Colline and said ‘This is disgraceful, should not be allowed ..." well, if
you had a workshop that will happen. Because you will discuss these things and
explore the various possibilities.

It is extraordinary how close tears are to laughter. It is a cliché. It is a fact and it
is extraordinary how the meaning of things change if you just alter ... It is like
in the Balancing Act where the man is blowing up the world and it is terribly
funny because he has to toss a coin to decide whether he can do it or not. So it
becomes comic. Maybe in Antigone the guard is a comic figure, I don’t know if
he is, it would be possible. And Shakespeare is using a lot of comedy in his
tragedies. Things don’t have their proper labels in drama. But then I think when
you come to the ultimate confrontation of the tragic then it does define itself so
that then the tragic is the upmost seriousness of the humanness.

Because I don’t think you will get people laughing at the end of the play. (...)
Because then Dan himself is realising what he is done. (...) It is not, if I can say
this, something that Dan chooses to do. I would think that it is something just
happening to him. That he is taken to that moment and then the consequences
just happen. Afterwards he can then say ‘what just has happened to me?’ or
‘what I have just done?’

In Olly’s Prison, which is based on a true incident, a guy has lost his job. He
had a very traditional job, he was a carpenter. He had a tool bag with hammers
and screwdrivers and things like that and he was travelling around looking for
work. He was just going from place to place and one night he was staying in a
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lodging house and he woke up in the morning. He couldn’t find work, he was
like Richard in the play [4 Window], and he was leaving. He was walking down
the corridor and stopped and he knew that there was something wrong. So he
came back to the corridor and came into the store. He opened the door and he
went into the room and there, at the bed, there was a guy with his head bashed
by the hammer. It was his hammer. He has done this and he didn’t know he ‘d
done it. So he had done and he hadn’t done it. It hadn’t been a normal volition.
(...) It is the role of madness in drama. You use it in order to seek sanity. So
that very often in my plays I create those situations which just happen because I
think ultimately as a society we make them happen. Then I try to make it so that
the characters become aware for what they have done and the meaning for what
they have done and their own responsibility for what they have done.

Researcher: I will give you something that Chris [Cooper, the director of the
programme 4 Window] has defined as the centre of the A Window. [I have
given the centre of the play as the company has defined it]. Would you like to
comment on that?

Bond: [ think that is all right. That is fine.
Researcher: Should the centre always be defined as this one?

Bond: I think so. I think you could do that. You see your cultural being [is] a
form of ideology that it will explain the world you are in. It gives it a certain
reality and that will be unjust because society must be administered and
therefore there is law and the law is always unjust. It has to be unjust at least in
the societies that we are able to create at the moment. Society can maintain its
[Inaudible], it can be thorough and convincing. It will have explanations. It will
seduce you to its way of seeing things. But in the end it doesn’t work because
all societies are changing. They are always in tension. So they can’t be helped
in that way. And the more societies try to hold onto those things then they tend
to be the most reactionary environment they can become. The necessary
advantage that drama has over that is that it will not allow illusions to be
maintained. It will insist on describing things in creative terms. That means in
terms of humanness. That means, in normative terms, what is just. It will try to
do that as accurately as possible. Society won’t do that. It will want to reward
and punish. So I think the business of being able to see, this is why I talk about
the invisible object...

It is possible for language to lie very easily. In a way that is recoverable from
because you can use language to change language. But if you look at that thing,
that it is ultimately inhuman, and you cannot see its inhumanness, then what
you do? You can’t say, ‘well 1 will give you a third eye’ and then see it
differently. We are corrupted by sight more than by language. All these about
the corruption of language... but of course it is very important (...). But to see
is power to speaking. (...) Make something seeable and then language will
consent, will describe that ...

It is interesting in Greek drama how many words and sounds there are just to
express... If you look at the end of Aeschylus’s The Persians there is a long
scene in the end where they are all making these groans. I imagine they are
dancing when this happens. Perhaps it is something like the end of the second
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panel of the Window. So in drama, although the language becomes very
important, language is only pointing and say ‘see this’. It [drama] wants you to
see. Once you have seen and you begin to understand. This is why I think
drama is very important for young people because I think they are not
completely taken in to the structures of language.

Researcher: So are your plays based on seeing rather than on language?

Bond: Ultimately I think they are. I really do think that. But also it is the way
actors talk which should tell you what they are seeing. In the second part of the
A Window, that Liz has the long speech about when she is going to hang
herself, the use of language changes. This is why I am saying we don’t have the
language of reality any more. In fact we see everything on screens. It is very
important there that the language from the clichés that they use a lot of the time
it would become creative language. She [Liz] is describing what she has seen. I
think that is very important. I said to her [the actress playing Liz] just see it as
the mirror sees it.

(...) I use this expression of innocence very much because I would like the
audience to hear language with great innocence. Almost as it was a foreign
language. Children learn language by looking in your face. They don’t know
grammar. You don’t say to a baby for ‘mama’ that is a noun. It would be crazy.
The language just belongs to a face. This is why I say modern philosophy has
taken the wrong turn. That seems to me what creativity is about. (...)

Researcher: Are you talking about radical innocence?

Bond: Radical innocence is something different. I am not saying that thing that
Rousseau... that we are all born...

Researcher: Primitive man...

Bond: That is right. I am not saying that at all. Because primitive societies
aren’t like that anyway. (...) Every so often they would sort of decide who was
going to be sacrificed and they would just ignore this man or woman. And
suddenly he would become isolated. I remember once in Prague I went to the
writer’s club there, during the Soviet occupation. There were all writers going
to have lunch. There was one guy sitting entirely on its own. Everybody else
was talking and there was one guy on a table. Nobody talked to him. And he
didn’t look to anybody else which is very strange. They didn’t say come and
talk to me or get up and go over to join them. I asked what is happening, what
is this all about? They said he was criticised in the party paper yesterday. So he
was been set up for something.

Innocence should have seen that. But what was unforgivable and socially
disastrous is that the other people let that happen. I would say that the tragic
hero is innocent. Medea is innocent. Oedipus is innocent. Because they go to
the ultimate boundary of being human and knowing themselves in that
situation. I hate all these grandiose phrases but they seem inescapable. But not
in drama. The invisible object should speak for itself. Radical innocence is
capable of great rage, great anger. It is not ignorance.
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62. What I think is very valuable in Marxism is the sense of history. It is not
saying that human nature 1s always the same, the human paradox is always the
same. It is not that the human is always the same, that is sort of greedy, selfish
and things like that. What it is doing [the self] is trying to understand it, to sort
itself in complex and unjust situations. What can I ever do is to remind people
the responsibility of being human and then you can look and say ‘What do I
learn from that practically because I am not an infant anymore’. I need to ask
what my practical lesson is.

63. There are two things you have to bear in mind. The dead are very
undemocratic. Always undemocratic. They cannot fit in to our society. On the
other hand you have to be very careful because the past is very fragile and we
have to live with it. So you have to respect it. You have to understand why it is.
And this is because people were trying to be human not trying to be evil
although they did evil things. Then you may say ‘yes but history doesn’t know
its own chronology’. It is like I can understand there is the possibility of human
sacrifice two thousand years ago or something like that but what that has to do
with the murders of the twentieth century? History has become destructive.
There is not a ‘nice’ continuity.

64. We can’t say that evolution will somehow ensure humanness. It will go on and
negotiate things in such a way as to preserve our humanness. Because
humanness might be actually something (...) such as self-consciousness is of
no use. (...) And that is a great temptation. This is like eugenics, it is like Shaw.
George Bernard Shaw said, and he is an Enlightment socialist, if somebody is a
social habitual nuisance then exterminate it. He did! But do it nicely! Not
something like hang him in public! Put something in his tea or something! But
he also said don’t tell him that you are going to do it! (...) What he doesn’t
realise is he is creating a Stalinist society of total fear. It is extraordinary that
Shaw could have said that. But if he would hear that the Vikings or someone
wanted to sacrifice somebody every so often he would say ‘That’s terrible!’

65. The only answer to these things is to see them in terms of drama. It is like the
guys in Saved when they kill the baby. I say they are doing that because they
want their self respect. And some people say ‘What could that possibly mean?’
We live in law not justice but people need justice, not desire justice, you have
to need justice in order to be human. But justice always gets re-written in terms
of law. That is the paradox and that is what happens in the Palermo paradox.
They [students in the Palermo improvisation] turn upside down not merely law
but cultural expectation. That is entirely what drama is trying to do. It is trying
to feel the justice in a situation.

66. Researcher: You mentioned an example from the recording you saw' [The
playwright mentioned this example before the recording started taking place]
where the student put his hands up [see Picture 1].

! Edward Bond has been given a recording of an application of the TIE programme A Window in schools to
watch for the purposes of the particular interview. The particular recording was taken in Golden Hillock
School on the 19™ of October 2009. The example Bond mentioned refers to an image that a group of students
have created in the post performance workshop Big Brum members had with the group of students. One of
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Picture 1

Do you think that he [the student in the picture] was using his radical innocence
there at this moment?

Bond: I think it is worth looking at this gesture. I just found it extraordinary.
Normally when we do that we retreat. He doesn’t, he just stands there and does
that. But I don’t think that is radical innocence. I think it is a cultured thing he
is doing. I think radical innocence will invent its own gestures, it will produce
its own gestures.

Researcher: Completely new?
Bond: It could very well be. They don’t have to be.
Researcher: But not related to culture immediately or ideology?

Bond: I think they would very often use cultural things but they would do that
in a new way. It would have something added to it or taken away. So you could
see beyond the culture to the reason that the person is doing the gesture or the
reaction or the expression, the movement, the decision. You would understand
why this thing is done.

I think that the Palermo paradox is an expression of radical innocence. |
remember very much the atmosphere in the room when it happened. One of the
students said ‘But he is crazy, why he would do that?’ [Referring to killing his

the activities that the company asked from the students was described as: ‘Imagine that the boy steps out into
the street. He has taken something from the room with him. Dramatise the moment he approaches someone,
asking the question ‘Why am I born?” One of the groups created a scene where: The boy approaches several
passers-by, asking each one the question. The first three respond with ‘sorry’ or ‘I don’t know’. He grabs the
last passer-by by the collar and threatens with the cosh. The passer-by puts his hands up (see Picture 1).
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own brother rather than the neighbour’s baby]. Well I said, go and do it
yourself and she went. It is really important that you have the whole scene. You
have to do the preliminary, be given this order [the students were in role as
soldiers who were given an order to kill a baby in their streets], it is very useful
to have an officer delivering the order, do this and so on. And she couldn’t, she
broke down and cried. She found herself doing the wrong thing. That is what
she would do in real life? I don’t know. Because there are all these cultural
things getting involved. But I can do it in drama. I always wanted to cut out an
intermediary stage and instead of saying what do you see through the window
[referring to another activity that Big Brum has asked from students during the
application of the programme], what do you want me to see through the
window, [ would say they are the window.

Researcher: The students are the window...
Bond: Yes. And they can’t escape from that.
Researcher: From seeing ...

Bond: Yes. Because you could look away from the window, and culture will
give you all sorts of opportunities to look away from the window, but the
window can’t look away. You are the foundation of your society in that way. I
think that is the experience that drama can produce. I think it is also particularly
true in drama because it combines all human activities. It is visual, it is kinetic,
spoken ... it 1s all those things. All those things should make it inescapable.

[[naudible] in a scene where somebody saw something and then turned away
[Inaudible]. But then I will make a noise or the victim will make something or
say something and then you have to look back, just drag you back. Drama is the
inescapable human.

Researcher: Is drama event, or theatre event, the main way to create this kind
of experience?

Bond: I prefer drama event. Theatre event was the first expression I used when
I thought about. I mean drama event.

[returning to the question] Yes. It really consists of two things. One is the
setting up of a situation and that very often means taking away something that
the people would expect to be there or putting something there that they would
not expect to be there. So you disturb the expectation. It is a bit like if you went
into one of your rooms and something was not the furniture you would expect. I
organise the event.

If you look at Coffee for instance I have altered something... And it is very
odd! People often describe it as it was there before I altered it. What happens
[in Coffee] is the guys have these guns and then they shoot the people. A very
famous French dramatist was criticising the scene. When I described it in those
terms I think afterwards he changed his mind (...). But what I did [in Coffee] is
I wouldn’t let them to use the machine guns. They run out of ammunition. (...).
If you get the machine gun all you have to do is to press the button and go
[imitates the noise of a machine gun] and does it for you. But if you got
[Inaudible] of a riffle then actually is very different. If you look at A Window
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then it is the chaise-longue about it. People say how the chaise-longue get there
and I said I have no idea!

Researcher: Why is there then? You are creating a room where you don’t
expect to see a chaise-longue and then make us think why is it there? Think on
what does it represent?

Bond: Yes. And not even think but know. What I am arguing is to think when
we start using it. I could say the chaise-longue is sort of a traditional bourgeois
society as opposed to a utilitarian chair and so on. But it doesn’t fit in to its
place properly. (...) There is tension between the utilitarian furniture and this
object that sort of belongs to the second French empire. This is another thing
that it is really important, that everything on the stage has to go to the centre. It
has to relate to the centre.

Researcher: The centre of the play.

Bond: Yes. And design is not normally understood in that way. (...) The
structure of the Greek theatre or the Jacobean theatre is very important because
it is the topography of society. You have got the public place, you have got the
skeni which is the intimate place and all these different levels. They are like
structures that describe society. (...) We don’t have that. So we have to
construct that reality in some other way. I am saying that the scene, which is the
site, is not decoration. It is more like a tool which has to be functional with the
actors. I think that this is absolutely vital really. Because once it gets decorative
or existing in its own right then it is actually decentring the play.

Researcher: What you would say is the connection between the chaise-longue
and the centre of the play?

Bond: The connection really lies between the chaise-longue and the other
furniture.

Researcher: The table?

Bond: Yes.

Researcher: Is the chaise-longue standing for humanness and the table for the
structure of society or something like that?

Bond: Rubbish! (...) That is the way people start thinking. I understand that.
[returning to the question] No because you have to dramatise it. In a way you
can say that the chaise-longue does come from the centre of the play but what is
important is the discrepancy between the two things. That comes from the
centre. They don’t hold together. One is a sleeping place and one is an eating
place probably in that house. So they are two sorts of basic elements.

Researcher: So it is their relationship that defines them. They are not symbols.

Bond: They are never symbols. Symbols are something that I never use. You
could say ‘Yes, but it is functioning like a symbol’. I wouldn’t mind but I am
not a symbolist in the sense of [Inaudible] dramatists would do. In the War
Plays the soldier gets shot because he won’t pick up the cigarette packet. You
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could say that it symbolises humans or something like that but I would say no.
What is interesting is the dramatic situation. Because in the end who is the
centre of the play? You! Ultimately that is what it comes down to. But then you
may also say the contradictions within you or the contradictions between law
and justice in you. Those things make it possible for the play to get to its centre.
The aid to get to the centre. But then we have to have the characters moving
and those things. (...) So you set up the situation which is in many ways a
conventional or recognisable situation but you have probably altered something
in it. So it doesn’t quite run on the rails as it should but then you put actors in
that situation. That means you put the audience in that situation. And they have
to experience being in that situation. That is what creates the invisible object.

Researcher: So the invisible object is the image that the actors create to the
audience?

Bond: Yes. But again you can’t be prescriptive because there should be the
opportunity of great artistry by everybody involved. (...) You can choose things
to have dramatic effect but they are always novel, they are always new. It is like
you go to see Hamlet. You know what is going to happen. It is always got to be
new. Because it has to be real in that sense. In that sense, in terms of
humanness, Hamlet kills the king. The point about drama is to get to reality.
The point about ideology is to escape from it.

Obviously in one sense that isn’t true. Because, you know, you walk out of the
battlefield and there are always dead soldiers. They are dead and it is very real.
I am saying that this is a fiction, an ideological fiction that they have died for
this. If [ was creating a play about it then I could make it real. I could relate it to
the cause of the battle or something like that. You could use the image that you
see on the battlefield and turn it into a heroic war memorial. I would like to
write a play that you couldn’t do that. Where you couldn’t put an ideological
image on it in that way so that now you always have all these unknown
soldiers. There is one in Westminster Abbey, it is in the entrance of the Abbey,
and the soldier is buried under there. Nobody knows who he is. But I would
like to put his bones on the top. Of course that is a crude thing to say but it
would be better because the truth in a sense has been buried. Drama should
unbury the truth.

I did write a comedy, one of the few plays that I have never bothered to publish,
that Prince of Wales was going into the Abbey walking over the unknown
warrior memorial and his [dead soldier’s] arm came up and grabbed him by the
ankle. (...) This is what [ mean about drama. Drama itself is the act of radical
innocence. What is it to be a human being? In a certain sense [radical
innocence] is just to fit in with the facts of the world like this chair or your
camera. It fits in with the facts of the world. Suppose that the baby is born dead.
That is a fact of the world. It is made up of bones and genes and things like that.
In a factual sense the baby is now part of the world. For parents it would be a
total tragedy. But the world has never been in there [points to his head] because
the child has been born dead.

I want to make a distinction between factual reality and human reality. The

human reality is basically imagination. You could not have self-consciousness
if you didn’t have imagination. Human reality is imagined really. So I think
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when Hamlet kills that is human reality. We don’t think it like this because
what we do is we take imagination and say it is God or something. We turn it to
ideology and escape our humanness. So what drama is trying to do is create
human reality as opposed to factual reality.

99. Researcher: Can you identify a drama event in the A Window as Big Brum has
produced it?

100. Bond: The whole play in a sense is a drama event, isn’t it? When [ first
thought of the idea of theatre event I was thinking sort of moments within a
drama specially set up to deny the normal expectation. So the audience and the
actors had to think about it and relate to it.

101. Researcher: This is what I thought as well.

102. Bond: You are right but I think I wanted to supplement this with the other
thing which I would call the invisible object. When the two come together then
you have the drama event. Obviously that is meant to happen in specific
moments in specific points in the play.

103. (...) I think we need to invent a new way of acting, a new approach... [For
Big Brum] The conditions of work are not good. The funding is limited. There
aren’t enough opportunities to get together to talk, to work and things like that.
It was very odd because I had certain accounts of what was happening in the
rehearsal but when I arrived I couldn’t relate to that at all. And I think what has
happened is that the actors were dealing with the play as the audience. They
were reacting as the audience and not actually saying what as actors have we
got to do to convey the play to the audience. That is very different. You have to
work on the text to try to find those things in it that I would want to describe as
drama events. It is very difficult to achieve those in the circumstances under the
conditions in which we work. But you can achieve them more in a situation like
Big Brum than you can do in a conventional theatre in this country. (...)

[The next two minutes were not recorded for technical reasons. The interview continued on
the subject of the invisible object. The playwright brought an art book to illustrate what he
means by this term. ]

104. Bond: That is the invisible object, that line there. This is Donatello’s The
Martyrdom of St Lawrence [See picture 2]. St Lawrence was roasted on a grid.
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105. Researcher: How is that an invisible object?

106. Bond: I will explain. There is the grid and the fire and it is very grim. It is
like a horror film. But sometimes people do things with the grid. Michelangelo
in The Last Judgement in Sistine Chapel turns the grid to a ladder [see Picture
3].

Picture 3, Michelangelo

But here [Picture 2] this is very interesting because in many ways it is a very
realistic thing. For instance here is somebody with some bellows. It is
outrageous really! Because you are going to have a fire you probably got
bellows. Most people wouldn’t think about that. So that is very realistic thing.
But you got to hold him on the grid and that long thing [stick] shows the
violence of doing that. So it is not about the suffering, which of course is
important, but it is about what you have to do to make it happen.

107. Researcher: So somehow this is the whole system ...

108. Bond: That’s it, yes! That somebody is going to do that [holding the victim
with the stick], they would have to get this in advance, you don’t get too near
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because it is hot so they use that. You can see it almost like a bureaucratic
intervention in it. If I talk about the cigarette package [in War Plays] 1 would
say | am not interested in saying that this package is a symbol of his humanness
or whatever. I wouldn’t find that personally useful. The equivalent there is what
the officer says. He [the soldier] must obey orders. I would say that [orders] is
the equivalent of that [stick]. I would say that is the invisible object, made
visible of course. This is very striking!

109. Researcher: It is very violent and makes you feel and see the cruelty in
there.

110. Bond: But it is also very cool. You don’t see the flames or anything like
that. It is incredibly cool.

111. Researcher: You can see the suffering to him but the rest are like watching
a normal daily action.

112. Bond: Exactly. That could be in the kitchen.
113. Researcher: Yes, exactly.

114. Bond: That is the sort of effect that I want to go for because I always try to
make it realistic. I put those things in, like the bellows there, which absolutely
normalise it for the audience, they can recognise it. I think it is very important
in the A Window that it begins with the two characters talking in clichés. If you
look at the Tune, a play I wrote for Big Brum before that, I liked very much the
opening scene there because it is all clichés.

115. Researcher: It is very similar to audience’s experience in daily life.

116. Bond: They would have heard all these things in previous week and use
these phrases themselves. They would know exactly where they are. In that
sense is TV. It is not in being Tom Stoppard and clever. But then I can use
those situations to say ‘A Tank bouncing in the dust’. The language has to
come from these people. What we can’t have in our theatre is that second
language. You put the two together and you should get the language of reality.
And we don’t have that. We either have poetry, you know in quotes, or clichés.
(...) The trouble is really on the screen. Everybody is actually wearing a mask
and it appears to be the opposite. (...) The faces on the screens are masks
because actually they don’t have the language of reality.

117. 1 don’t like to be prescriptive and say that is the invisible object or this or
whatever because I think any moment could be used. (...) It is like looking at
this guy’s hands yesterday [Picture 1] they tell you a lot and there is only one
little anecdote that someone is threatening him with a thing [a cosh]. (...) I say
that anything in the play can be turned into the invisible object and that depends
on the artistry of the direction and the acting ...

118. Researcher: You think the invisible object is a milestone somehow?

119. Bond: Yes. I think it is that moment when you see and understand what you
are looking. (...) When Liz stands on the chair and tries to hang herself I don’t
think it was ever a problem for anyone but the audience that there is nothing up
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there that she can tie the rope from. I think it is irrelevant. What is working for
the audience there is the fact that she wants to do that. So the chair and the
strips she has torn and things like that. The expectation that is normally
attached to these things is not there anymore and then she can begin to open up
the language and explore what is happening in there. But it is very difficult in
conventional theatre because what they want to do is dramatise it so that you
have to feel sorry for her. (...)

120. Dan was originally holding up all the clothes [Liz’s clothes] and I said let
them drop. Perhaps we didn’t have time to work on this properly and sort out
how exactly it should happen and how he should hold the final piece. So it
comes under a great detail because in those situations the eyes start collecting
information. It is this thing I call accident time. I know this because when I
almost killed myself, my car was sort of circling around the traffic, I noticed
that a lorry driver was wearing a tie. Totally irrelevant piece of information!
But five-ten seconds later I could have been dead but I did notice that he was
wearing a tie! It was very strange. At the same time I became very aware of the
stupidity of ending my life in that situation.

121. So all these devices like accident time, invisible object and so on, they are
just dramatic devices that one should lead to the other. I don’t want anyone
sitting in there and saying ‘Oh! We have arrived at the drama event’

122. Researcher: Can you avoid that though? I am trying to understand and try
to think how I could use the invisible object or the drama event. It might seem
mechanical but ...

123. Bond: Yes you can. That is an attempt to analyse what is happening and talk
about it in an objective way but it is not the experience. The experience as I say
would be very different. Also it is very important that the audience have to
bring their play to the play they are seeing. They have to bring their own
personal drama to that play.

(..)

124. Researcher: You have answered most of the questions I had before even
asking them. I have some technical questions in relation first to cathexis. Do
you like to talk about it in relation to 4 Window? There are a lot of objects in
the play used in different ways. The chaise-longue for example in the end is
turned upside down. Is it a kind of a cathected object? Is it invested with value?

125. Bond: Yes. If I talk about the sheet which appears in various ways in all
three panels...

126. Researcher: That was another object that I wanted us to talk about.

127. Bond: It begins as a bed sheet. Obviously that is a central part of their life. It
is the bed they [Liz and Richard] share or is taken off the bed they would share
normally. So it is bed sheet that is been used as a thing of alienation.

128. Researcher: Alienation between them [Liz and Richard] you mean?
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129. Bond: Yes. Between the two people. When you see it next it is going to be
used as a bandage. But it is also then used as a sort of a destructed thing. The
woman destroys her life. One has to work exactly how she will tear it. And then
it is very curious because having torn it up she is making something, she ties it
and makes a noose and it is sort of thrown around in space like smoke. Now
when you get to the last scene it becomes ... Now this is something that [ don’t
think we worked up properly [with Big Brum] we didn’t have enough time and
the text might make it difficult. But what would have been useful is that when
... In the first scene it is very open and overt the sheet and put on top of the
chaise-longue. In the last scene it is hidden. So that you have this feeling as the
chaise-longue but the chaise-longue has its secrets. Every object on the stage
contains other objects and by opening them out you (...) up the ideological and
other things that are normally contained within it. (...) In the last scene, in the
last section, what I would like to have worked out fully if we had time is when
the couch is just turned over, that somehow or the other, those strips should
have flooded the whole stage. Or much more. I think that would have been
better.

130. Researcher: Why?

131. Bond: Because what is hidden then takes over. I could read it the other way.
I could say it is just there like a bomb. My own feeling is that in that stage of
the play [the production] the momentum is taking over. Dan is doing something
to Richard but it is almost like something is happening to Dan, something been
done to Dan. So you have to find the way of using the language. Sometimes
Dan would say ‘You said’ so and so, ‘You said she did’ so and so. But ‘you’
doesn’t mean anything in that context. So you have to say ‘You said she did’ so
and so. It is a small thing but it changes ...

132. The accuracy of the situation is like a gun sight, it is like looking at
everything through a gun sight. But then you can see that the object [sheet] has
been used in a fairly conventional way, it is been used as something to heal, to
bind a cut and then in the half way through it becomes the way the woman is
going to kill herself. In the end it becomes something which is different because
our question is why it should explode all over the place. It is because the whole
of that final scene between the two men is contained in those torn strips
contrasted with clothes. The clothes are just a bundle of things and they are
destroyed because the owner is destroyed. But they represent the woman for
Dan. When I say represent I mean enact it, they embody it. The torn strips enact
the destructiveness of the relationships.

(..)

133. Chris [Cooper] wanted to know a bit about the background of the Window.
The Window is a bit different from the plays I usually write for Big Brum. I
think that sort of shocked them in some way to begin with. (...) I originally had
this absurd incident. There was this man who played with his son’s toys, he had
a train set. [ had in the back of my mind the idea that there was an accident and
he is killed by the toy train. I couldn’t work out how to do that actually. He was
run over by a toy train. And literally doesn’t have anything to do with the final
play. But there is an accident in ...
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(-..)
134. Researcher: Thank you very much for your patience.

135. Bond: Thank you for your questions.
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C.3 Interview with the actors of Big Brum (24-11-2009), DVD 40

10.

11.

12.

13.

Researcher: Let’s talk about the centre of the play. Can you put it into words
please?

Actor 1: The centre for A Window is the line ‘The city is a stone sandwich’
Researcher: Can you explain more on that?

Actor 1: That is what the writer is playing around that line. That is metonymic.
So what does it mean for a city to be a stone sandwich? Well, for Richard in the
play, he is depended on money as his drug, for Liz, she is depended on drugs
and haunted by a story and Dan is depended and has a depended mother and he
tries to help. So I think that is the centre. And every line of the text, every
action is in relation to how a city, that is a stone sandwich, what it has on
[influence] the feeling which is the humans.

Actor 2: The pressure, the coldness the blindness.

Researcher: Do you think that these three characters represent something? Is
Richard, for example, representing the money or the fiscal values of the city?

Actor 1: He may represent it. I don’t think he does, I think he is just an
example of how a stone sandwich operates or the city that is the stone
sandwich. So he owns nothing, he doesn’t even own himself. He is like a child
depended on the mother [Liz] and then he learns that this mother is no more
going to mother him. She is going to mother him [Dan]. Whether she learns that
in this city, the stone sandwich, mothers blind their children and that haunts her.
I am not sure she is representing mothers, she is this mother that curries this
problem. A problem that is a social problem.

Actor 3: It [the city] expresses itself through all of them through different ways
on different levels, I think.

Actor 2: It exposes their dependencies. They are all dependent on something or
on someone and none of them seem to be able to operate alone until he [Dan] is
left alone and then he has to make a decision on how he is going to operate
alone.

Researcher: Although Liz may seem to be on the edge of imagination or of
being completely corrupted. Whether Richard doesn’t. And I am not sure about
Dan. The way you are explaining it now it looks like it is going closer to this
idea of each of them being in a position in relation to values...

Actor 1: ...yes...

Researcher: But different values for Liz and Richard and I am not sure about
Dan. Would you agree with this?

Actor 1: Yes, I think so. If it is true that city is a stone sandwich, Richard starts
from himself, what can be done, so his search for justice is limited, he can only
start from himself. Liz’s search for justice is in relation to the fact that she has
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got a child inside her. But then justice becomes corrupted because she sees
innocence in her new born child but...

Actor 3: ...the corruption of the streets...fear...

Actor 1: ...yes... she can’t go out in the city anymore because she is a victim
of the city. She sees it in his [Dan’s] face every day in everything that he does.
She has to blind herself to it and she does.

Researcher: She can’t face it.
Actor 1: She can’t.

Researcher: So if this is the centre then do you want to help children realise
it?

Actor 2: | think we want to draw things out. I don’t think is a matter of saying
to them that ideology does this. It is almost like drawing it back. So when they
say something to us that we are able to say what are we looking at here, are we
just looking at the room [of the play] or are we looking at a wider world? That
is what my aim is.

Researcher: Do you think that the programme would be successful if the
children have understood something about ideology or the city or on seeing or
not seeing?

Actor 3: I suppose it is more successful if they sort out something of
themselves. That is the most important part of the [Inaudible]. They will get the
opportunity to create themselves, to see a part of them. They may have seen it
before on not. Something clarified for them.

Actor 1: We are in the round of teaching but not in a transmission though. We
are not trying to impart that you need to understand this about this or this and
therefore this will help you to make sense of your life. Philosophically we start
from the premise that we work from the ‘crucible’ paradigm [referring to
Heathcote’s paradigms of how adult see children]. The author [Edward Bond]
creates a story or a situation which allows the young people to test their values
in relation to it. This is what we are trying to engage with. But if this is the
centre, that the city is a stone sandwich, then what we are exploring is the
human consumption, what we consume and how we are consumed. I think that
is what we are opening up for the young people, to bring their social selves to
the site of the story and to that premise. These people [the characters of the
play] are consumed in varying degrees, because we consume ourselves is vary
different ways, and are consumed. They are consumed in their own poverty,
they are consumed in their own ideology which tells people to stop thinking our
site of our own consumption. I think this is what we are opening up for young
people to explore, what it is to be human. It is an ideological question.

(..)

Actor 2: What we say as ideology they [young people] often say the way it is,
life for them is the way it is. Unless they have the opportunity to question the
way it is then they just continue to stay with ideology they are living in.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Actor 1: I think this is very important because this is what formal teaching
doesn’t allow you to do, to question the way it is. Actually it continues the
consumption that it is the way it is. And actually it denies past, present and
future. Even though we teach history it denies a history because it teaches a
consumable, a ‘consumptionable’ history. Particularly in the UK we do periods
in our history which in themselves have no logic other than an actual logic
because they are historically governed moments in history. But we teach British
history, moments of great ‘Britishness’. Of course these are all important but
they are denied of any content. So history is removed from geography, it is
removed from drama, it is removed from mathematics, from science and it
becomes a component part.

(..)

Researcher: Are you happy with the programme? Do you think it was a
successful in terms of what you were trying to do?

Actor 3: [ think that the potential is there but it has been a very difficult time
for the programme especially because of all the constraints surrounding you. I
think the programme had the potential but a lot of things showering it down and
we don’t get much of a programme in terms of time.

Researcher: I think you had the same problem with the Boy Who Cried Wolf.
Sometimes you didn’t have enough time in schools to expand on this.

Actor 1: I think the programme [4 Window] is working differently. The
programme is the workshop and the play. I think the play is working in a
different way. Because of its content and its centre I think it is opening up gaps
for the young people to step into and lace themselves on the site. That is quite
evident from the things they say about the play. I think the workshop, and we
have had David Davis and said that today [watched a programme in a school]
which I think it was apparent from before, is at the moment too cerebral. At the
moment [ think we spend a lot of time on asking questions and not on what
values young people are testing. At the moment we find that a little bit difficult
to do something other than actually following what they are really offering.
That is always a difficult thing because you are tuning your ears to the
displaced child and all children are displaced in different ways. But actually
they come at the content the same. They really do. And they all say the same
thing. They are just saying it but they bring their values so they are testing them
all the time. I don’t think that at the moment we have found how to really
enable them to test that. (...) Other than just becoming question after question
is how do you follow the line that somebody is offering you about their own
life, about their own experience.

(..)

I think that programme works but I think it can always, as anything ... What
has been really interesting is that the young people were really motivated in
wanting to deal with story. I think that one of the big things that education is
lucking is that part of the process of enabling young people to explore the world
is to motivate them to want to explore their world. They are not enabling. It is
something we learn. It has to do with genes, it has to do with our history but
what | have been really interested in is how the kids really want to. In fact they
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

3S.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

are always ahead of, always in this programme. In a way there desire is more
than our desire. And it is very difficult because you are trying to catch up all the
time. We are trying to understand the story as well, the content and how to deal
with it. So they are pushing us but often we are behind them.

(..)

Actor 3: They got that need to question which sometimes we lose as you get
older. You do learn as you grow older to compromise. And you have to
otherwise I suppose we will be gunging up [means what Liz does in the play].
The level of compromise becomes more and more as you grow older, as an
adult. The kids we are dealing with are still questioning the way things are. So
often they are ten steps ahead of us. I know lots of adults that they would look
to that and say ‘It is just a room. It is a room. What do you want me to say? It is
aroom!’

Actor 2: That is the point. They say ‘What do you want me to say?’
Actor 3: The ability to question as well.

Researcher: Do you remember a point when you felt like you couldn’t follow
students?

Actor 3: Yes, a lots of times.

Researcher: Can you refer to one or two? For example you start the workshop
by asking students ‘What do you see in the room’.

Actor 3: There! | miss everyday what someone is saying.

Researcher: Do you remember something that stayed in your mind and then
probably thought about it later?

Actor 3: A girl mentioned a woman, Ruth Ellis [the last person executed for a
crime in the UK in 1955, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ruth Ellis], who I
don’t know about but a girl mentioned her and I didn’t know what to do with. I
didn’t know how to take it from her and take deeper with her.

Researcher: What about something that really challenged you not in relation to
how you should follow up but your thinking about the play, maybe something
that revealed something else about the story that you haven’t seen before. Did
they reveal something to you?

Actor 3: Yes! In the beginning yesterday someone said [for the room]
‘someone is sitting there forever’. When she said that you do imagine sitting
there forever. Not literally for ever but essentially. Her life ...

Actor 2: When they talked about covering up the past yesterday because that
has so much to do with innocence and compromise and adult hiding ideology.
Like just covering something up and always trying to start again. But actually
to start again you need to dig up the past literally, don’t you? Shift through it
work it out and then move on from it. And that girl just tried. She didn’t want to
do it. I gave her the sheet and she could not and I said ‘Well if you are not
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41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

going to cover it up then what do you do?” And she went to cover it and she had
to put it in front of her and said ‘No! It needs to be fresh, it needs to start again
somewhere else’. That is the past, the chaise-longue, the sheet is the future and
whatever she does in between, that step in between. And it is so true! Because
today they said ‘This bloke [Richard] brings destruction when he comes in
through the door but he has learned that from somewhere. And she has learned
that that is how he is from him.” (...)

Actor 1: I am always struck when they are asked if they look to people’s
windows. The answer is usually ‘Yes but since I see someone I look away’
which I think, funny enough, is the heart of the programme for me. It is the
stone sandwich. We live in a world where people can’t look into the eyes of
another person. One of the girls said yesterday ‘No, I just stare and I wave’.
And that was such a breath of fresh air actually because is such an act of
imagination there and such and of humanness. We think it is human to look
away and let them get on with our lives. That is barbaric, utter barbarism! There
is so much corruption in our humanness and actually that is what animals do.
Animals won’t in the eyes of another animal. They can’t do it. They stand and
they would use their periphery to kind of explore any movement of the animal
but they won’t look into their eyes. (...)

Researcher: In the first two weeks you didn’t do much with the sheet [in the
workshop] but after the second you are using it a lot. Why you have decided to
do that?

Actor 2: (...) The sheet has always been there as a possibility but we didn’t
have the time. So when we have got the full two hours [booked for the
programme] we have tried to frame them to the entire play and then maybe
have at least twenty or thirty minutes in the end. (...)

Researcher: s there a particular frame you put them?

(..)

Actor 1: In terms of the frame, they don’t have a role, so their frame is as close
to the event. I think at the moment the event is the ripping of the newspaper.
That is the event we are asking them to bring themselves to. I think in terms of
the event we are framing them to watch is why this newspaper is been ripped.
(...) They are themselves in terms of frame distance (...) although they are not
into the event they become witnesses of the event. (...) They can take an
emotional relationship to it as well as a cerebral relationship. (...)
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APPENDIX D: EXPLORATION AND REHEARSALS
D.1 First Day (01-09-09), first part, DVD 1

The director, Chris Cooper, asked the group of participants to imagine a very particular
detail in the room even if it appears to contradict the written text’. The next step was for the
actors to read the text by moving into the made-up room but only through following the
logic of the situation and not enacting it. The task’s purpose was to help actors to see
where the story takes them into the created space (Fieldnotes 1-9-2009, 1% part of the
session).

Table and chair Door

Masking tape for walls

Chaise-longue

Picture 1

After the reading/running of the text there was a discussion on if something new occurred
in the consciousness of the actors or the viewers or if there was something that they already
knew before and it was confirmed. The main remarks referred to the feeling and the
function of the space throughout the play and the actions of the characters (Fieldnotes,
ibid)

1. Director: From the inside, but also from the outside, did anything very
different or radical appeared to you from the inside or from the outside that
haven’t occurred in your consciousness before?

2. O: ... there is only one chair... why there is only one chair?

3. Director: This is interesting. From the outside I didn’t question that at all.
Anything else?

4. Ca: It looked more temporary [the space]. [inaudible] I wasn’t feeling
permanence in there.

5. Director: Do you mean in the sense of being settled?
6. Ca: Yes. There is no permanence.

7. Director: I have got a quite strong sense of ...

? Italics denote that the specific text comes from my fieldnotes.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Ca: The furniture didn’t move. The chair wasn’t move. But you know across
time [inaudible].

Director: Anything else?

R: She [Liz] talks about the blinding [in the newspaper incident]. It does feel
like, when you are in there, I could feel the blinding.

Cr: [Inaudible]

Director: I don’t know if this is new but I felt that it was incredibly intimate. I
really felt like I was looking through the window in the sense of really ...

D: Voyeuristic...

Director: Yes! Voyeuristic!

[Inaudible. They speak all together]

D: It does look like you are looking at something very private.
Director: Which one?

D: Those two [Liz and Richard].

Director: At the beginning, at panel one?

D: Yes.

Director: And at the point when she gets up in the chair it changes. That’s
incredibly... I am calling it intimate. Looking on something that I don’t know if
I should have looked at or not. The less you looked the more you felt that you
were imposing or interfering in someone’s life. And then this chair and the
chaise-longue and the table were so dominant. Just so strong! It was like the
chair and the table and the chaise-longue were really clear in focus. But it was
like you three [Liz, Richard, Dan] were really distorted. That was interesting.
And I think it connects to what you were [Ca] saying about coming and going.

(..)

D: My conceptualisation of the room ... It decade a lot in between the first
scene and the next couple. The first time it was a home that was beginning to
fall apart, or that something was beginning to fall apart. The second part was
that something is falling apart completely.

Director: But it is really shocking, isn’t it? Because in the end of two [Panel
two] the chair is where she [Liz] left it.

Ca: (...) She [Liz] is not looking good [in the second panel] as she used to be
[in the first panel]. This is mentioned a lot [in the text]. [Inaudible]

(..)

Director: Is there anything new or we should move to the confirming?
Something that became very certain for you?
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35S.

36.

37.

38.

39.

. O: About the space?
Director: The space or the experience of it.

R: For Richard. He feels very different from one to three and I don’t know if
that has to do with the decay you were talking about. (...)

D: Yes. He is utterly pathetic [in third panel]. He is not in one [panel one]. Just
wiggling and begging ...

R: It is quite tragic actually. It is a quite cruel thing to do [Richard taking Liz’s
clothes for selling them] but he may ... I don’t know yet... I don’t feel like he
is doing it to be nasty.

Director: I think he has malice ...
R: Yes.

Director: But there is this whole thing that seems to infect them, all to do with
possession and ownership. Not of things but of each other. And that really
seems to be a very potent clash and in the man’s case, in Richard’s case, it is
tragic. It is tragic in lots of cases actually. It is because it literally explodes on
him. He thinks he has got that situation where he is in control and he has the
last word and she doesn’t even know it. But then it explodes on him. (...)

Ca: There is something particular that struck me. I think I missed it in the first
reading. It is that Dan is got to be pretending he is not awake [when Liz is
committing suicide in panel two]... What does this mean?

Director: I think that is really an important question.

Ca: (...) Is he really asleep? I don’t know what does that mean if he is not
asleep? And then he goes to that whole ritual of peaking up the ... and the
whole time there she is going to kill herself. And he doesn’t stop her. That was
really hit me! If that was the case I would just ... ‘Oh! God!” (...). At that
moment | felt that he was pretending he is asleep and just listening to her.

Director: It is a critical moment, isn’t it? In terms of the story.

Ca: Yes. That really, really struck me in watching it.

(..)

Director: What about the story? Do you feel that the story was really strong
and clear? The whole story of the play.

R: I think the story with the eye [he means the story with the blinding in the
newspaper]| seems to be the only clear thing all the way through it. In a funny
way. Because half the time I couldn’t believe what any of them were saying.
Not that they were lying. The whole speech that she did [Liz talking before she
commits suicide] I kind did not believe anything. I didn’t believe it. And I
wasn’t quite sure if she believed it. She was separated from herself anyway. But
I didn’t feel like she was telling the truth. It was just felt like she is telling her
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truth. Which is what the man [Richard] said. (...) I think this has to do with the
blinding. Everyone is being blinded in a funny way.

40. Director: (...) Was it actually in the papers? [The story of blinding that Liz has
read in the paper]. Or wasn’t it in the papers? And if it wasn’t does it matter? Is
it a true story or is it something she has made up? (...). Obviously we need to
make some decisions and work out our way through the situation. From my
own point of view I found it the most useful thing.

(..)
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D.1.a First Day (01-09-09), second session, DVD 1

Immediately after the preliminary remarks related to the story the director, Chris Cooper,
gave a new task for the group which relates directly to exploring the centre. He divided
them into two subgroups and asked them to find what is it for each group the central image
together with the central line for each of the three panels as well as which speech from the
text they could regard as the overall central speech of the play.

For the first panel the groups used the following images and lines:

1. Liz is sitting on the chaise-longue looking vaguely down holding her head with her two
hands. Richard is standing right behind her and the chaise-longue while holding a pillow
with his two hands which seems like pressing it (see Picture 1).

Picture 1

The particular image is taking place immediately after Liz has informed Richard that she is
pregnant but he demanded to get rid of it in the play. The central line for this image was
‘What use is a kid?’(A Window, p.187) which is spoken by Richard when he is arguing
against the possible option of keeping the baby.

2. The second image was a moving image not a still one. Liz is making a bed when the
entrance door is heard outside the room. She then goes and shuts the door of the room she
is in. It is few seconds before Richard comes into the room in the beginning of the first
panel (see Picture 2). The image takes place between the two closings of the doors.

B |

Picture 2
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The central line for this image was ‘Not another a’ yer things?’ which is again spoken by
Richard when he first sees Liz making up the bed and claiming that she is going to sleep
there.

For the second panel the groups offered accordingly:

1. The first image is taken from the moment when Dan is laying, maybe sleeping, on the
chaise-longue while Liz is cutting more strips from the sheet and just said ‘The woman ‘ad
a kid. She took out its eyes.’” She clutches both her hands with the left one at distance from
her body while Dan nestles on the chaise-longue (see Picture 3).

Picture 3

The central line offered for this image was ‘Cant take ‘is eyes out. Done that already.
‘Undreds a’ times.” which is spoken by Liz in her speech (A Window, p.195).

2. The second image was taken again from the same scene where Dan probably is asleep
and Liz speaks to herself. It is few lines after she started speaking by herself before starting
tearing up the sheet again. She goes to Dan to shake him awake but instead she ‘wrings her
hands over his head’ (A Window, p.194) (see Picture 4).

Picture 4

The particular group has offered as a central line for the image a short speech that Liz is
addressing to Dan when he asked her to give up drugs a page before the above event takes
place in the text:
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Liz I cant. I know meself. Yer got t’ let me understand meself. At least allow me
that. Some people start on it easy, They’re the ones ‘oo give it up easy. I didn’t
want t’ start — it was ‘ard. Thass why I cant give it up. Wish I was different.
This ‘ow I’ll always be. Too late t’change. (4 Window, p.192-193)

For the third panel the images and the central lines were:

1. The first group’s image was the chair with the bunch of Liz’s clothes on it as well as
some of them scattered around the floor of the room with no person taking part in the
image (no picture available). It is the moment when Dan throws the clothes to the chair and
‘some of them drape over it, some fall to the ground’ (A Window:203). This action takes
place while the dialogue between Dan and Richard is starting gradually escalating to
violence. Richard has just placed the clothes that he tries to steal on the table and left the
room to collect some jewellery which Dan has purposefully misinformed him that there is
in the wardrobe. Dan plans to attack Richard and to bind him on the chaise-longue after he
returns from the next room (see Picture 5).

The central line for this image was ‘As t’ be justice somewhere’ (A Window:198). The line
is spoken by Dan in his dialogue with Richard before it is revealed that he is his father.
Dan explains to Richard his experience of his father:

Dan Never met ‘im — done better: I dreamt ‘im. Thass all [ remember when I was a
kid: ‘im in me ‘ead at night. Since she’s gone ‘e’s come back. ‘E’s the sort a
man ‘0o ‘as worms crawlin on ‘is face while ‘e’s still alive. If ‘e come through
that door I’d know ‘im straight away. I’d kill ‘im. Take ‘im t” where she ‘anged
‘erself — kill ‘im that spot. ‘As t’ be justice somewhere. (4 Window:198)

2. The second group have presented a moment towards the end of panel three where
Richard tries to reach some of the Liz’s clothes after he managed to escape the bind and
prepares to leave the place. Richard is on his knees extending his arm to reach for another
piece of clothe (A Window:208) while Dan is looking already outside the window of the
flat, down at the street, with his hands in his pockets.

Picture 5

69



The central line for the image is ‘Yer dad’ (A Window:200) which is part of the dialogue
between Dan and Richard at the point that the later reveals to Dan'’s that he is his dad.]

A discussion followed the presentation. (Fieldnotes, 01-09-09, second session)

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Director: What did you read from that as a central image?

L: Actually we were looking at the pillow like he [Richard] goes to suffocate
someone.

Director: [Inaudible] What struck me very powerfully about it, apart from the
line ‘“What use is a kid’, is the whole thing. She [Liz] knows from the moment
that we begin, when we first see her, that she is pregnant of course. We don’t
get that till some lines later in the story. But already the life and death struggle
between the father and the son ... I found very resonant in this image. Because
it is still so much about birth in the first panel. But like already that threat is
almost like he [Richard] is going to suffocate him [Dan] with the pillow. (...) .
The death of the boy by the father is the immediate response. You can’t get rid
of it. That was really striking [Inaudible].

R: I don’t know if she was pregnant before.

Director: 1 don’t know about that either. But in relation to that moment he
[Richard] immediately provides her with an explanation, isn’t it? ‘Oh! That it
was all about! It wasn’t because of your mood or something. It is because you
are pregnant!’ (pause)

R: He [Richard] didn’t seem surprised though, isn’t it? He says that quite flatly.
Director: It was straight anger. He [Richard] is incredibly angry. [Inaudible]

R: He [Richard] comes in and he says ‘Oh! Not one of your things!’ It is not
like ‘this is unusual’, the making of the bed, separating yourself. And he says
before he knows she is pregnant ‘I’ll take you to the doctors’. So I don’t know
whether is just experience (...). I don’t know if it is a new thing actually, being
pregnant. (...). They behave like children themselves. Aren’t they? At some
point she says ‘don’t treat me like a child’ to Dan. And he [Richard] is like a
child. (...).

Director: Food and sex! And you get the sense by the second panel she has
become infantilised by the corruption of the city ...

R: She thinks so, isn’t it?
Director: Yes!
Cr: He [Richard] is almost in that state of seeing only his own universe (...).

Director: In that sense that is a mental quality, isn’t it? He is like Zeus [he
means Saturn]. He is going to eat the babies as soon as they come out. Because
he is going to threaten my existence, my place. What about the closing doors,
what did you see in that?
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

. R: She is making a bed, isn’t she? And he [Richard] says ‘are we expecting
someone?’ And the chaise-longue looks like a cot.

Director: What about that? That image?
Ca: It is like in fact this relationship is over before the door opens.
D: She sees the door open.

Ca: She closes it. She is protecting herself. Which is interesting if you think she
is pregnant?

Director: Her instincts were very much about preserving. Again it is a
possession thing. Taking possession of the baby.

Ca: But she is also doing it in response to the story [of the blinding], isn’t she?
But I don’t understand that thing, her response.

Director: Doing what?
Ca: I don’t understand her response to the blinding of the child.
Director: I am not sure I do yet. I can think of a lot about it but not sure...

R: She is making a bed, isn’t she? Moving out of their room. Because she can’t
stay in that bed with him [Richard] anymore. And the other thing is that she is
making a bed not big enough for her and the baby (...)

Director: I think it is deeply sardonic: ‘We are expecting someone? When to
day ever we were expecting someone?’ But also it is ironic to us later as
audience because she is expecting someone [she is pregnant]! No one gets that
until ... and it is like ‘Oh! Gosh!”

R: In your image [the first group] he [Richard] takes the pillow? What is he
doing in your image?

Ca: He is taking the pillow back to the room where they sleep.

R: Oh! So he takes is back to the death bed. Whereas she wants to make a life
bed.

Director: Yes! He [Richard] destroys it. That is what is interesting about the
cushion (they speak all together). What I am saying is that when I was watching
it really disturbed me. I think that it is interesting that you found that as a
central image (...).

Ca: It actually comes from the text, in stage directions.

Director: Yes! But that is what [ am saying. You know, that is what I always
found intriguing. Because you know whenever Edward [Bond] writes a stage
direction, you know like ‘he picks up the beddings and drops the pillow, there
is an immense significance.

R and Ca: Yes...
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33.

34.

3S.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Director: Even in the first walking through you get that when Richard comes in
the room]. It is interesting because it is [the image] about birth but it is actually
a death image.

Ca: I think he [Richard] is insulting the baby...

Ca: It was Michael Jackson holding the baby (they speak all together,
inaudible). And the central line of ‘what use is a kid’ is in contrast. It is just like
‘1s one of your things’. But it is more about me [Richard]. So ‘a kid is blind and
I have to ... ok it is crazy’. It is incredible! (...). It is interesting what he is
bringing in the room as well. And what she is been through. She has
incorporated something from the outside which we don’t yet know the veracity
of it but it is a horrific story [of the blinding] which literally turned her life
upside down. But he is being out, trenching this bloody city trying to find a
work. He talks about still choking on the stink and all of this and this and that
... nothing works... ‘And you are telling me?’Anyway, when he shouts at her
face ‘we can’t afford it’ that is real desperation. In terms of this relationship ‘we
just can’t.

Cr: The line for me sits right next to ...
Director: Which line? The ‘what use is a kid’?

Cr: Yes. You can put it next to the mother who takes out the child’s eyes. It is a
kind of an answer to that question, isn’t it? (...)

Director: Because she loved it! Because she loved it!

[The discussion continues on the images and central lines referring to the second panel (see

Picture 3)]

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

Director: Why did you go for those tearing strips particularly?

Ca: When we went through it, it really struck me because she talks about the
woman who takes the kid’s eyes out and then she tears the strips. It was like she
was tearing the eyes out. (...)

Cr: Directly after that she stood over him [Dan] and says ‘don’t go, don’t go’.

Director: And before that she is doing the wriggling. It is almost like it is a
developing image (inaudible but talking about how an eye may be taken out in
practice)

Ca: ... and the tearing is to make bandages to heal him [Dan].

Director: And so is the blinding. The blinding is done in order to protect him
(...). Keeping him innocent, keeping him safe, pure. So perverted!

R: She is doing it with scissors.
L: Yes!

Director: That is right. Yes.
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49. Cr: And she says ‘I can’t get...” [Referring to the line ‘I can’t get his eyes out.
Done it hundreds of times’]

50. Director: That is an astonishing remark really! On her behalf, I think. Because
she is been sending him out into the city to feed her habit and then starts saying
‘I ve been blinding him for years and years and years. It is already done”’. (...)

51. L: What is the noise of that child? My mum got my ears pierced when I was
three. And of course the first one I was stared on. In the second one I moved
because I knew what is going to happen. I just think for a baby, if your mom
comes to ... you not thinking ... until they pained it. [The next extract is
inaudible in most parts but they seem to talk about how the eyes could be taken
out in medical science as well as drawing parallels to Oedipus, Peer Gynt and in
Miranda, Prospero’s daughter in Shakespeare’s Tempest] (...)

52. Director: Obviously the connection between her [Liz] and the grown child and
the mother and the blinded child is so much of a centre of that panel. I think it
is quite interesting that in both ‘Can’t take his eyes out. Done it hundreds of
times’ and ‘Let me know myself’, that speech, there is a real attempt for self
knowledge in there. Because it is not that far from that point when she finds
herself on the chair and she realises the whole world into that chair which is a
very interesting paradox given from what we got in the first panel where birth
was threatened by death.

53. But what there is here is an attempt for self knowledge in relation to her own
child that she recognised she blinded by her actions. She is feeling that
connection between her and, I suspect, understanding of the blinding of the
child. I don’t think that those kinds of stories [of the blinding] can affect you in
such a way if you can easily just go ‘Well that’s a monster, monster’ [for the
mother who blinded her kid]. But it is almost like the story begins to penetrate
her. There is a residue of it in her. Maybe there is a residue of it in him
[Richard] and him [Dan]. We might be looking at that. (...). It is almost like the
story begins to penetrate you. But it is also because you interpenetrate it.

54. R: So why she moved to a room with a window? (...) I don’t know how much
she is reflecting on her own blinding.

55. Director: [Inaudible] What I am saying is self knowledge. She is almost like
she can’t turn at the window but she is almost like she is feeling blindly for it. It
is interesting because even Richard has moments of self knowledge too. That is
the tragedy, isn’t it?

[The discussion continues on the images and central lines referring to the third panel. They
start the discussion on the third panel with the image where Richard is trying to reach Liz’s
clothes while Dan looks outside the window (see Picture 5)]

56. Director: It is like he is going to leave him [Dan] alone. He is reaching for the
corpse dragging it across the floor. But he [Dan] is too close to him.

57. Cr: What unifies them [Dan and Richard] is that sense of ‘I know it is not her
but it is all I have got.” ‘I know [for Richard] she is not but it is great because |
come back to enjoy this moment.’ (...)

73



58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Director: I think you are right. It is interesting again in the choice of focusing
on the clothes. You put the model of the absent mother right at the centre. That
is what they are actually fighting over. For him [Richard] it is like a bloody of
currying, isn’t it? But you [Dan] are actually trying to retain something, or hold
on something of the mother. Because she hasn’t anything apart from these
clothes [Inaudible]. It is interesting that what’s right at the centre for both of
you is the mother. Even at that point. But now it is almost like she’s being
kicked up. But that’s not enough (...) she has to be dragged over and killed
again ...

R: You know it is slightly oedipal isn’t it? Like Oedipus’ story. With the
difference of course is either he [Oedipus] doesn’t literally know his mum and
dad whereas he [Dan] doesn’t know his father and he doesn’t really know his
mother. Because she [Liz] has got this story she never told him. She has got this
whole life that she never showed him. And of course what Oedipus does in the
end is he sleeps with his mother, doesn’t he? He kills his father and then blinds
himself. Whereas he [Dan] is going to blind the father.

Director: But doesn’t!

R: He doesn’t.

Director: He doesn’t look up for vengeance.
R: He is stopped though, isn’t he? (...)
Director: Yes.

R: Cause he [Richard] stops him. He [Dan] goes to do it and he [Richard] grabs
his leg and pulls him over though...

O: He [Dan] stamps him ...

Director: Well that’s interesting. I think Dan does initially...
O: What stops him [Dan] is ... he throws the chair ...
Director: Yes ...

O: ... and the clothes and then apologises to the clothes and the chair
[Inaudible]. He seems to stop himself.

Director: Yes. I suppose it is the difference with the parallel to Oedipus ...

R: I just think she literally penetrates herself with the thing, that poison (...)
doesn’t she? To stop the pain.

Director: Yes! That seems to be where he [Bond] can push beyond Oedipus in
our play and where Richard can’t because his life of vengeance has left him
nothing but vengeance. End no revenge is enough. Of course that’s the point of
the tragedy, isn’t it? Revenge is never ending. Once you enter that trajectory
there is no end to it. He [Dan] is not doing it [because of] for the kid. I am not
blinding you [because of] for the child. This puts him out in the city. And that is
like what’s shucked her [Liz] up literally [Inaudible] I suppose what it [the text]
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is saying, the parallel, is what is left is the husk of the body [the clothes of Liz]
because is self destructive.

He [Dan] knows she has retained some sense of a relationship to her child. She
literally, I mean that image (...), when she takes that noose and she picks up the
end it is like she’s currying the umbilical cord out of the room and she is off
(...). What Richard is left with is that emptiness that just comes from revenge.
The next layer. You know it is the same with all myths. There is one atrocity
committed and revenge is in the centre and just leads to another set of atrocities.
But what he [Dan] does, he is not blinding him [Richard] actually. He doesn’t.
And goes to the window and he says ‘it’s for the kid’.

R: So that’s old story. Because they are old stories aren’t they? I mean there are
the Greeks, then there is the old testament (...). Who’s the one that killed the
children? Herod? There is one before that as well where all the children were
killed. I mean that is a king isn’t it? Of a new king. But in a lot of the Greek
stories preceding the father kills the child. He is too old. The child will be the
king, isn’t it?

Director: Saturn devours his children (...) but what the situation here is that he
literally comes through the story and what happens is it destroys you. (...). It is
an important moment that he [Richard] leaves but he has to come back. He has
to come back. Because all he can do is surviving, that’s all he can do. But Liz
wants to live and she can’t live. She is saying death is the best solution to my
problem (...). I think the whole thing does not just have to do only with passage
of time with aging but actually the state they are both in fifteen years down
(...). That feels really important to me. How they aged, how they looked?

R: Or not! And actually things are just the same. You see that things suddenly
became aged because they are fifteen years old, they have different clothes and
stuff but things just ... It is like time stands still even though things are moving
on. It is almost like, it is ...

Ca: ... it is the people who change, things stay the same. (...)

Director: (...) but the room it is almost like asking us for a detail. It is almost
like you want to create that relationship in the space. If you want to just literally
tear a little bit of wallpaper it would make all the difference. That is pealed... a
little corner back. It is what you were saying, everything is still the same
essentially but it will need a small wound that it brings into the room. You
know, comes into the space...

He is saying in the line you [sub-group 1] have chosen ‘has to be justice
somewhere’. That’s before, just before, the line you [sub-group 2] have chosen
which is ‘I am your dad’ because this is who you are [Richard]. So at this point
that is what the panel has really something to do. It is to find justice
somewhere! [Inaudible]. What he [Dan] is concerned with is ‘dad’. It is like he
is completely against revenge ... ‘and who are you [for Richard]?’ He
[Richard] is answering ‘I am your dad’, ‘the one yer recognise soon’s ‘e come
through the door’ [4 Window:200]. Which is, if you like, at the centre, I think,
of the whole thing Edward is getting up here.
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It 1s almost like asking an existential question (...). But actually what he’s
dealing with at this point is the ontological questions that we were talking about
the other day. What he is asking is not the existential questions (...). But he’s
actually asking for the metaphysical question which has to do with who am I,
who am I. Not who are you, ‘where is your identity, I have given you your
identity’! You see the collision of the two worlds. And you [Richard] are
literally totally existential in the sense of just being and living but that is the
metaphysics of it. It is capturing what is in her [Liz’s] vision.

But her [Liz’s] vision destroys her. Because she is weak and she is corrupted
and, as you say, she is literally injecting poison into herself that she asked her
son to provide her with (...). You can’t get more corrupted than that really. And
this is from the person who is being feeding you milk, you know, who’s being
giving you blood. She is actually asking you [Dan] to poison her. [Inaudible].
But [earlier] she rejects the doctors because she says they would put her on
pills. She is rejecting being drugged! ‘No I don’t want to do that, I don’t want
to do that!” Next panel she’s not only begging you [Dan] to go out and feed her
habit, she has to go out and gain supplement, expecting you to provide, to
poison herself. But she still has a vision. Which is why I am very interested on
what you are saying about that. Maybe there is some kind of parallel reality
here where she is almost falling in the mom’s footsteps in the story.
Unknowingly! The way she separates herself from the man, the way she is
creating this space. This space could be the by path. It has the potential doesn’t
it? It actually can be like the coffin ... (1.6.04:14-17:33).
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D.1.b, Day 2 (02-09-09), first session, DVD 2

[The members of the group are discussing on their answers in relation to the task given
from the director on finding points of seeing and not seeing in the text of 4 Window. The
discussion took place on the second day of the production, 2-9-2009]

1.

10.

11.

Director: Let’s talk on panel one, on blindness and seeing. Did you notice
anything particular?

L: Richard is blind to her [Liz’s] things, blind to her problem. He is not seeing
her problem.

Director: Yes!
L: And every bit of cruelty felt [Inaudible]
Director: Anything else on panel one?

R: It feels a little bit like blind talking to the blind. Richard is blind all the way
through. There are moments of the truth or of sight, you know like: ‘I hoped
you could understand for once’. I think of moments of sight which are closed
down after a while. He is blind all the way through, I think. He sees what he
wants to see. He hears what he wants to hear. Self blinding (...). I just found a
lot of a bit like that. And for her, the same as well. Blinded by her truth. But
there are moments [Inaudible] the pain in the stomach. It is like a drunken man
with clarity but soon it is a kind of ... misses. Because actually they culturally
don’t know how to see. They don’t know how to hear. She is trying but she got
it in the wrong way. Because she has cut herself out from the world. He can’t
do that.

L: She can see people but she can’t see herself or her situation.

D: Through the story [of the blinding] she sees a vision of what beyond is.
Through the blinding of the story. Richard can’t see beyond ... past his
immediacy, his situation. He looks for the practical, money, survival, he is
needy. He didn’t see why she needs to tell this story because he is not putting
himself in it. She sees the story, he sees the handbag.

Director: Anything else in one?

R: It is like a piece of music. You know when they put ballets to bits of
classical music. But there are two stories going on. There is the story of the
ballet and there is the story of the music. When you hear a piece of classical
music you are in a story even though there isn’t a narrative to it [Inaudible]. Or
when you look at good children’s stories, when you have got the words to the
story but the pictures aren’t showing what is in the story. It is a bit like this.
You actually got two stories going on. You got the story of the blinding and
then you got how the people are responding to the blinding of the story which is
a kind of illustrating it but in a different way.

Director: This is how the central speech works, isn’t it? In relation to the

dramatic action and the imagery. And the play’s narrative. They consciously are
constructed to re-track and reflect on everything that happens. We can’t
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witness, we can’t experience the site once that story is been told. Without
seeing it through that story. It doesn’t matter how you try to shut it down. He
[Richard] does. Actually he tries to shut it down but he ends up looking for the
newspaper. So we cannot imaginatively engage with the play except through
that. And I think we knew that from the first reading of the play which is why
there are so many references to that [made from the group]. Because you are
actually processing everything through that. It filters everything, I should say,
refracts it. In that sense, yes. It is the difference between annotation and
choreography [Inaudible].

Anything else on one? Blinding? [No response] Ok what about panel two? (...)

R: I have a general observation, sorry. There is a shift between parent and
child in panel two. Because he [Dan] says ‘take it to your room. Go to your
room.’...

Director: ...because she [Liz] has become infantilised...
R: ...she says don’t treat me like a child.

Director: Yes! [Inaudible]. She is not seeing him [Dan] at all. She is seeing the
stain on the carpet, she sees the drugs on the table, she is seen the police, this,
this, this ... What she isn’t seeing is that [Dan]. But she still has a residue of
that maternal instinct or that former role she used to have as a carer (...)

D: Dan is saying that this is the last time he is going to fetch [drugs]. And then,
pretty soon, if not immediately, he goes to the chaise-longue. So, I have a
question. Is he preparing there for the suicide? Does he know?

Director: So, can he see it coming?

Ca: [ want to say something about Dan, [on] how he is not seeing or how he
hides things from himself. Like his wound. He is seen his wound under his
jacket but then he hides it. He puts the packet on the table. That is to be seen.
But then he says ‘go to your room’. He doesn’t want to see that. And he bows
his head and he sleeps in exhaustion ...

Director: He hides the cosh.

Ca: Yes! He hides the cosh. And I can’t accept that if she [Liz] has been on the
game [prostitution] he hasn’t known about it (...). It is like self blinding. He
doesn’t see thinks he doesn’t want to see. And he is clear about other things he
doesn’t want to see, doesn’t want to be seen.

D: The mugging (...)
Ca: He says that he would see his father if his father ...
Director: But he doesn’t! (Laughs). Of course he doesn’t.

R: Although they are very insightful as well in a way. Because I think he
wouldn’t class himself as the mother. That is what authority calls it, isn’t it?
Because in that sense what authority does is, it sees the use of violence as s
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threat to it. That, which uses the most effective and efficient violence. But
anything that uses violence which threatens it [Inaudible].

Is one of his [Richard’s] lines something to do with ‘you have to screw
whoever you can’?

L: Yes! (...)
Director: It is really Richard! Yes, it is so Richard! (...)

R: Cause I thought that was interesting because he [Richard] is teaching him
[Dan] a lesson but then just separating himself from the mother. Because he is
saying you have to screw whoever you can to get on with life, or something like
that, but that is what the mother is doing isn’t it? Screw him [Dan] whenever
she can to survive. But what he [Richard] does he justifies one form and says
that’s alright but contemns or says ‘that is different from what I have done ...’

Director: Well... that helps...

R: Because it seems to me that ... I don’t know if there is next door, and he
[Dan] wouldn’t know, would he? She [Liz] wouldn’t know. He [Richard] is out
of the place all the time (...). I don’t know if these two [Liz and Dan] have ever
talked to next door. Even if the next door have ever talked to these two. It
doesn’t sound like it.

Director: I think again [that] next door neighbours is in the city and that is his
[Richard] terrain, that is where he is showing his crown, isn’t it? But then again
it all relates to what is seeing and not seeing in the end (...)

R: And the concept of authority because when he says I am your dad he is and
he isn’t. Because he is only trying to blind him [Dan] actually. That is what he
is trying to do there. Blind him with half truths.

Director: Yes! (...)

R: (...) He is our cultural worse at the moment. He is trying to blind us with
money. We need money. Historically different epochs blinded us with different
glad, the working class in that sense, with different things like drug dealing,
mugging. And at the moment we live in a world ruled by money, which is the
handbag. She [Liz] touches it. The swapping of money in the dead of the night.
Whether is through sex [Liz] or through mugging [Dan] or drug dealing. But it
is all seen, it 1s all known. It knows it is happening (...).

Director: Yes! In that sense you know society, city, needs its mothers.

R: He must have flipped after the death of his mother. There is no reason for
him to mug now. There is no mother. It is stopped. So it is interesting that the
father comes back at that intersection. Because up until now that has been
working quite well, isn’t it? They just survey each other, looking after each
other, worrying for each other. Now authority has to come in, stamp his mum
but he [Dan] won’t let it. Because he won’t say I will take the loot. He won’t
fall in. Of course he is trying to take them. I don’t know why he tried to take
them. But he wants to keep her and he tries to blind the authority. And then he
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doesn’t. Because that is actually the violence. He is rejecting violence, he
rejects that act of violence ...

Director: He rejects vengeance ...

R: ...which is mad actually (...). For the next door that is mad.
Director: For the city it is insane...

R: ...because we revolve around violence.

Director: There is no logic but it does .... But he is blinding that. And he
actually is seeing out of the window.

R: It is true.
Director: It is like ‘bink’ [enlighten]! (...)
Any other for panel two?

Cr: (...) She [Liz] has to see the needle going in her arm to feel the shame.
Which feels like her own bit of self respect or humanity or whatever. Her own
connection to herself is seeing that, but she won’t let him [Dan] watch it.

Director: He [Dan] colludes to that blindness because he sends her to her
room: ‘I brought it. Put it on the table. You take it out’

L: (...) They both know what is going on.

Cr: I wonder if it makes a connection with the whole ‘I am going to the room
to kill myself’. Because she [Liz] says he [Dan] would be ashamed if he wake
up and saw (...). But when he’ll get up and go to the other room, he is going to
see her hanging. There is no doubt about that! It is just about not happening in
this room.

Director: Absolutely! She is being killing herself in the other room in the last
fifteen years (...). And of course the final dealing is got to be elsewhere. That is
what is left of her integrity, what is left from her self-respect. [Inaudible]

Ca: She does talk about blood, isn’t she?

Cr: Well, she says she can’t stand the sight of blood. It is a whole way of
contradiction because she has spent years picturing this real graphic act of self
violence. She says, on page twelve, ‘You hate me. I see it in your eyes ...
different’ and then she moves to the story of the woman with the kid who took
out his eyes. What does she sees in her son’s eyes? Does she actually? Because
she must have [Inaudible] seen despise. For her, for him? I don’t know. But that
is a question of whether she does see hate in his eyes (Talking all together.
Inaudible).

. R: When does he [Dan] say ‘You ruined our life’?

. D: In two [panel two] (...) when he goes to the chaise-longue.
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L: And says [Dan] “You got to give it up’

Director: That is a very interesting moment because as audience we don’t
know if we reached this point of the extremity where we break down and
resulting on killing ourselves. We don’t know that. But what we do know is that
she said ‘Ah! You always say that! You will! You will!” [Referring to the point
when Dan is saying that he won’t go out in the streets anymore to bring to her
drugs and Liz declares that he always say that but he will do that again.]. And
she is contented in that knowledge that he will continue to do that. So what is
the content of his exhaustion? And how finally is it in his head? (...). Actually
he is not able to see that he is reached another point around the spiral
downwards. But it is the same pattern (...)

R: I just realised that that is what takes him to say ‘You ruined our lives’.
Because she literally rips off the material of their lives. He is begging her not to
rip the sheet. But she just goes there and does it. “You ruin it he says, ‘You
ruin it’. [Inaudible]. It is final actually rather than general. Like a realisation for
him. He sees!

Ca: In terms of the seeing [Inaudible] the audience sees it is actually happening
in the form of the sheet both the ruining of their lives and the tearing out of the
eyes.

R: Those two stories who are there ...

Director: ...and it is interesting from a practical point of view. In terms of what
he [Dan] sees. Why he is so intolerable to it? When I first read it I was kind of
saying: ‘Well, ok I can get it. But why he is so bothered about the sheet?” That
is precisely because of that! That is what he sees! But practically, is it
recognisably the sheet she was making a nest with, in one [panel one]? And
perhaps from birth, wrapped him and sobbed him and slept him? It is like she is
literally pulling everything apart.

R: And she tries to make bandages, isn’t it? There is like a need to make
bandages to make him better. And the cuddle [Liz touches Dan when he shows
the wound] it is like she sees and she doesn’t see (...). She can’t bandage
things, can she? (...)

Ca: In panel one when he [Richard] scoops the bedding it is like he is taking
her back. But the pillow is like the baby (...). So the pillow has been the baby
yesterday [previous day of the exploration] but I haven’t seen the bedding being
her. And then the baby comes between them (...)

R: She is ripping herself!
Ca: Yes!
R: And she killed herself. (Speak all together, inaudible)

Director: All she can see is the wound [making a tiny round shape with
fingers] and so she has to put bandage on it. But he [Dan] sees the wound
[making a large round shape with hands].
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R: And then she becomes the clothes (speak all together for more than a
minute, inaudible)

Director: Anything else?

Ca: In page thirteen ‘I am at peace now like looking down at a pool o’ water’
said by Liz. She is seeing herself dead, I think. So she is looking at Dan
sleeping [Inaudible], his face at peace and sees herself at peace looking at him.
The other which [ think it is interesting is relation to whether Dan sleeps or not.
The bit where she says in page thirteen ‘e woke up and saw ... ‘e never open
‘em again’. But in stage directions there is a crush and then after some seconds
Dan stirs and slowly sits up and then opens his eyes. So he sits up with his eyes
closed. Now why I have said that? I think it relates to ... (she laughs.
Inaudible). The other thing is that the whole speech, she is talking to him and
she comes in and thumbs the chair down. It is like she trying to wake him up.
And then she puts the music loud! She said he is at peace. Is like she knows that
he isn’t really.

Director: Well I don’t see it like that at all. But it is very interesting ...

Ca: She deliberately thumbs it [the chair] down. She puts on music. She is
talking to him the whole time.

Director: But why the boy is not asleep then?

Ca: Because at the same time maybe she does think that he is asleep. But I am
saying that at the same time I don’t think that he is. I don’t know. I am very
interested in that, that he doesn’t open his eyes until he sits. That is a very
conscious thing to do.

Director: Absolutely, yes!

Ca: A very conscious thing to do. (...) He just heard a crash. It is like you don’t
want to see.

Director: It depends how deep you have been [in sleeping]. I think ...

R: Whether he is asleep or not is right at the heart of been blind or not.
Whichever way you go for it. Because he is seeing, he is awake and is asleep or
he is asleep and he is awake.

Ca: | know he starts with eyes crying and dancing ... he doesn’t go to look.

Director: That is right at the centre, isn’t it? It is where the story with the
blinding of the child, the speech that we have identified as the central speech,
meets with their situation. Because the point is that the mother blinds the child
as an act of seeing in order to protect and love. And here at this moment is he
seeing or is he not seeing? Like is he in denial or is he experiencing? Is he in
the sleep or literally in a different space as he is coming out? It is all there, isn’t
it?

R: I think it is right at the Oedipus we were talking about. The blinding
suddenly becomes seeing. (...) the blinded see. He suddenly has sight.
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Director: And then when he is dancing and crying (...) is like pleasure and
pain. He is dancing and crying (...). It is a gift of inner sight, isn’t it?

[The discussion continues on the third panel although the group has noticed that they
already spoke on it while they were talking on panel two]
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D: Richard sees an opportunity. Dan sees the father that Liz has painted for
him. He never met him. So he only knows the father he is been told about. And
that is effecting his imagination, his view, I think (...). Richard cannot see
Dan’s view of Liz which is his mother. Richard can’t see past his own [view]
of Liz, he can’t see the mother.

Director: It is almost like he rejects this role for her completely. [He sees her
as a] Provider of a home. Something to be used. (...)

D: Richard sees who he is, ‘I know my life’, in that moment...

Director: I think that there is an interesting thing in there between seeing
himself in that way, which I am not sure he is quite comfortable with when he
is bound onto the chaise-longue while waiting for his eyes to be ripped out (...)

L: (...) When he [Richard] says I have come to see you and later he says you
[Dan] like me to say that I have come to see you but he hasn’t come to see him.
It is like he is been saying I lie, I know when I lie.

Director: But I think what I mean is that he [Richard] goes on a massive
journey. There is a difference between him saying that within a comfort zone
and him experiencing that...

L: O! Yes!

Director: I think it is an interesting journey for him, isn’t it? It starts from this
time when he really means .... To the point been actually dismembered ...

R: He is caught in the line there, isn’t he? (...)
Director: Anything else?

Ca: In the bit when Richard goes out of the room and Dan looks out the
window ‘people in the streets’. It is like he is seeing. Not only seeing the street
but understanding: ‘People in the streets ... they don’t know where they are
going ... they spend their life walking to each blind corner. They don’t know
what’s behind it.’

Director: That is the first [time] he is going to the window?
Ca: Yes. It is clear. Towards the end.

Director: He can see the blind corners. And he can see the patterns people are
going. That is insight! Looking out. Through the window.

Anything else?
Ca: How he [Dan] sees, in his mind’s eyes, the worms on his father’s face.
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94. Director: Yes we were talking about that. When we were talking about that he
[Dan] only sees the picture Liz has painted for him. And that prevented him
from seeing his father!
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D.1.c Second Day (02-09-09), second session, DVD 2

[The present transcription refers to the task given to the group to build on the whole notion
of seeing and not seeing. The task took place on the second day of the production, 2-9-
2009. Chris Cooper, the director, gave five titles in the beginning of the exploration]

1. Director: We need five titles: a) Blind lead the blind, b) blind fury, ¢) short-sighted,
d) damascene conversion and e) clear-sighted. So what I want you to do is I want you
to find in your group a moment for each of those titles. But I want you to work quite
instinctively. But rather than talking on if this moment has more to do with the blind
fury or short-sighted ... If you can agree in your group that yes this is a moment we
can use. What I want you to focus on is not finding the right embodiment of, for
example, blind fury but exploring the nature of the blind fury through sight or seeing
or not seeing. And the only way I can describe it to you is to make the image as
graphic as you can. So literally what are the sight lines? So if it was a painting the
painter would make the picture in such a way you would see the use of light and
composition where the blindness is or where the light is shed. Do you know what I
mean? Painters do that all the time. And so your eye is concentrating literally on the
nature of blindness and seeing within the actual dramatic moment. Because what I am
really interested in this play, I think, is that we haven’t spent a huge amount of time
in all the recent months and years focusing on the importance of imagery in Edward’s
work. Because we think about objects and cathexis and the text etc. I think we often
take a lot for granted. But [ don’t think that Edward would say anything other than his
most influence actually is by the imagery created in his work.

[The group has presented the bellow images for every title]

a) Blind leading blind: Liz and Dan. The packet with the drugs is on the table. Liz is
entering the room. With her left arm she pushes the door. Dan looks like he sweeps his
forehead with his arm® (see Picture 1).

Picture 1

b) Blind fury: Richard and Liz. Richard is entering the room after he has taken the bedding
out. A sheet is caught on his leg and he brings it with him unknowingly. Liz is sitting on the
chaise-longue and is looking out of the window. With her right hand index she touches her
left arm at the veins (see Picture 2).

? Italics denote that the particular text is from my fieldnotes.
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Picture 2

c) Short sighted: Richard and Dan are fighting over the pillow (see Picture 3).

Picture 3

d) Damascene conversion: Dan on the couch sleeping, Liz standing by him holding a
sheet. Her eyes look at him while she slightly bows (see Picture 4).

Picture 4

e) Clear sighted: Dan is looking outside the window while Richard, on the floor, is trying to
get the remaining clothes of Liz (see Picture 5).
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Picture 5

[After the presentation of the images they group discussed on their work]

1. Director: What is its use, value to you? In terms of what modes of thinking you
were using? In what way it was different of what we have said today?

2. Ca: I think we have spent a lot of time on the composition in terms of the
relation between the panels as well.

3. R: The Renaissance came through a bit. [ am not surprised by that (...)

4. Director: You definitely got Francis Bacon in the couch. It is interesting the
reflection, the mirror of what the reflection is [Inaudible].

5. Cr: Everything we said about voyeurism, capturing... very particular ... You
are seeing something but maybe you feel uncomfortable with. It is private.

6. Director: I don’t know what it is. But the quality is very different although it
was graphic, which is what I have asked you to do. But there is a really
different quality. I am not sure yet what exactly it is. It is always intangible.

7. Ca: I think the work is very different. We were not going for that, Renaissance.
You know that way in which you are telling a whole story with single image
with all these sorts of things which take on meaning, where the light was
showing, what colours they wore, how the hand is held, what the composition
is, what is in shade?

8. Director: It made you very conscious of these concepts of seeing and not
seeing. It made them explicit. It made what is implicit explicit. Which I really
quite liked. It might provide us with a tool for looking when we are in our feet,
our way through, I think. I am really fascinated by it because more than any
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other play so far [Inaudible]. I am really so struck by this play. How much
photographs or paintings being completely at the centre of its whole process.

(..)

R: It is very early isn’t it? I mean like Goya made the paintings about the
brutality of war rather taking it away and seeing ‘sugar ass’ people on horses.
He kind of transformed it to the battleground (...). And this is what the
Renaissance did as well, wasn’t it? They brought it to earth (...). That is why I
am not surprised (...).

Director: Another very interesting thing was that [Inaudible] there was a real
sense of time. Time slowing down, stretching out. I am curious about that. Of
course it is in relation to stillness, I am holding the time [Inaudible].

Ca: I think they were all tragic. The other thing resonant of Renaissance is that
they are all really grandeur. They are all really profound moments from
mythology or whatever. And they all had that ...

Director: Sometimes it felt very Greek.

Ca: The first one was brilliant almost. The one with the packet on the table. It
was really beautiful... (see Picture 1)

Director: But that could just be simple in a moment of doing that [sweeps his
forehead with his arm], couldn’t it? That is very classical. And very fascinating
because you get a sense ... | think of what were saying [Inaudible]. (...)
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D.1.d Reading Edward Bond’s notes on the play, second half of second day (02-09-
2009), third day (03-09-2009), and fourth day of the exploration process (04-09-2009),
DVDs 2, 3 and 4

[The present transcription refers to the reading of the notes of Edward Bond on the play, 4
Window, which the playwright has sent to the company as well as the discussion the group
had on these notes. The extracts of Bond’s text will be presented simultaneously as they are
discussed by the group in order not to distract the reading by having to turn to other
appendices for these notes. Bond’s notes can be found in one piece in Appendix F, p.224.

The reading and the analysing of the notes lasted for two and a half working days,
approximately fifteen hours in total. Often the members of the group were rereading or
rephrasing the text while they were analysing it. In other cases they were trying to clarify
the apparent meaning of the wordings. These parts are not going to be included in the
present transcription. I have selected the parts that from a preliminary viewing of the
recordings seem to be closer to the areas of interest for this study.

In general terms the transcript keeps the chronological order of the discussion in order to
help the reader to follow the process. That is why I have often included parts of the process
that apparently do not connect immediately to the aims of the present research but roughly
keep the track of the development of the group’s arguments. ]

1. [Reading notes] ‘Notes on 4 Window --EB 2589

These notes are not concerned with the detailed questions that arise in rehearsal.
They concern the general relationship between the three separate “pictures.”
They give some general indication about the triptych’s meaning and purpose.
I’ll try to avoid jargon. Some may be necessary to avoid long explanations.

First Picture. An ordinary flat in a modern city. It could be in a TV soap opera.
There is a dispute between a man and woman. The text suggests it is a running,
up-and-down dispute. The room is slightly “apart,” not the conventional kitchen
or living room. Its furnishing is slightly askew -- a chaise-longue and a table.
But the chaise-longue is treated as any other bed and Richard sits at the table as
it were a kitchen table. The room and furniture suggest a sort of pressure -- as if
say the room were on a mountain side and over time the mountain’s weight had
distorted the walls. The pressure comes from the city outside. Richard spends
his day hunting for work or odd-jobs, Liz is disturbed by a macabre crime
reported in a newspaper. She needs to be left on her own to understand it. She
doesn’t seek support from the man. The crime cant [sic] be fitted into a normal
domestic routine. Yet the mother who committed the crime speaks of its
normality as part of the city -- as normal as a street crossing or a chip shop. This
makes the relation between the room and the city tense. Richard doesn’t work
and the city itself seems not to work. Its past threatens the future. The woman
cant [sic] avoid responsibility for the future because she is pregnant...’

2. R:(...) All the way through the story there are moments the normality is broken
by the invisible object, which is her realisation that the culture that she lives in
is actually lying. (...). And there are these moments of sight which brings in the
city or the outside. [Inaudible]. How the structure of the play is working is that
there are moments where the invisible object shows itself. Which is her
realisation, her sighting, in the blindness of the city or of society or of culture.
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[Inaudible]. Because they are products of the city. The city has to be there by its
very nature.

Director: I think scissors are part of it. Yes. (Discussion interrupted by outside
factor)

Director: Where was 1? (...). What is the tension between the city and the
room? (long pause)

Ca: Well, because in this room, that he describes as ordinary really, Liz finds
this story extraordinary and perverse whereas in the city, always perverse, the
woman is regarded as mob. That is how I see it. There is tension between what
is perverse and what is mob.

Director: She is quite a challenge for Richard in the level of which that story
can be normalised or can disturb. It is saying a lot about the tension in the city
and the pressure that is brought in there.

Cr: There is a sense of ‘so what’ [Inaudible]
R: It is not the neighbours thinking that there was a fire.

Director: It is very interesting though because the whole question is tension and
pressure. We really have to work on crafting that, aren’t we? In the sense of how
she makes the bed. And the how you close the door as well. Do you remember
Tune? That whole thing about how she comes into the room at the very
beginning. I am not saying we have to recreate that but in relation to what you
were saying in creating the invisible object you are trying to reveal that tension
in the perversity, in the realisation, the seeing, all that blindness. It has to have
this potential, isn’t it? [Inaudible]

(..)

It has something to do with space though, isn’t it? And again he has given us a
gift. This is much about why the tension we were talking about was realised in
the table and the chair. In relation to the rest of the space. From the table to the
far corner of the room there is massive emptiness screaming at us. That is what
we need to create in the site.

Cr: I was just wondering about the newspaper that she meant to destroy.
Whether that is holding something, destroying it. Because we consume the news
don’t we? People watch things all the time or read them in the papers. ‘O Dear!
Never mind. What can we do about that?’ This is where he stands: ‘Ok, minus
one child.” But she can’t consume it. It kind of destroys her. (...)

Director: It possesses her. But that is the power of the tension. Because if you
have got the woman who has committed the crime speaking for the destruction
of her own child for love as normal as a chip shop, well that is what makes the
relationship in the room tensed. Because she is possessed by it. Obsessed by it!
Because she lets it in. And Richard doesn’t work. And the city itself seems not
to work. I don’t know how Richard looks. The pressure that it is expressed is
that literally he doesn’t function. He can’t work. And he expresses the city that
can’t.  (...). ‘It’s past threaten the future’ [referring to Bond’s extract
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immediately above]. And we learn that very quickly because the child is on born
and the other baby is been defaced, literally. And the woman [Liz] cannot avoid
responsibility for the future [not] because she is mysterious [Richard argues that
Liz has ‘one of her things’ again]. It is because she has another human being in
womb. That changes everything. That is the dilemma.

R: (...) The city is a city of death but in the room we have a birth. Which is
been born from the city. This is why actually Richard can’t deal with it. This is
what Edward would call death culture, which is the pressure of the dead in
decay.

L: He [Bond] says that you can’t see it as a new life, is going to be death, isn’t
it?

Director: He [Bond] says it is a nail in the coffin. Which is bizarre for our
culture that a new life is a nail in a coffin. If you kill it, it literally is a nail in the
coffin. But this is what Richard wants. He wants to get rid of it. [Inaudible].
Because we can’t afford it which is true. Half of this world cannot afford these
children. That is the pressure that we got to have... to be conscious of coming
into the room. But it is quite clear that the woman can’t avoid her responsibility
for the future whereas the man can. He can’t be responsible whereas she is.

R: Do you think it is because she is pregnant? [Inaudible]
L: Because of what is coming in her world.

[Reading notes] ‘There are two doors. There is a window but it is not yet
referred to. The space outside the room is between the two doors. The space
should be the centre of domestic life. Here its [sic] a no man’s space, a cordon
sanitaire which keeps the threat of the city at bay. But the woman seems
infected by the threat.’

[The group is clarifying which space is supposed to be the cordon sanitaire, the
room or the corridor outside the room. They agreed to ask Edward Bond for
this.]

Director: But the woman is infected by the threat.
Ca: It crushes with her...

Director: ...because she is part of the city. That is a dialectical part. She is and
she isn’t. She is still part of it. She is part of that culture as we all are.

[Reading notes] ‘In P1 money serves its normal social function. Its [sic] used
for the shopping but it also works like a drug. When Richard needs consolation
he needs money for the pub. Money is the city’s drug. Richard says they cant
[sic] afford the baby. In a premonition of Arny’s action (in P2) he takes the
money — its [sic] already a half-theft. The black handbag is like a coffin in
which the life-giving money-drug is buried. Its thrown across the room in the
way an addict might discard a needle.’

Director: Money as in its normal function, as we could recognise today, now.
But is almost addictive in itself in the way that we consume. And Richard, when
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30.
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32.
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he is completely bereft with her and the situation, when he doesn’t know how to
deal with the situation [he responds with]: ‘I am going to the pub’, which is like
a cliché. But the clichés will keep reasserting themselves [like] when David in
the introduction to Saved [(Davis, 2009)] he talks about clichés, people just
talking clichés. (...). So money is the city’s drug. This relates to the pressure we
need to embody because when he [Richard] comes through the door and how he
infects the space, the pressure is the one that values. Because Richard’s response
is immediate, understandably, it is not illogical, but it is immediate: ‘we can’t
afford the baby!” He shouts it in her face! (...)

Cr: He lays on the culture where people take from their friends, you steal from
those you know.

Director: That is the premonition...

R: ...and that is the way it is...

L: ...and Richard says something like ‘screw anyone you can’.
Director: Richard reflects on it in a way that she doesn’t [Inaudible].

Cr: There is sense that he knows. Because he is saying ‘this is why I don’t want
kids because they will screw anything they would want!’

R: Keep attacking....

Director: Absolutely! Yes! So it is a half theft because I suspect she needs him
out of her way. And that is why her condition is to leave enough for the
shopping. And we have that irony in the end him saying ‘I left enough for one’.
(...) . “The black handbag is like a coffin in which the life-giving money/drug is
buried. It is thrown across the room in the way an addict might discard a
needle.’ [referring to Bond’s extract above]. So there is a DE [Drama Event] for
you. This is what is really difficult, because if we saw Richard ravaging for the
paper or then saw him ravaging through the bag like a veracious scavenger he is
and then discarding the handbag... But what we get is half the image. In terms
of making the pressure on how it [the invisible object] is embodied in you [the
actor playing Richard] it makes it double difficult.

R: It works very much as a Greek play, isn’t it? A lot of the incidents happen
off. [Inaudible].

[Reading notes] ‘Liz must put her hand in the handbag to reassure herself she
has money-drug for the shopping -- but she does this almost automatically
because her concern at the threats forming outside in the city takes precedence.’

Director: It is like straight away you get imagistically [sic] a clash between the
existential and the metaphysical. Straight away. Because she is literally putting
in [the handbag] a hand to feed herself, that is the existential. It is automatic like
an instinct, like an animal has to eat when it is hungry. But actually what we
have to see almost separated from that action is the concern with the
metaphysical thing which is what is the world coming to. (...)
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[Reading notes] ‘The text doesn’t say how the man asks for money: shame-
faced, aggressive, “natural,” is his need to explain an assertion of what is to him
the obvious? Which of these is most useful? He is part of the city’s malfunction
The conventional sexual roles don’t work in it but nor do any unconventional
ones. There is a sense in which the man sells himself to the woman -- but avoids
the consequence (the child). She “gives” him money as he will give her the
money referred to in P3. The chaise-longue might suggest a brothel in a city
where everything is sold. But it is also the domestic bed -- a centre of
humanness. Its [sic] shut away in this “room apart” -- but you might also find it
abandoned in rubbish on the side street.

The site of the first picture is the room and the city - social reality.’

Cr: For me the first panel is the city expressed through the room. It is the social
site. And everything has to do with their lack of communication in that crisis. It
is expressed through them.

R: I always thought that it [the room] was like their living room. But it is a bit
like the room in the Under Room. There is no TV in there. This is changing
everything on how he [Richard] finds her [Liz] in there. This is why it is not
changed ...

L: Ii is not a used room and yet ... (speak all together, inaudible). This room is
like a corridor where all just meet...

Director: But it is not like a corridor. You have to cross the cordon sanitaire in
order to get in there... And I think once you cross it it is like you are crossing
the Rubicon. And she [Liz] has made a bed and she is going to lay on it. She is
in here with this furniture you could find in an alleyway, that could suggest the
brothel, which is a semi-premonition of what is about to happen. But it also can
be the site of humanness, if not literally but figuratively she is going to give
birth to a child. So that is why she is located in that space. Because I don’t think
you can cross the cordon sanitaire again and reassert something while the threat
still exists.

R: There is a difference then on how we enter the space.
D: She shuts the door, isn’t she? (inaudible, they speak all together)
L: This space is the tranquillity, where actually the city is brought in!

Director: It is like a membrane. That is going to be punctured and actually what
we have as an image first is complete silence.

L: That is why she thought that she could go in there and sort it out for both of
them.

Director: She is not actually moving into living room and sleeping on the sofa.

[Reading notes] ‘Second Picture. The threat from the city has crossed the
cordon sanitaire into the room. The threat is now realised. P1 concerns birth, P2
death. The city’s violence already enters the room with Dan’s wound. In P1
Richard’s friend might give him some work, in P2 the friend (Arnie) wounds his
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friend Dan. In P1 there is the possibility of giving birth (giving = not buying or
selling) in the middle of the money system. In P2 giving has become
manipulative. The narcotic is like a drug “born” by another drug (the effects of
money) but the narcotic itself costs money. The money culture dehumanises and
causes addiction (drink/drugs) but the addiction itself isn’t an escape because it
also needs money. Its [sic] like a grave inside a grave. The room now needs
money.’

Director: There are two contrasting things, the birth and the death. But the
death of the city through its violence is already entering in the room through
Dan’s wound. (...). What I was taking that to mean is that the money is like a
grave, the handbag, is been cathecting into the room itself almost. The handbag
is like a grave because it contains the addiction that is money but there is even
within that a further addiction which is like another grave which is drugs. So to
reach one you have to go through both. Because you can’t do it without money.
And so the room now itself needs money. The room is been cathected by the
handbag. So it is a grave within a grave. Does this make sense?

R: What is the threat of the city? What is the meaning of the threat? Because
this is site A in that sense.

Director: I think what he is saying is that the threateness [sic] of the city is a
complete destructive violence and a complete breakdown where nothing works.
Infecting the room. Because in panel one there is a coherence in the room, in
this space.

R: I will be clearer. What is the city threatening?

Director: Complete destruction.

R: That is its threat. What it is threatening?

L: I think it has to do with the normality and the perverseness of things.
R: That is what it is threatening, normality?

L: Normality. Even if normality isn’t ...

R: What [ am saying is ‘the city is threatening normality?’

Director: Yes.

R: Or is normality its threat?

Director: No. It is threatening normality.

Cr: Your question is what is seemed as normal then. Because normality is
actually the city and the addiction.

R: Yes. The threat is the city’s normality.
Cr: What is threatened is what she has created within the cordon sanitaire.

R: So the city is threatening the sanitaire, the safety.
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Director: Yes. I mean values that she is, in panel one, still capable of creating
in this space.

R: The question again. We need to establish what human values are in order to
know what the threat of the city is.

Director: I think is giving birth and giving without buying or selling or
manipulating.

R: It is not radical innocence?

Director: No. I don’t think so. Not yet. That is my sense about what he is
saying about the relationship between the three panels. But we can get back to
that. Because maybe there is that. But I don’t think at this stage. Because this is
the site of self.

R: (...) I think that the question is for us. What the threat is and what is under
threat.

Ca: Do you think that, in any extent at all, the room need for money is also, you
know, literal. In the sense, is the encroaching of the city into the flat reflected in
the state of it?

Director: I think it is strange. Nothing is changed. Like the discussion we had
yesterday. Nothing is changed but it has changed. I have no idea! (...) I think
what he [Bond] is trying to say is that in panel one the grave is contained in the
handbag. It is discrete. He discards it like he uses a needle. It is an invasion but
it is also something you can reach your hand into. So it is separate. But now the
room itself has become a handbag, it has become a grave. So actually the room
itself needs money. And that is what corrupted her. (...)

[Reading notes]‘P1 is “social”

Director: It is this flat in the city. It is very much of what we would have
identified as the site A and B.

[Reading notes] ‘The site of P2 is the self. The self is a consequence of the
social but functions as a separate site.’

Director: Because each individual contains the universal but they are particular.
And that is what he is interested in. How the particular shows itself and
expresses the universal in this situation. Which I suppose in terms of the threat
is that the threat of the social completely engulfs the site of the self in a situation
like this. And that is a threat.

R: The self site becomes actually thorough, rational. The site of reason.

Director: That is a very philosophical but in practice it is. It could be. She
actually reclaims herself in the end.

[Reading notes] ‘Each of the three pictures has a different primary “site.” But
its [sic] important that each site is set in the same, real room. There are no
theatrical changes of lights and no strange sound effects. They would be
aesthetics or theatre, an escape from reality. Everything remains the same in
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order to be estranged by and in the action, not so that the action can be estranged
beforehand to be analytically understood -- the strangeness is enacted in the
event.’

Director: In a sense Edward is answering your question [designer’s question on
the set]. Isn’t he? It should be estranged by what you three [actors] are doing.
Not because we have analytically set it in advance by doing something gestic or
Brechtian that sets up an analysis for the audience before we get into it. So we
have to make it strange from within rather than manipulate it from outside in
order to pre-empt the audience’s understanding of this difference. It still places a
question on design though.

[Reading notes] ‘The street is now seen as macabre. In P1 the man says his
mates will use violence to punish the criminal mother. It would be righteous,
vigilante violence. In P2 the street violence is objectively destructive and
criminal.’

Director: It relates to the question about threat. The city is changed too. Is not
like getting closer and closer. The change is happening in the external world.
That is why the social site is so important in Edward’s work because he is not
separating them in an idealist sense. He is saying the language of the street is
changed.

R: It is becoming the site of the self. So the city’s violence is now in the people.
[Inaudible]

Director: So that is important. There is this journey through the three panels
which means what infects you [Richard] infects him [Dan]. (...)

[Reading notes] ‘The self-site of P2 is haunted by eruptions of radical
innocence. Liz has a residual sense of maternal responsibilities, she wants to
appear good to herself -- but at first her maternalism is false. (Later she defines
self-respect as self-knowledge.) By now she is physically dependent on drugs,
but also she couldn’t [sic] get free of addiction because she is haunted by the
mother who blinded her child. It is a radical action and she can sense in herself
the other woman’s need. Richard could just shrug off the crime or cope with it
by violence, she cant [sic]. She knows the power of aggression within RI (its
[sic] what makes innocence radical). She tries to persuade Dan to take drugs --
she is disturbed by his innocence, helpfulness. It reminds her of her own
innocence which has become a threat to her -- because it makes demands on her
which she tries to avoid with drugs. To remain innocent she must destroy Dan’s
innocence -- and then his innocence no longer constantly reminds her of her
own obligation to be innocent (the state of being just). She can still recognise
the innocence of another -- she hasn’t yet trapped herself in the need for
ultimate revenge (see P3).’

L: Do you think that it has to do with her making him [Dan] depended on her,
be with her, the same way that mother did through blinding her child. Is like her
addiction is the blinding.

Director: You are right! That is how you [Liz] should repeat yourself. Second
time as farce!
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R: Is it not saying that the reason she turned to drugs is to keep close to her
radical innocence? In the same way as the mother blinded the child so he could
not see the world? That she tried to cut the world off from herself. As drugs do.
Now she is depended on the drugs, isn’t she? Whereas before she wasn’t
depended on the drug. The drug was a thing to keep her out of the world. Out of
the violence of the city.

Ca: The cordon sanitaire has become a mental one. The drugs have become the
cordon sanitaire.

R: Yes!

Director: I put it in terms of using the drugs to obliterate the city through the
story of the woman doing that to a child. Because she can’t live with it. Are you
saying no, she is using the drugs to shield herself off from the city and stay
closer to the story of the woman who did that to her child?

R: I don’t know. It reminds me of Viv [central character in Bond’s Balancing
Act]. She shields herself off. But actually what happens is the city comes
crushing through the door, isn’t it? And actually what she can do is burry
herself. It is a different story. But what drugs do is actually to become the
opposite. When you are young ...

L: ... you are taking it to free yourself but you are actually ...
R: ... it actually traps you, because you become depended on it.

Director: I don’t know about the subtleties of it yet. Obviously we might see
that in work. But this is what I was saying. Dramatically shielding yourself [Liz]
off from the terror of the city which is infecting her through that story because
she has this relationship with the growing thing in herself. But of course she
turns to its opposite because then she begins to deny herself being the mother of
the child that she has brought and she begins not to give birth but to give death.
In effect she kills him. In effect she is killing his life. But I don’t know the
subtleties of the argument. This is how I am seeing it. I don’t know if this is
right. So actually she can’t be the one thing that she has rejected Richard for,
which was to be a mother. And now she is depended upon him [Dan] to feed his
one death and her death. Because giving has become manipulative. I am not
hugely overconfident. [Inaudible]. And also I think that even though she tries to
shield herself off let’s say the cordon sanitaire becomes imagination [makes a
shape of a loop around his neck with his hand]. That is why the flashes and the
interruptions of radical innocence keep coming back. Because she does have
this maternal residue for her son. And he is what ruptures the cocoon and she
can’t get away from that. She can’t shield herself off. So she is physically
depended on the drugs but also she can’t get free of addiction because she is
haunted by this. She recognises that even the mother’s blinding of the child,
however perverse, is in itself a radical act. She can sense another woman’s need
in that action. Because it connects with her own need to posses her own child.
What else does she have? So that is the paradox of her, which is why radical
innocence keeps asserting itself.

R: And it is also the self site plus the social site. It is the reflection of the social
site. which is the money, isn’t it? At some stage money must have been

97



liberating, conceptually. But it also becomes entrapment. Capitalism at birth
becomes progressive thing but then ...

97. Director: In contemporary capitalism money has gone from being a means for
circulation or representation or exchange to becoming a thing in itself. Which
then it has all kinds of psychological as well as social and economical
implications. This is why our society is so fetishist. Class struggle is more
complex today because [although] there is still a contradiction between those
who [Inaudible] and those who produce, the problem is that it becomes
integrated into to the self, to ideology. And this is the big problem we have with
the society. (...)

98. L: He [Richard] was able to shrug it off in one [panel one] though, wasn’t he?

99. Director: Yes. He discards the bag ... he robs the grave and then he discards it

100. R: he is close to the city as well though, isn’t he? Even though she is not in
the room, she is the cordon sanitaire, where he comes through the door so the
bus in infecting ...

101. Director: If you could do it in indexical terms, rather than iconic or
symbolic, when he opens the door the room would change its smell. He would
come with the stink of the city, with grease and oil smell... [Inaudible]. (...)

102. L: She [Liz] has got the story of the blinding ...

103. Director: Yes. It is what makes innocence radical [Inaudible]. This is what
he [Bond] means when he says imagination corrupted. She [Liz] is so
destructive. And the violent abuse is a product of that. All this is an incredible
force which is creativity distorted. That is why he [Bond] is obsessed with the
holocaust. Because it is how normal, rational people create that monster. They
do but without becoming monstrous. I think she knows it, not conscious in that
sense, but she knows ...

104. D: She is disturbed [by the story of the blinding] by the fact that she thinks
that he [Dan] would understand the story ...

105. L: Because of his innocence. She does understand the story though. That is
what disturbs her. She understands why the mother [in the newspaper]| would do
that. But to cover that she has to take drugs to stop being disturbed by it.

106. Director: You understand it but you have to ask what it means.
107. L: What it means for you.

108. Director: What it means for the city ...

109. L: ... for the world...

110. Director: ...what you are going to do about it! But the paradox is that to
remain innocent she has to destroy Dan’s innocence which is to ask him to go
out and provide her with this thing [drugs] which is killing her. (...)
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111. R: They are innocent because they are not the perpetrators of the crime. The
city is. But the crime is now in him. She can see his innocence of the crime of
the city. She is actually made him a criminal. She has been made a criminal by
the city like the mother of the baby [who blinded it]. Because the mother
punishes the child, doesn’t she? For the crime, if this is, what she sees in his
eyes or the fact that the city will corrupt the child? The mother punishes the
child in order to save him. But she is punishing him for the crime of the city.
Other than by taking out his eyes she criminalises herself. The act though is to
save the child. This is the corruption of the self. She [Liz] can see that he [Dan]
is not a criminal even though the city calls him a criminal because he mugs. Or
it [the city] made him a criminal and it made her an addict. This is why Richard
is very useful because he is utterly corrupted by the city. She isn’t in panel one.
I don’t know whether she agrees with the act of the woman, she just knows why
she did it.

112. L: She can understand it ...

113. Director: I think I can understand what he has written paradoxically. She is
trying to destroy someone in order to obliterate her own obligation to be
innocent. I can understand that in a more abstract level but I am struggling
logically with the mechanics of it.

114. L: The drug is the thing she uses to end the pain with her obligation to be
innocent. Because this is a painful thing.

115. [There was a growing uncertainty within the group in understanding what
the above extract actually means in relation to Liz’s disturbance by Dan’s
innocence. Some members thought that there is a problem with punctuation in
the text and some others that there is an interesting paradox. The director finally
proposed to ask Edward Bond for the exact meaning of the particular extract.
The next day, on the 4™ of September he came with the following explanation
(paragraphs 116-118). After the particular explanation the transcription will
return to the 3™ of September again and follow the chronological order of the
discussion from where it was interrupted by the particular intercession]

116. {[Bond’s explanation of the extract] Director: I asked for the question of
the paradox which if I rephrase this for you, not rephrase, reiterate it ... On page
two the extract ‘She knows .... ultimate revenge’ he did indeed agree that it is a
paradox. And that it isn’t a matter of punctuation or rewording it. It is
consciously extremely difficult. Basically he elaborated it a little bit. He was
saying that she is recognising Dan’s innocence in the form of his helpfulness
and his empathy for her situation but at the same time she knows she is
damaging her own son whom she still has some maternal feelings for. Which is
her innocence; it is a residue of innocence. So she is split. Of course she is
happy about the fact he is going out and feeding her habit but she is recognising
also he is a boy. And he likened it to, he says, it is always the same when you
meet someone with a real drinking problem. They need you to drink with them
because they are as bad as you are. And if they are as bad as you are then they
can’t sit and be judgemental with you. Because the problem with his innocence
is: it judges her. So by taking drugs, if she could persuade him in that moment
on the chair, she could destroy his innocence and couldn’t accuse her. And his
innocence is agitating her own innocence. So the very presence, the fact of it, is
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118.

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

agitating her. So she is in that, what he described [as a], dialectical movement
where she is understandably herself, what she is when she is lucid, in a moment
of lucidity. She has self knowledge but also she is completely ripped by the need
to feed her habit. So she is in that movement between the split. She needs his
love/innocence to feed her habit but the very feeding of the habit makes her
edgy and infatilises her. She feels his superiority in the sense that he is critical
of her. Which his is ...

L: ... because he can be ...

Cr: Because he can be. So to destroy that in him will make her innocent.
Obviously it wouldn’t! But in her head and the paradox she is in it would
because it would return her to a state of innocence because he is no longer there
in judgement. The whole situation needs a resolution and the only resolution she
logically can find obviously is what she does on the chair. But of course then
there is a consciousness of that ... The only thing I would add to that, he was just
saying, just to remember and I think it is helpful, is that innocence isn’t a nice
warm glow. It comes with an enormous responsibility and weight. (IV.1.03:13-
07:50). }

[returning to the 3" of September] [Reading notes] ‘To enact this the chair
must come to dominate the room. Aesthetic effects would prevent this. They use
people -- in enactment people use things. The chair must be isolated from its
usual shielding location at the table. In P1 the room ’s site is socially normal, and
so it is the site of the kitchen table, the first pole of drama. In P2 the site is now
the edge of the universe, the second pole of drama. These are also the poles of
the self, the ontological and the existential. Human meaning comes from the
relation made between the two poles.’

O: The two poles are the social pole and the edge of the universe ...

Director: Yes which are the ontological and the existential. If you could
draw a diagram the chair would be with the ontological and the table, if you
like, it would be with the existential...

R: Like reason and imagination?
Director: The two poles?

R: Yes.

Director: Good question!

R: Reason as the rational and imagination being the edge of the universe. He
[Bond] talks about that. The only way you can be human is to be able to hold
reason and imagination which is what our theatre is trying to do. Once you are
utterly subsumed into reason, like Richard in this... he has... not imagination.
He is the product and parcel of the social site which makes you want to see
reason.

127. O: That is why he is looking for the newspaper...
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128. R: ... Yes! But to be human we have to able to hold both. So we can see that
this is society’s answer. I can place myself to the imagination as well and see it
from a different perspective. This is the edge of the universe.

129. Director: I think what he [Bond] actually means is if you see the ontological
in the chair and the existential in the table, the rational [is] in the table and the
imaginative in the chair. I presume, I am very crude, in the middle is the self.
That is where the self is been created. [Inaudible]. It has to be interpenetrated
with imagination. I think this is what he means. I don’t know. (...)

130. R: I think it makes sense of the mirror stage. The two poles. If you got a cat
in front of a mirror it will attack itself. But if you got a chimpanzee it will touch
itself because it recognises itself as another. Richard would attack it or retreat
away from it. Because he can’t distinguish himself from society.

131. [Reading notes] ‘And so the chair will be the universe -- its structure will
work as the structure of the universe as it is immediate, embodied, tactile in the
self. (The neonate thinks physically.)’

132. Director: It has to do with your relationship to the thing. It is not like the
table cannot be the edge of the universe but in this situation the one is filled with
the rational , with the logic of society ...

133. R: That is why he [Bond] is putting his [Dan’s] mum on the chair because
she is his universe ...

134. Director: And it is something you literally fit in. You become integrated to
it [chair]. It is difficult to become integrated to the table. Unless you change it.

135. [Reading notes] ‘The city self-site is always social -- the edge of the
universe isn’t social, its [sic] in the self (its social for us in that it becomes part
of ideology, civic-religious duty etc, or instead is part of humanness).’

136. Director: So he is saying that the city self-site is always going to be social.
But the edge of the universe necessarily has to be held in the individual. But it is
social for us in that it becomes integrated into society, part of ideology, civic,
religious duty or any other kind of duty, patriotic whatever. Or it can be as part
of humanness, because humanness needs access to the social world as well.
Otherwise we are going to kill ourselves.

137. R: Because we can’t live in the imagination, can we?

138. Director: Exactly! So he is recognising that the self has to have a gateway
to the external material social world so that you can change the world.

139. [Reading notes] ‘The chair becomes a diagram or structure of the universe.
(Milton’s Satan was thrown down through the universe.)’

140. Director: Which is your job [to actress playing Liz]. You need to give us

the invisible object on the chair which is the diagram or structure of the universe
through the tactile creative object [touches the chair].
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141. [Reading notes] ‘Liz uses the chair to recreate herself through suicide,
desperately build herself in the ruins because that is all she has. This restores her
innocence. ’

142. L: She wants to birth herself through that [Inaudible].

143. Director: It is also a very generous act because in doing it she is giving him
[Dan] his life back. [Inaudible]. She can’t see her way out of what is effectively
a Faustian trap.

144. R: ... Oh! Yes! Because the state feeds us in order to deny our murder.
When a man goes for a hunger strike it can’t deal with it. Because it is
ideological. It couldn’t deal with Bobby Sands, could it? However they tried to
feed him they couldn’t. Because it was an ideological battle. He said ‘no! I am
taking my life not you!” That act of violence, which is the act of radical
innocence or the search of justice, is greater from the act of violence can do.
And it can’t deal with it.

145. Director: It is out of their control. Which is why she can only see in that
moment the way out of it and she reclaim herself. Of course it has a price.

146. [Reading notes] ‘Instead of seeing the city from her room, as she clutches
the newspaper, she will see the city (and human beings) from the edge of the
universe, that is: from the chair.’

147. Director: It is when her vision is most clear sighted and penetrated her gaze.

148. L: In that sense ‘instead of seeing the city from her room’ means instead of
seeing it from the grave?

149. Director: Yes!
150. L: Even though it is her grave, she is dying.

151. Director: But she is seeing clearly, literally losing breath. Because she is
also passing on. She is giving instead of manipulating in terms of her son.

152. L: I don’t know if that is completely true. She might think that but I don’t
know if this is true. Something is going to change in him by the fact that he
finds his mother dead. I don’t know how giving that is without manipulation. I
know that she sees that this restores her innocence but she can’t because she is
going to be dead. But in this sense she thinks that this is what ...

153. Director: But we mustn’t separate it completely from the social site.
Because she still lives in the perversity and the extremity of the situation.

154. R: You know the thing we were saying about the reason she is taking drugs.
Maybe is changed a little bit. Because it seems to me that she is lucid then,
when she steps out of the social self and she takes herself to the edge of the
universe. Through the use of drugs which is her want to go back to that state of
innocence. So it seems to me that she kills herself when she is on drugs and she
even kills herself when she is not which made me think about the drug taking.
Because although she is driven by her need to be there, at the edge of the
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universe, it is safe there, it is useful there, the trouble is that when you are stuck
in there you can’t see reason.

155. L: It feels like she wants to get closer to the story. The story is actually her
in the edge of the universe, it is her seeing things more clearly. But in order to
avoid seeing things more clearly, because she doesn’t know what to do with
that, she has to take the drugs. But the drugs also make her see things more
clearly but in a way that she doesn’t have to deal with it....

156. R: I think that she doesn’t want to be close to the story. (speak together,
inaudible) I don’t know whether she takes the drugs because she wants to get
away from the story because the story is the thing that makes living painful.

157. Director: So in general, you say that this is why she takes drugs, to
obliterate the story? To obliterate it for her?

158. R: Yes. Because it is a painful thing for her. Because she lives in a
contradiction. The story is painful. So she takes drugs ...

159. Director: To escape from that?

160. R: To take herself to ... [points to the chair]

161. L: She actually wants to blank out the city which is blanking out the story...
162. R: Yes.

163. L: But she becomes [Inaudible] to the city because the normalisation of her
taking drugs is what the perversity of the city [Inaudible] threatens the normality
of the room.

164. R: Yes. [Inaudible]. I don’t know if it is an act of imagination or an act of
reason but an act of reason when you are in that state. In one sense it is
corruption as well. She is corrupted.

165. Director: In the discussion we had earlier in terms of values for doing that,
it is not a gift, yes, but actually in that situation, which is perverse, it is!

166. L:Itis. Yes.

167. Director: Because you can’t separate from the city, even though society
does.

168. L: Of course he [Dan] will never go out to get drugs for you [Liz] but what
does it then mean for him?

169. [Reading notes] ‘In P3 Richard will try to corrupt Dan but when he too
recognises Dan’s innocence he will want to destroy, erase, him -- which means
to empty him out of the universe. Dan’s RI works in different ways for Richard
and Liz. If the city offers Liz only violence and narcotics/money, she uses the
violence against herself. This isn’t a rational solution but it shows the effects of
the city. The situation is extreme. Liz gave Dan life, she goes near to destroying
(blinding) him, and then she gives him his life again.’
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170. Director: Which for me it makes sense that he has his eyes closed. Because
it is like birth image. And then he cries. From the couch is the foetus. It is a total
birth in it. Just before she goes she has this noose which is like a long cord like
the umbilical cord, she cuts it, she is taking the cord and walks out. The baby
awakes, then the eyes open which is what they do and then they cry.

171.  R: But actually dancing and crying is pleasure and pain, isn’t it?

172. Director: Yes. Because he doesn’t know what he is. He is in a state of
ignorance in that state.

173. R: The neonate...
174. Director: So he is reborn. [Inaudible] There is actually a DE in that.

175. [Reading notes] ‘She can do that only because he has already asserted his
right to his own life. This is radically innocent because the city doesn’t lure him
into abandoning Liz. The city is lost, dead. Even the light is corpse-like. The
chair enacts the return to a very elemental self, when the infant encounters the
tragic and comic and must work out a relationship to them. (Chris: This is the
second site in the exercise in Rouen.) This can only be done in relation to the
city. Liz uses the chair as a platform over an abyss. The chair is in AT
enormous. Liz re-enters her own innocence but now it is combined with “the
weight of the world,” with, say, the responsibility of being in the city. This is
the tragic reality of drama. The woman rediscovers her own eyes, she sees
reality -- she sees the invisible object. This means she and the chair become the
invisible object for the audience’

176. Director: This means that she and the chair becomes the invisible object for
the audience. The invisible object means revealing to yourself and us socially
what objectively is happening here, what it means. That is where the truth about
a situation is revealed and the ideology cannot function in there which is all fine
theoretically until you stood on the chair and trying to do it. He is locating it in
Liz. Liz has to experience that because then what will happen is Liz will see it,
the actress and the site of Liz, which then will enable us to see the actress and
the chair in a unity which will reveal the invisible object for us.

177. R: The invisible is revealed to Liz. It is like a child who is at play. She is
playing like a kid does what is like to be dead before she could do it.

178. Director: She needs to see it before she could do it.

179. R: Yes. Like kids do. They subsume their selves to society’s rule ... No they
break away from society’s rule but then subsume their selves to society’s rule in
the game.

180. [Reading notes] ‘their reality is made visible and also audible in the
appropriate words she uses. She unites the roles of messenger and antagonist
which Greek drama must keep apart because of its residual dependence on the
gods. In fact modern architecture leaves no place for the gods and so the human
is created rooms or streets. Here the extreme is death but this isn’t the ultimate
extreme. The ultimate extreme is life made living. The detailed use of the chair
will be arrived at in rehearsal. Here it is the self-site in the city -- Liz sees the
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city in a new way. Her fingers tying the rope might seem to be scratching at the
sky to uncover something -- sometimes as if trying to make a knot, at other
places like a blind woman’s hands touching the air? The hands become a play
within a play -- especially because the blind feel their way. So what does her
head do, where is the “blind gaze” directed -- and is this useful for the audience?
I dont want to be clever, but its [sic] an absolute image of a woman giving birth
to death. (Drama accommodates paradoxes.) So she also wants to “give”
something else, some parting gift. It may best if Dan is never aware of this.’

181. Director: What I could take that to mean is that making life living is the
ultimate extreme in this situation, you know, in our epoch. That is the extreme.
That is the whole point of enacting the invisible object [In relation to how the
actress will play the particular scene].

182. [Reading notes] ‘Dan dance