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1.0 Introduction

This dissertation works with theories about communication, and tries to apply them to an analysis of three theatre companies in South Africa.  The idea is to use terminology developed in relation to philosophy of language, and see if this can be useful in informing, critique-ing, and making suggestions for theatre in development
.

Structurally, I try to set up a theory of ‘the good’, or of the benefit to be derived from drama work, and then combine this with the work of Jürgen Habermas, and consider the performances of the subject companies.  After the introduction, there is a section on theatre for development and some of the theory/philosophy behind it.  Following this is my outline of Habermas and the concepts I’ll use from his work.  Then I go into an analysis, which begins with a discussion of research methods, followed by considerations of each company with the general question in mind: what does each communicate? How does it do this?

In this dissertation, I would like to ally the field of Theatre in Development with discourse on the public sphere and the deliberative processes of democracy.  I assert that theatre can be part of the public sphere, and that it is a site at which meaningful understanding can be achieved, and that as such, it is part of a process towards the benefit of society.  This much, I take as an assumption: theatre can be part of public discourse, and can play a role in social change.  

If, as I assume, theatre can be considered a type of public discourse (and further justification for this is given later), then it should be possible to apply theory and terminology which deals with the public sphere and communication to the analysis and praxis of Theatre in Development.  I here take McCullough’s (1998) definition of praxis as:

that which links theory and practice as parts of a process that encourages theory to lead to action,  and, further,  action that is directed towards enabling people to change that which they wish to change (p. 5)
In this sense, I wish to see the combination of a theory derived from Habermas with an analysis of approaches to development theatre as a possible move towards better enabling theatre practitioners to consider their work, in order to better enable the people they work with to consider their lives.

To a certain extent, the work done here is closely parallel to Mda’s (1993), which also considers Theatre for Development in terms of communication. However, while Mda bases his theoretical discussions of the semiotic work of Elam (1980), mine has been developed independently with a focus on Habermas.  For an interested reader, it may be enlightening to compare the two approaches, as well as the approach to analysis of township theatre of Balme (1996).  It should be noted that I do not give extensive coverage of the theatre scene in South Africa apart from the companies I worked with.  For such an account, see Steadman (1998), Kruger (1999), Blumberg (1999) or Davis and Fuchs (1996).
1.1 A note on my view of theatre

Theatre as a communicative activity is necessarily a collaborative activity.  Participants in the process actively project messages, and actively acknowledge receipt thereof.  This becomes clear if we consider the fact that in any instance of theatre, every action has a meaning, in other words, every action is part of the communication between spectators and performers.  Even the most quiet audience, for example, is interpreted by the performers, and interprets itself, in terms of its actions (e.g. ‘Boy they are being taciturn, what a tough crowd’, ‘Gosh, we’re really quiet, they must think we hate them, but I can’t be bothered to laugh, oh well’).  In some cases, one could consider performers to be acting as one entity, while the spectators, all together, act as its interlocutor.  In other cases, situations are more discursive, and various participants, in dual roles as actors/spectators, give and take in a process of creating mutually accepted messages.  The point is that theatre doesn’t create a static relationship; participants affect each other, react to each other, and control their actions according to their orientation to the other.  I believe that theatre is first a form of communication between audience and performers, or, as Soule puts it, “a site of collaboration between actor and spectator” (Soule 1998). This view is an echo of the thoughts of various thinkers on the theatre (Grotowski 1967, Soule 1998, Boal 2006, Heathcote 2005, among others).
1.2 A Concept of the Good
This discussion requires some kind of an understanding or definition of ‘the good’ or ‘positive change’, as a goal towards which the theatre being analysed is working, in order to inform the inquiry and provide a working vocabulary.  When at the planning stage of this dissertation, my thought was to work with the term ‘empowerment’.  In my notes, I have used this term interchangeably with ‘development’.  At this point, however, since this study is in part oriented towards the discourse of the public sphere, and borrows heavily from the work of Jürgen Habermas, I have come to an understanding of ‘the good’ in communicative terms.  The goal of development theatre, then, as I see it, is the achievement, through communicative action (as process towards mutual understanding between interlocutors), of meaningful understandings, which increase an individual’s knowledge or orientation towards that knowledge in some significant way.  

The  primary goal of achieving meaningful understandings can be set within the claim that the telos of the public sphere, a forum of public discourse not controlled by the state or economic forces (Hirschkop 2004), is the achievement of a consciousness of personal and social problems and their relation, not just to the personal life-history, but to the system within which these problems exist, which Hirschkop (2004) outlines as the most current form of  Habermas’s account of rationality as based on communicative behaviour.

1.3 Understandings and Capabilities

This notion of the good can be elaborated using the Capabilities framework of Amartya Sen (Sen 1993).  I will state that a meaningful understanding is one which gives a person a new form of capability, or enhances the skill or expertise with which s/he performs an already present capability.  Understandings are thus the way that theatre work can contribute to the capability set of an individual.  This definition of understandings will also extend to the type of theatre work where individuals engage in ‘rehearsals’ of actual life situations and life problems, in order  to better understand them.  It may be thought that one could consider such types of theatre process as delivering actual capabilities – say, for example, a person involved in Forum theatre who rehearses standing up to an abusive relative, could be said to have gained a capability (a valuable being or doing) of fending for herself.  However, until she puts the understanding gained in the Forum exercise to use, it is not really possible to claim that she has an actual functional capability.  Rather, I would say, she has gained a valuable understanding of herself and what she can do, and this understanding can lead to her achievement of a new capability.

This division, between knowing, as can be achieved in theatre, and  doing, which is accomplished in the real world, matches the separation that Hirschkop (2004) identifies in Habermas’s later work.   This attributes to the public sphere the task of unveiling or bringing to light the significant issues faced by individuals and society, while the political apparatus is left with the task of dealing with these issues.
2.0 Theories of Theatre and Development

In this section, I engage with the idea, as a general claim, that theatre is useful for development work.  To unpack that statement, I suppose I’d need to go into what ‘development’ means, and into which aspects of theatre I deem to be relevant.  

The interest here is on a form of theatre which enables people it involves to lead enhanced lives, to be ‘better off’ in some way for having been a participant.

Development, as I understand it, is very much about change.  At the heart of development as a practice and an intellectual endeavour is the question of what can be done in order to create positive change for people as well as for societies, nations and states.  The answers to this question, as well as the question itself, are subject to much debate.

2.1.0 Modernism/Postmodernism
To begin to answer the question of why we should consider theatre a tool for development, I would like to locate this particular study as having an interest, or as taking a stance, in the current discussion of modernism and postmodernism
, two (opposing?) takes on the state of the world in terms of culture and society in the aftermath of the last two centuries of industrialization, modernization, colonialism, and political change.  My brief account of this scene of discussion is merely in order to try to situate “Theatre and Development” within its larger context, and I will do so simply, using a broad and simple narrative to lead to what I see as the most interesting way of considering a ‘need’ or a motivation for theatre as a development tool (taking for granted the need for development in the first place!).
I take my account of the modernist-postmodernist view from Passerin D’Entrèves (1996, for other accounts, centering around the work of Habermas, see Roberts and Crossley 2004).  This author offers a summary of the observation, by various thinkers, that the project initiated by the Enlightenment has led to a state of affairs in which modern societies (and, I would claim, this really implies the whole world, for who is not affected by the projects of modernity?) and the individuals constituting them suffer from a variety of symptoms, including apathy, loss of tradition, splitting off of elite cultures, identity-crises, etc., which are caused by the encroachment of economy and the state upon the lives of normal people.  A variety of responses have been suggested to this state of affairs, some of which are identified as postmodernist.  I think the basic angle of the postmodern stance (which is probably not really offered as a remedy, but as a reaction, or transformation) is to be critical of the type of teleological reason and striving, and the positivism, which characterizes modern mainstream discourse and action.  Other responses, such as that of Jürgen Habermas, claim to stay on the side of Enlightenment reason, suggesting rather a development and extension of that reason towards an intersubjective awareness and an emphasis on communication.  Passerin D’entrèves offers a good, concise account of the two separate positions in terms of two different perceived responsibilities: a responsibility to act (on the side of Habermas, see e.g. Habermas 1996), and a responsibility to otherness (on the side of the postmoderns), meaning a responsibility to remaining aware of “difference, dissonance, and ambiguity” (p. 2).

The discourse on development has become involved in this discussion, with themes in the literature centering around topics such as participation (Chambers 1994, Cooke and Kothari 2001), positivism and neo-liberalism and post-development (Rahnema 1997a, for an overview of debates and general discussion, see Schuurman 1993, Blaikie 2000).  As a field which in some senses must ally itself with ‘doing’, much of current thought aims towards acknowledging the responsibility to otherness, while keeping intact the will to action.  One strong proposal has been the Capabilities approach of Amartya Sen (Sen 1993), which proposes a measure for development progress in terms of what individuals can be or do, and what they value in their being and doing.  This approach is useful because it maintains a commitment to progress – enhancing or increasing capabilities being a very tangible development goal – while remaining committed to a premise that it is people and cultures themselves who determine their most valuable capabilities (though other thinkers  apart from Sen try to come up with catalogues of capabilities).  Other approaches have come to view issues of communication,  relationship, and  deliberation as crucial to the discourse on development (Long and Villareal 1993, Schuurman 1993, Ojha, Cameron, and Bhattari 2005).
2.1.1 The Space Within, and Habermas’s approach
Karen Lehmann (1997) characterizes the encroachment of economy and state on life as a shrinking of ‘the space within’.  This phrase is used to refer to those parts of life which are ‘useful’, but are not assigned a monetary ‘value’.  In this space, we would find things like ‘fiesta, faith, child-rearing, mourning and celebration’ (p. 355).  As economy finds ways to commodify more and more, this space becomes smaller and smaller.

What Habermas offers as the alternative to the shrinking of this space is a trust (faith?) in communication as a source of rationality and action.  The need is for communication between individuals at levels which are free of monetary or legal pressures.  The place in which this kind of communication occurs is called the “public sphere.”  Hirschkop (2004) quotes Habermas as defining the public sphere as “the forum in which people without official power ‘readied themselves to compel public authority to legitimate itself before public opinion’.” (p. 50) The authority of the public sphere is to come from its “mode of open argument” – the principle being that open, democratic deliberation itself is the justification for the authority that should be given to public discourse.  

In a sense, theatre, especially the concept of theatre as collaborative/communicative, offers a space in which this communication can occur.  Put succinctly, I think that some practitioners working in theatre feel that theatre can play a useful role in protecting (and reclaiming) the useful (yet not immediately profitable) space of public discourse from the encroachments of modernity, and furthermore, as a communication-based artform, can encourage the kind of rational communication which will lead to immanent forms of change.  Thus, a Theatre and/for/of Development.  

2.2 Development Theatre and Liminal spaces
Bringing about change through theatrical performance is identified by Schechner (2003) as a relatively new undertaking in western theatre.  However, both Schechner and Turner (1982) identify instances from ritual and theatre from around the world where the performed is a key element in bringing about social and personal transformation.  Turner’s main term is that of the liminal, which marks a place in which ritual transformation, such as baptism, being awarded a diploma, etc., can occur.  The liminal is essentially a space or state that is removed from the common norm, and where the social facts of life can be confronted and altered.  In my understanding, liminality comes about when experience is made strange, or special, in some way that marks it as different from the normal.  There are a few theories of how theatre can do the work of creating change, and it seems to me that they generally all include an idea of a separate or liminal space in which change can be brought about.  I now turn to the thinking and practice of some of the prominent workers in this field.

The most famous name in this area is Augusto Boal, who treats theatre primarily as a form of political activity (Boal 1979, 2006, Schutzman and  Cohen-Cruz 1994)
.  Boal’s style of theatre, Theatre of the Opressed, aims at a theatrical form where everyone shares roles as performers and spectators, and the purpose is to rehearse problems from real life while developing a dialogue about how best to deal with those problems.

To me, it seems that the idea of theatre as a form of rehearsal for life is a crux to thinking on Theatre in Development.  For example, John Martin, artistic director of Pan Intercultural Arts, in a workshop given at the University of East Anglia in February, 2007, referred to the work as a practice in “rehearsed futures.”  The idea here is that, within the ‘safe’ space of the theatrical workshop or performance, people are able to achieve a psychological distance from their experienced lives and dare to imagine something better.  Boal (2006) refers to this as the subjunctive mode of theatre, where everything is in a state of ‘what if?’.  This kind of idea is also emphasized by other theatre makers, such as Baim, Brookes and Mountford (2002), and Sanjoy Ganguly of Jana Sanskriti (workshop, May 2007).
It occurs to  me that what is daring in this approach is that it allies itself with the responsibility to action, to doing something about one’s own situation as well as that of one’s milieu, while also being very  sensitive to the postmodern preoccupation with otherness.  One is a participant in this kind of theatre with other people, and numerous points of view always come forward.  As a matter of fact, it seems to me that this kind of theatre is a theatre of the other, created by people who are made other by some form of oppression, and are reacting to that.  Milling and Ley (2001) call this type of theatre a ‘blameless’ theatre because, at least within its enclosed spaces, it harbors no illusions to otherness between actors and spectators (or at least, it tries to break those down).
I would claim that the idea, then, of Theatre and Development, or theatre for positive change, is about a type of activity that generates spaces. These spaces are physically and psychologically liminal places where status quo – be it personal, social, or political – ceases to be taken for granted as normal, and people become thus enabled to view life as a continuum between the actual and the potential, and to choose what they  wish to  take from this space.  People become able to practice what they would choose to do in the real world before doing it, and in this practicing, there is an opportunity to learn. Through this work, participants achieve new meaningful understandings, which later they can put into practice and use to create new capabilities. 

3.0 What I borrow from Habermas
The way I propose to carry out the work of this dissertation is to present a theory of communication developed by Habermas, and then to adapt it and justify its use in application to theatrical communication.  I will then test the theory against the empirical situations I experienced working in development-oriented theatre in South Africa.  I and the reader will then be able to decide whether the use of such a theory is justified, according to a criterion of whether or not it affords a better understanding of the material studied.

In order to begin to develop the theory, I will now give an account of the elements of universal pragmatics, as proposed by Habermas (Habermas 1976, Cooke 1998), which will be used in this study.  Habermas’s theory is about language, or, rather, about the use of language for communication.  Habermas sees the goal of communication as being mutually achieved understanding between the participants involved.  Essentially, mutual understanding means a common acceptance, on both sides, of a state of affairs which are topical to a current instance of communicating, in order to be able to engage in mutually coordinated action.  In Habermas’s terms, this is an acceptance, on the part of the receiver, of a number of claims made by the teller or speaker.  

These claims are seen to operate on four different levels. In other words, when a speaker says something, he or she is actually making four claims about a state of affairs in the world.  First, she claims that what she says makes sense – is intelligible as meaningful language.  Secondly, she claims that what she says is suitable to the normative context in which she speaks – that it is appropriate to say what is being said.  Thirdly, she claims that what she says is really what she means – that she is giving an authentic representation of herself in making the statement. Fourthly, she claims that what she says is true – that the information conveyed is actually so.  Respectively, these validity claims are called claims to comprehensibility, rightness (normativity), truthfulness (authenticity),and truth.

As a way to clarify the account, I will briefly consider the implications of what it would mean to fail at any level of making validity claims.  To fail a claim to comprehensibility would mean that the attempt at communication has not been understood – that the code used by the speaker is not intelligible to the hearer.  To fail a claim to rightness would entail that what one said was normatively inappropriate to a given situation.  To fail a claim to truthfulness would entail that recipients would judge what had been said to be inauthentic, insincere or not properly representative of the speaker’s inner state.  To fail a claim to truth would be to have what one said be considered untrue
.
One problem in using Habermas is that in his account, the pragmatics of communication are different if language is being used communicatively or artistically.  This is the subject of some debate between him and Derrida (see, for example, Habermas and Derrida as quoted in Habermas 1985), who regards all forms of language as text, as a form of reproduction.  Since it is my intention to apply the analysis of communication by Habermas to a consideration of theatre and its uses in development, and to spend time  focusing on the actual work done during a theatrical performance, I should justify using his theory to look at what may be called artistic (Habermas uses the term poetic) uses of language.  

Habermas observes that when used in art, the meanings of linguistic utterances can be altered.  The example of a priest in a church is given, who’s statement “You are now man and wife” actually creates the situation of a man and a woman being married.  If this same situation were to occur on a stage, however, if an actor dressed as priest were to say to two other actors, “You are now man and wife,” the situation is markedly different – the two are not considered to be actually married in the world outside the theatre.  While I accept that different instances of language use are inherently different, I believe that we can collect many different forms under the heading of communicative action (and it should be remembered that language as used in church has its own special ‘powers’, which it does not assume in other contexts).  If we use Habermas’s definition of communication as effort toward mutual understanding, and further accept that in the theatre, there is a type of communication (in some cases mostly one-way, in others two-way) occurring, the use of the theory in application seems justified.  It is my belief that codes – languages – can be used in alternative ways, among which may be the ‘artistic’ or ‘poetic’, but these forms of using language do not imply that there are different forms of communication. All communication is seen as effort towards mutual understanding. Communication (language use) is always in some form pragmatic – always aimed at achieving understandings.  Thus, I feel my use of the theory to be justified.

Furthermore, it is my feeling that Habermas primarily refers to the naturalistic theatre when he separates the use of language on stage from that used in real life.  Other types of theatre, especially those in which there is an emphasis on a relationship developed  between audience and  performers, operate in linguistic registers that are not so completely removed – i.e. where audiences are not ‘looking in from the outside’ but are rather considered participants in a shared event.

3.1 Making Validity Claims Onstage 
The way I propose to use the account of Habermas is to interrogate the communicative goals and performances of three kinds of theatre, asking what sort of validity claims are made, and how these are made.  I will look at these messages from the perspective of each ‘dimension’ of validity – comprehensibility, rightness, truthfulness, truth. 

Before moving on, I would like to make some points about truthfulness and truth in the context of performance.  The story-telling mode of theatre, or what Habermas calls ‘world-disclosure’, does not rely on actual truths and actual representation of the self, but rather on Boal’s so-called ‘subjunctive mode’ – the world of ‘what if?’  Actors present themselves as not-themselves, and present not-truths at truths. What then, do we make of claims to truthfulness and truth in this mode?  

Truthfulness is the dimension which considers the credibility of actors – the sincerity of the performance.  It is thus here that we arrive at a notion of ‘quality’ in performance.  I hold that a judgment regarding  the truthfulness of an actor’s performance is the question of whether or not the spectator is willing to engage  with a performance, and believe that the performer has involved his/her sense of self in the portrayal of a story (this being one of the mysteries of theatre!).

Truths in story-telling are ‘story-truths’.  That is, they do not hold literal truth-value in the world, but are rather what Passerin D’Entrèves (1996) cites Bohman (1996) as calling ‘new candidates for truth’.  This is again an appeal to the subjunctive mode, and the possibility of language being used to dream up the new, as opposed to solely reflecting the already-there.  For my purposes here, I will say that an audience accepts claims to truth made in theatre as possibilities in the world, and do not make judgments of actual truth, but rather reflect their own willingness to accept these possibilities and the structures which they create.  In a sense, the audience accepts truth claims by ‘agreeing to go along with’ what is being told.

I will now move on to the analysis section, using the analytic framework developed so far.  To close this section, I give a brief run-through of the sorts of questions to which I subject the material, corresponding to the four validity claims:

1. Is the work of this company intelligible/comprehensible to its audience? Are there any problems at this level? Are the goals of the company in play at this level?

2. Is the work normatively right for its audience?  Do actors and spectators have a ‘culture’ within which the work can fall? Does this work represent something ‘normal’, or is it new and strange? Is there any special task done to accomplish normalcy?
3. Is the performance authentic and truthful? Is there a feeling of integrity in the performance?  Do the performers really mean it?  
4. What is the nature of the message sent, in terms of actual information (i.e. what are the roles of the stories being told)? Is there an explicit goal in telling a story? Do the audiences accept the story-truth of the information they are being given?   How are they oriented towards it?

4.0 Analysis 
4.1 Research methodology:

how I go about doing this work
In this section, I discuss my research approaches, and the ways in which I collected material.  I also discuss the actual activities engaged in as part of the research, and some of the challenges to acquiring strong and complete data.  Following this, I discuss briefly my goals in applying a theory to the analysis of data (as this has been covered more extensively in other sections), and ways in which a future study might improve upon this one, in methodological terms.

The material of this study is based on ethnographic research (as defined in Bryman 2004, or Bell 2005; another source is Geertz 1983) conducted in June and July of this year, 2007, with three different theatre companies based in the area of Cape Town, South Africa.

My research methodology could be said to borrow from two different approaches to research: Grounded Theory, and Action Research. 
I state a likeness to Grounded Theory because during the period of investigation, I was aware of my theoretical aims, which were to include Habermas and thinking about communication, and these informed my thinking as I conducted the research.  Grounded Theory research is a form of theorizing/research involving simultaneous development of theory and collection of data, and thus, the development of a theory through a process of dialogue between theorizing and data-collecting. For sources on Grounded Theory, see Charmaz (2006) and Bell (2005).

I state a likeness to Action Research because I am making my claims based, more so than on field notes, on the experience of having been a participant.  There is a growing movement in social science research towards privileging ‘doers’, people who are  involved in the activity which is being researched, as potential ‘knowers’ or theory-makers, since “knowledge is embodied in what they do” (Whitehead and McNiff 2006).  For some researchers, doing is seen almost as a necessity, in terms of incorporating knowledge and making it personally as well as academically meaningful (see, for example, the autoethnography of Spry 2006).  The type of research which engages ‘doers’ in a field as researchers is called Action Research.  I claim that my methodology in collecting materials approaches Action Research because in a limited sense, but nevertheless to the maximum extent possible, I attempted to become a ‘doer’ in the companies I was researching.  

I will now give an account of the ways in which I was involved with the companies I interned with in Cape Town.

My initial intention was to work with the Bonfire Theatre Company, From the Hip: Khulumakahle (FTH:K), and Third World Bunfight, three theatre companies operating in or near Cape Town.  However, shortly after arrival in South Africa, I realized that the latter company was not specifically engaged in development work, nor did it style itself as attempting any type of development work.  I therefore opted to drop my involvement, and explore other avenues.  This resulted in my involvement with the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum, a collection of theatre companies based in the township of Khayelitsha, which is South Africa’s third largest township.  

As stated above, with all three groups, I embraced the principle of participation-as-research.  In one way or another, I became involved with the work of the companies, and thus was afforded the experience of being ‘part of’ what I was studying, and not just an outside observer.  For Bonfire, I acted as a stage manager for 8 performances, attended and participated in weekly rehearsals, conducted a short training workshop, and accompanied the company on a week-long tour to Johannesburg.  I also had the opportunity to stand-in as an actor in one performance, and to ‘tell a story’ (what this is will become clear) for a rehearsal.  I also began the work of setting up and producing a voluntary show for the company, but this possibility did not eventually materialize. With FTH:K, I participated in two weeks of daily performance training, observed rehearsals, gave a workshop in improvisation, and attended the show which was staged during the  Grahamstown Festival in July.  With the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum, I attended rehearsals, conducted three workshops, and attended performances both in the township and at an upscale venue in Cape Town.

In terms of recorded data, I kept notes of attended rehearsals and shows in the form of simple narratives.    I also took notes at a few interviews.  Supplementing this is printed material produced by the companies on their activities and aims, to be found in print or on the internet (for Bonfire, see www.bonfiretheatre.co.za, for FTH:K, see www.fthk.co.za, the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum do not have a website).

There were a few challenges to obtaining rich data, due to diminished opportunities for participation with the companies.  FTH:K, for example, went on holiday after my first month in South Africa, so that I really only had a month in which to observe and participate.  This time was fairly active, however, as the group was preparing for a festival performance, so I do feel that I was afforded an interesting view of what goes on.  With the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum, challenges to participation arose which were a factor of the challenging lack of resources faced in the township.  Conducting workshops, for example, required the booking of a rehearsal space (usually in a public library) which had to be paid for, and budget for this was not always available.  Collecting actors was also a challenge, as getting messages out to the groups was occasionally difficult, and people were sometimes occupied with other matters.  The most fruitful, intense time of participation came during the prelude to one of the Forum’s companies’ staging of a festival at the Baxter Theatre in Cape Town.  Because of the intensity required to coordinate and prepare for the festival, I was able to meet and work with the full cast, and then observe their work in a well-equipped theatre.  Participation with Bonfire was much less of a challenge, and I was able to be present for the majority of the company’s activities for the two-month period during which I was in South Africa.

Because I was most able to sustain active involvement with Bonfire, my analysis is more extended for this particular company – this marks the extent to which I was able to become a real participating member of the company (for which I am truly grateful to the ensemble and the artistic director, who were so helpful in terms of bringing me in).  

In the analysis made in this dissertation, I make claims first and foremost about what one can refer to as the model or mode of approach of each company.  In a sense, I could say that I am attempting to engage with each company’s ‘theory of itself’ as it was related to me by artistic directors and as is evidenced in the performances which are put on.  The way that I approach this material is determined by my choice of theoretical framework, based as it is on Habermas’s theory of validity claims.  It is my feeling that, on each of the ‘levels’ that the theory describes, I have acquired enough information to satisfy the requirements made by the framework and my current goals.  The sufficiency of the material will be attested to by the success in applying the theory.  

There is, however, the danger of bending or moulding my empirical observations so that they fit more precisely with the theory that I wish to use.  I leave it to the reader to judge whether I have over-stepped my bounds in making claims and assuming their justification.  The material presented here is offered merely as an attempt to match a rich experience with possibly useful theory. 

The analysis is based on two sources from each company: a) what the company, in its promotional materials and from interviews with its directors, sees as its goal, and b) how the practices of the company, both rehearsals/training and performances, reflect and carry out these goals.

There was an original idea that it may be possible to engage with some minute analyses of the companies at work, in terms of examining electronically recorded interactions between directors and performers, actors and audiences. This is not possible in the current study, because the amount of time spent in the field, and the tools at my disposal in that time, were not sufficient.  The current study can perhaps be seen as a preliminary study, to which a possible follow-up could be more focused analyses of actual interactions (focusing, as I do, on communication), with the view of coming to increased understandings of the dynamics of theatrically delivered ‘development’.  Another improvement which could be made would be to embrace the principles of Grounded Theory more systematically, especially with the aim of applying the terminology and frameworks of Habermas in research on development and theatre.  It would be very interesting to go into the field with the theoretical tools outlined in other sections of this document, and test them in a practice environment.

4.2.0 Introducing the companies

In this section, I will introduce the three companies which are to be analysed, giving a bit of background, and an account of the goals of each company.

From the Hip: Khulumakahle (FTH:K) is a company devoted to the establishment of an integrated theatre for deaf and hearing performers and audiences.  To this end, they operate a performer training school, where deaf and hearing trainees train together in a brand of physical theatre based largely on the Lecoq school’s work.  These same trainees participate in the development of shows which are meant to be accessible to deaf and hearing audiences.  The goal, as put to me by the artistic director (Rob Murray, 11/6/07), is to develop a ‘purer’ form of theatre which can  tell a story in one way (using one ‘code’) and still be accessible to both deaf and hearing communities.

The Khayelitsha Theatre Forum produce shows covering ‘social topics’ faced by the township community.  Actors are predominantly quite young and in the process of receiving training by older directors who have joined the small network of township theatre makers receiving support from various charities and donors in the Cape Town area.  Shows produced cover topics such as the spread of HIV, violence, crime and racism.  The Forum delivers ‘development messages’ about these topics, which generally reflect the goals of their various funders.

Bonfire Theatre Company practices a type of theatre known as Playback Theatre, which has a parallel motivation and origination with Boal’s Forum Theatre.  This form was developed in the United States in the 1970’s, influenced by the writings of Paulo Freire, and developed by a theatre maker named Jonathan Fox.  In Playback Theatre, audience members are invited to tell personal stories, and these become the inspiration for an improvisation by the performance group, accompanied by musicians, who ‘play back’ the experience given (see Salas 1983 for an early account of the Playback style).  Bonfire Theatre produce Playback shows for different audiences, with the goal of community building and ‘healing’ of the  social rifts separating South Africa’s different communities (Kingwill 2007).
4.2.1 Locating ideas of ‘the good’ in the processes of each company


In the three companies worked with, development or empowerment as ‘product’ comes about, or is delivered, in different forms, and at different stages of the theatrical process.  It may be useful to look at each company in turn, and point out clearly the place where ‘development’ happens.


With FTH:K, development is seen as a process running in parallel to all the company’s activities, from initial training of actors to the production of shows.  The emphasis is a holistic one – that is, for FTH:K, each part of their work is of equal value in the project of developing and establishing a deaf/hearing integrated theatre.  The idea of a theatre bridging two linguistic communities is constantly being acted upon, both in training, where hearing and deaf actors rehearse together, and in performance, where mixed cast perform for different and mixed audiences.


For the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum, development is in the message of each play, so that, while indeed the company develops actors and materials for performance, the entire process is very much driven by the goal of delivering development messages in performance.  More than the other two companies, one can say that development is a ‘product’ which the Forum ‘delivers’ to its audience in the form of messages exhorting audiences to change their behaviour in some way. 


Bonfire’s ‘development’ is the most intangible one, since it has to do with the subjective experiences of the audience and actors.  It has in common with the Forum an emphasis on a product – in this case, the Bonfire Playback show – yet this product is not as discreetly identifiable as such, as ‘product’ or ‘message’, because it, the product, is essentially an experience.  The nature of this experience will be discussed elsewhere.  For now, it is enough to say that Bonfire’s style of ‘development’ is geared toward a product, using this term in a qualified way, bearing in mind the process-based and  subjective nature of what is delivered. 


To summarise the above paragraphs, I state that each company works for development in both its working processes and the products it delivers, but that each has a different emphasis.  For FTH:K, the process is the emphasis.  For The Forum, the product is the emphasis.  For Bonfire, the emphasis is a process-type product.  The aesthetic (in terms of theatrical styles), goals, and relationship of goals with aesthetic, for each company, is shown in the table below:

	Company
	Aesthetic
	Development goal/message
	Relationship?

	FTH:K
	Physical theatre; visual theatre; alinguistic; accessible; clowning
	The possibility of integrated deaf/hearing theatre, mutually accessible performances
	Symbiosis – the aesthetic embraces the  development goals as artistic challenges

	Bonfire
	Interactive theatre; improvised theatre; ‘sincere’, ‘human’, 

Playback theatre
	Awareness of ‘shared humanity’, ‘community building’,  changing perceptions of lived experiences
	Equality – the goals of the Playback form, as an aesthetic, are the goals of the company.

	The Forum

Figure 1: Goals/Aesthetic
	“Township” style theatre; musical; call and response; realism.
	‘Social’ messages to be delivered through narrative, on topics such as HIV, violence, education, etc.
	Service – the aesthetic serves the message, and the latter determines the form of the work.



I believe that these differences in emphasis are more than just different ‘locations’ of development work among the possibilities in a theatre environment.  I feel that they also reflect an orientation towards, or an attitude to development that is very different in each case.  One could consider each company to offer its own style of answer to the (rhetorical) question, “Is development a process, a product, or a mixture of the two?” 


There is a related issue of measuring or quantifying development outcomes in each of these cases.  For FTH:K, this is fairly simple. Since the process is the product, we can equate successful development with the company’s success in terms of attaining training goals, mounting productions, and reaching audiences.  For the Forum, measuring success is slightly more complicated, since it would involve trying to ascertain whether the product, the shows, have changed audience behaviour.  This could presumably be done through surveys and the like, but results would be suggestive, rather than definite, because any number of factors could co-contribute to change.  Measuring the success of Bonfire would be the most difficult of the three, since the ‘change’ it aims towards is abstract and subjective/internal.

4.3.0.0 Analyses according to Validity Claims

I will now go into an analysis of the performance work of the three companies. With each company, I will move through four headings, discussing its specific kind of theatre work in relation to each of the dimensions of validity outlined in the theoretical section. Thus, I will begin with a discussion of comprehensibility, followed by right, truthfulness and truth.  These dimensions will be treated discreetly, but it will be seen that they indeed relate to and interact with each other.  For each dimension, I will be looking at the interaction between the performers and the audience, considering what sorts of understanding are achieved/accepted, and whether, at a particular level, any significant action takes place. If the latter is the case, I will attempt to explain my view of what is really going on, at a communicative level.  

Once I have covered the companies, I provide a table covering the main findings of the discussion.  Readers who wish to guide themselves while reading the discussion, or who wish to skip the discussion, are referred to figure 17 below.

4.3.1.0 Khayelitsha Theatre Forum

I will now turn to the analysis of the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum’s work, at each of the dimensions of validity claims.
4.3.1.1 Comprehensibility:
It will be recalled that at this level, we are discussing the physical signs which are used as vehicles of communication, and whether or not these are mutually agreed upon by the communicating parties.  In the theatre, these signs can be linguistic, as well as non-linguistic.

In order to be comprehensible to its township audience (specifically, the Khayelitsha audience), members of the Forum use a mixture of English and Xhosa, with an emphasis on the latter.  There are also occasional turns to other languages, such as the Afrikaans spoken by the Cape Coloured people living in nearby areas
.
Because, as mentioned, the Forum often privileges the delivery of a message over other goals, comprehensibility becomes quite important.  Various methods are used in shows which seem to be present solely for the purpose of enhancing comprehensibility (though, as will be seen below, there are other motivations for this as well).  For example, there are occasional breaks in narrative action where the entire cast chants, in a loud voice, the contents of the show’s main message, whatever that may be.  For example, in a show on racism, it would not be unusual to a see a break where the cast all together chant loudly, “We can defeat racism, we can defeat racism, yes we can!”.

At the level of comprehensibility, there does not seem to be very much of a ground for contestation between performers from the Forum and audience members from Khayelitsha.  On both sides, the parties to communication are members of the same linguistic communities, with mutual knowledge of the conventions for language use.  Thus, at this level, communication seems stable and for the most part, mutually accepted. The only real challenge to comprehensibility is physical, that is, the spaces in which performances are held tend to have poor acoustics, and audiences, unschooled in ‘being quiet’ during shows (nor do I say that they should be!) can be loud and unruly, thereby occasioning the resort to devices for establishing order and quiet, in order to ensure that messages are comprehended.

The figure below diagrams the claims made at this level:
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4.3.1.2 Rightness (Normativity)

From my observations at two different shows, it appears that it is within the validity dimension of rightness that the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum has many of its struggles.  As was related to me during an organizational meeting by the Forum leaders on June 15 (Sam 2007), audiences in Khayelitsha are not educated theatre goers, and there is little precedent for a body of norms for being in attendance at a show.  Thus, the claims made by performers, that they are engaging in a performance for the benefit of onlookers and should be appreciated, listened to, and engaged with, often fall short of audiences who are easily distracted and show none of the behaviour typical to audiences in a more Western-style performance.  For example, people walk in and out of shows, chat loudly to each other, etc.  This is diagrammed in the following figure:
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When the audience is not paying attention in the way that is expected, one often encounters instances where there is a shift in communication from story-telling to validity claim negotiation.  I have seen this done very explicitly, where a director will get on a microphone and remind people to listen attentively, etc, essentially trying to affirm the rightness of the  activities engaged in by the performers, and the corresponding rightness with which the audience should behave.  There also seem to be problems with getting an audience to act as one body, rather than have a market-style atmosphere.  This situation can be diagrammed as follows:
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I think that, in the worst case, this situation results in a systematic distortion in communication.  As I mention in the previous paragraph, when audiences do not behave according to ideal standards, solely because they are unschooled in those standards, performers reply with increases in volume, in pauses to ask for attention, etc.  I think that there is a possibility that audiences will infer that the performers are motivated by issues of comprehensibility (i.e. being heard and understood in the sense of comprehension) rather than by issues of rightness (i.e. being heard and understood because they have the right to be heard and understood in the given normative context).  The efforts of the performers, then, are wasted, because the audience may very politely be willing to accept that the comprehensibility of their performance is valid, while still not reacting in a way that would be dictated by a norm of paying full and quiet attention.

I think that part of this problem comes from the fact that much of the training received by the actors in the Forum comes, either first hand or at a certain remove, from people who operate in the Western style of theatre.  Some of the heads of the performing groups, for example, are trained at a company which is based at the University of Cape Town, and their exposure to other ‘professional’ theatre is in the milieu of the privileged South African theatre-going public, where audiences are well schooled in ‘proper’ behaviour.  After such experiences, one may end up going back to Khayelitsha, and finding an audience paying no attention at all, and wonder why this is the case. 

The situation is, however, not hopeless.  What I have just described are some of the worst-case scenarios.  The other side of the coin is that, because a normal space for appreciating/enjoying theatre hasn’t been fully created, the dimension of rightness/normativity becomes one in which creative work and change can be achieved.  Essentially, because there is no norm, it is very easy for the theatrical to seem strange.  In my opinion, this strangeness can perhaps lead to the spontaneous creation of a liminal space.  As an example, I cite a performance staged at a professional venue for school children who were bussed into the city from the township.  Once the mass of kids had been marshaled into their seats and a semblance of order had been established (not the easiest thing), they were actually enraptured by the performance.  I remember that stage-business which I thought quite banal (say, the appearance of a synthetically fat person, or a simple disagreement) would bring out peals of laughter from the audience.  For me, it had become normal to see all sorts of business happening on a stage, while for the audience, the presentation of action common to regular life, but put on deliberately in a strange context, created a tension that had them silent and suspended in anticipation of what would come next and, presumably, where this strange enactment would cease to be strange.  Thus:
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I would claim that this fascination came about because the audience were not prepared to accept the rightness of the situation, it being something fairly new, and yet, because of the strangeness of seeing the action onstage, deferred an all out rejection of the claim to rightness in order to see what happens
.  

What was achieved, it seems, is that aesthetic goal whereby the familiar is made into the strange, and thereby, becomes subject to renewed scrutiny and evaluation.  If this moment of renewed scrutiny can be used to engage the viewers with a thought process that is new to them, the possibility of achieving development goals is created.  This would involve the making of truth and truthfulness claims in an environment created by the deferred acceptance of rightness:
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4.3.1.3 Truthfulness
In the area of truthfulness or authenticity, the claims being made by the performers of the Forum are subject first to judgments by the audience with regards to the normativity/rightness of their performance.  If the crowd is willing to pay attention to the show and indeed enter into a relationship of work towards understanding, then the ground is open for claims to be made regarding truthfulness, which in this case means sincerity of exposition.  Because it is ‘acting’, the issue is not whether the actors truthfully believe the truth claims they are making, but that they are presenting those truths in a sincere and committed manner.  

However, as stated above, if their goal is to convince spectators to do something, then indeed their truthfulness or authenticity comes into play, and their authority is questioned.

This area of claims is fairly stable in the Forum’s style of theatre.  Their methods and skills of presentation have not advanced so far as to be subject to new innovations or departures from the basic formula of acting as role-playing.  Thus, I leave discussion of this area, stating that there is in my opinion ample talent to develop towards ever more sincere depictions of reality for these actors.

4.3.1.4 Truth

The validity dimension of truth seems to be where the performances of the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum have their primary intentions.  They operate in the tradition of theatre as a vehicle for disseminating information.  A number of social issues are dealt with by way of providing ‘messages’ which are given by the performers to their audiences.  These issues cover topics relevant to the township, such as violence, crime, rape and spread of HIV.  The common way of delivering messages seems to be to tell a story around a certain topic, and then intersperse it with the already mentioned breaks during which the cast chant affirmations of doing what needs to be done to solve a social issue (e.g. “USE A CONDOM”, “FIGHT RACISM”, “DON’T GET HIV”, etc.).
Here, the problem is that the delivery of the message becomes didactic; it becomes a lecture.  This undoes the possibilities created on the level of rightness when the ‘normal’ becomes ‘strange’ in a show.  If the goal is simply to provide information, this method readily achieves as much, but most of the ‘messages’ are really about motivating behavioural change.  During my time in South Africa, I had a number of occasions to learn from different people that actually, this kind of didactic presentation of facts wasn’t changing people’s behaviour (I especially remember the statements of Warren Nebbe, head of drama at the University of the Witwatersrand, in a conference held on 28/06/07).  I think this occurs because the focus is solely on the communication of truths, without really thinking about the normativity or rightness within which people base their actions. 

There’s also an issue of questioning the truthfulness of the performers.  If they are in a story-telling mode, we don’t judge their truthfulness as literal, and if its from that mode that they exhort us to “wear a condom!”, we are perhaps not obliged to take them seriously.  If, however, they break the spell of mimesis and are attempting to engage the spectator and really convince him or her to alter behaviour, the question comes up of what authority they have to do this (which implies truthfulness of a different sort, not that of an actor playing a role). 

Thus, even if people accept the truth claims made, this entails no commitment on their part to change their behaviour – that implies another step which the theatre has not encouraged upon them.  The figure below outlines some of these thoughts on truth claims by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum:
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4.3.2.0 FTH:K

I now turn to an analysis of FTH:K, following the same lines as  I do above in the analysis of the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum.  I consider the work of the company within each of the different dimensions of validity.

4.3.2.1 Comprehensibility
This is where much of FTH:K’s work is done, because it is attempting to unite different communities by presenting something which to them is mutually comprehensible.  This is done through the use of theatrical means of communication that are not dependent on language, either spoken or signed.  Thus, for example, FTH:K’s show Gumbo, put on at this year’s Grahamstown festival, told its story through various forms of demonstrated action, i.e. by showing rather than telling, using an amalgam of techniques from clowning and  physical theatre.  The effect of this is that the performance attains a form of comprehensibility which embraces audiences which are both listening and non-listening.  In a sense, this serves as a bridge between the two audiences, since they find themselves capable of being in the same place and time, watching the same thing, and making the same validity assessment as to the comprehensibility of what is occurring on the stage.

There is also possibly an element of surprise for many audiences at one of these shows, because they encounter material which is indeed comprehensible, but in a form that is perhaps unexpected – i.e., they are being ‘spoken to’ in a language they were previously, perhaps, unaware of. The diagram for this dimension is given below:
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4.3.2.2 Rightness
For the shows put on by FTH:K, there is a similar challenge to that faced by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum, in that the norms of theatrical communication haven’t been established in a full sense.  The situation is more specific, in this case, than one of simply needing to establish ‘rules of engagement’ between theatre-makers and audiences, for here, the type of theatre is new, including, as it does, elements of different types of visually-communicative theatre.  

Provided the success of the show’s comprehensibility claims, the situation with regard to rightness becomes quite interesting.  As in the analysis for the Theatre Forum, we find the creation of a situation where claims to rightness are tentatively accepted, but nevertheless, the situation is regarded as strange (this harkens to ideas about the creation of liminal spaces).  The difference from the work of the Forum, however, is that this strangeness is not to be exploited in the interest in leading people to consider new types of behaviour perhaps appropriate to everyday life, but to expand notions of rightness per se, in order to include a concept of aesthetic work which is accessible to both the hearing and the deaf.
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4.3.2.3 Truthfulness
The work done at this level is parallel to that done at the levels of comprehensibility and rightness, where the possibility of uniting audiences of deaf and hearing into one body is explored. At this level, however, the work has to do with presenting as equal the communicative work of the actors on stage, hearing and deaf.  As I stated when first defining the validity claims, I think that audiences accept performed claims to truthfulness if they find a connection between the self of the performer and the material being presented.  For FTH:K, these performed ‘selves’ cannot present a recourse to meaning that is either spoken-language or signed-language specific.  If it did, there would be a split between performers, and we would identify two kinds of performance, rather than one, which is the goal.

If the two above-discussed claims (comprehensibility and rightness) are to be accepted and successful in creating a type of integrated one-ness, this must be based on the authentic attempt to do as much by the performers onstage.  Crucial to this is a uniformity in their presentation styles – the dimensions used by each actor should be the same – they should be speaking the same theatrical ‘language’, as it were.  This is one of the main aims in FTH:K’s training processes, where deaf and hearing actors participate together.


[image: image9]
If the styles onstage do not match, there is a type of splintering to the show which is aesthetically troubling, because it undermines the premise that differences in terms of hearing and deaf are neutralized.  Thus, the work of FTH:K is really to  attempt to neutralize that difference more and more in their work (and this is their stated aim as well).

4.3.2.4 Truth

At this level, the story is told.  There is no information related at this level which the company aims to deliver didactically to audiences in order to change their lives in some way (as is the case at the truth level with the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum).  This is not to say that the story will not change lives – in a certain sense, one could say that all story creates the possibility for future reflection, triggering as it does thoughts in recipients’ minds as to elements in the narrative that mirror or match elements in their own lives
.  

The delivery of the story rests on the success of the previously discussed claims, so that it can be understood, accepted, and appreciated.
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4.3.3.0 Bonfire

I will now turn to a consideration of the validity claims made in Playback performances by the Bonfire Theatre Company.  
4.3.3.1 Comprehensibility

Bonfire uses language and theatrical device in order to make its messages comprehensible.  To this end, it employs a fair amount of iconic devices, as well as physical movement to approximate meanings. For example, light scarves are often used to present fluid substances such as water.    

The company sees part of its mission as an attempt to bridge the gaps between South Africa’s separated social groups, and thus, there is some attempt made at becoming flexible enough to embrace the opportunity to perform for any group, no matter what language it functions in.  To this end, the company employs translations of teller stories (when the teller speaks a language that the cast don’t all understand), multiple languages in performances, and, like FTH:K, uses physical theatre devices to get messages across when it is impossible to communicate to audiences in their own languages.  This is diagrammed below:
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4.3.3.2 Rightness

At this level, there is the same possibility for strangeness as was observed for the other two companies.  To an audience unfamiliar with theatre, the performance can be completely without context and therefore fascinating on a level at which its basic normativity is questioned.

There is also a certain amount of work done, especially at the beginning of a Bonfire show, to establish a type of rightness or normalness which is very specific to a Playback theatre show.  This is the establishment of a ‘safe’ space for audience members to participate in the show by telling their personal stories.  This space is established by a number of devices, through the cast volunteering personal information of their own, by a pre-show introduction where previous storytellers are recalled, by announcements and encouragement by the conductor, and by dividing the show into phases, where in the earlier phases, only small pieces of information are asked for, in order to build up to actual storytelling gradually.
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This kind of rightness, specific to a Playback show, is thus created by a recourse to making validity claims at a truth level, which, once accepted, become standards of rightness, i.e. claims by the conductor and actors that ‘it is true that you may tell stories here and be thanked for them’, once accepted, become features of the normative context in which the show takes place (a different sort of space to that of real life… and why not?).

What’s a little bit different in this, from other kinds of theatre, is that the normative context thus created allows a more personal or internal dynamic to occur, whereby audience members are sharing parts of themselves which are not commonly shared with strangers.

This is part of the ‘community building’ aspect of Bonfire’s work.

4.3.3.3 Truthfulness and Truth
In the work of Bonfire Theatre Company, validity claims about Truthfulness and Truth have a special relationship which must be dealt with at the same time. I therefore refrain from making anything more than a few comments on these dimensions of validity separately.  Let it suffice to say that, on the level of truthfulness, what is at stake is the sincerity and the commitment presented by the troupe in performance, as it is with all acting.  On the level of truth, messages are always new and unexpected, coming as they do from information provided by audience members.  It is assumed that the audiences are relating things that occurred in reality.  I now turn to the interplay of truth and truthfulness, and the work done at these levels in Playback.
4.3.3.4 Bonfire and the Disembodied Truth (re-embodied truthfulness)

Because Playback is a participatory type of theatre, the communicative situation is not one of a group of performers making claims which are accepted or rejected by an audience.  In a very real sense, audience members become performers themselves when they volunteer to tell a story, and are making communicative claims of their own.  An analysis of the show is incomplete if it does not look at the claims made by story tellers, and how these become a crucial part of the communication.  At this point, then, in considering the dimensions of truthfulness and truth and how they are part of a Bonfire performance, I will begin with the claims made by story tellers, and consider how these feed into the performance.

The teller of a story in a Bonfire show typically makes two sorts of claims (of course, with any utterance, all four types of claim are made, but the emphasis, or point of the communication, for a teller, is on the two types of claim discussed here).  Firstly, she is relating information about the world, that is, about some experience which she underwent, and is thus making truth validity claims.  Secondly, she is also relating things about her internal subjective states as she had the experience, saying how she felt, etc., and thus also operates within the area of truthfulness or integrity claims.  One could say that she is representing an experience, and she is representing herself as undergoing that experience.  

The task of the ensemble is, then, to use this information – about the experience and the experiencing of it – to improvise a short performance which presents the same information through word, gesture, symbol and music.  

The question to ask, at this point, is what exactly occurs when the story is played back?  

The playing back sets up a dynamic where on some levels, what is ‘told’ by the ensemble and what was ‘told’ by the teller, share an identity, while on other levels, the telling is different. The same story is told but in a different way by different tellers.  If we look at the two tellings, the original one and that given by the ensemble, we find different points at which they are the same and different.  The table below shows the situation of the two tellings in terms of the relation between the validity claims made in the different instances. I discuss each of the dimensions in a bit more detail below:

Figure 14: Teller and Ensemble validity claims
	Teller’s
	Relation between the two
	Ensemble’s

	Truth
	            Equality
	Truth

	Truthfulness/subjectivity
	            Difference
	Truthfulness/subjectivity

	Right
	            Similarity
	Right

	comprehensibility
	            Similarity
	Comprehensibility


With regards to comprehensibility, the basic claim – that the material provided is intelligible – is the same, but I refer to the relationship between the teller’s and the ensemble’s comprehensibility claims as one of similarity because the former’s presentational tools are not the same as the latter’s.  The teller uses language and gesture, while the ensemble use the expanded set of tools available to the actor and musician.

With regards to rightness, the claims are also similar, but different.  The teller’s claims are that within the context of the show (and since the establishment by the ensemble and conductor that telling stories is to be the main activity), it is normatively appropriate for him to tell his story.  The ensemble’s normative claims are not only that it is appropriate for them to tell the story, but also that it is appropriate for them to reinterpret and tell the story using the forms and methods at their disposal.

With regards to truthfulness, the claims made are different, because the teller and the ensemble represent different subjectivities.  While the claims to integrity made by the teller have to do with his state of being a living human being subject to experience and the  interpretation/telling thereof, the ensemble’s claim has to do with the fact that they have taken up the role of re-interpreters and  re-tellers of stories.  The teller’s claim is also reinforced by the fact that he is the site of the original experience, while the ensemble’s claim has to do with being parties to the experience of hearing the story related.  The two entities are different ‘sites’, in the sense of being different subjects with different takes on a root experience.

With regards to truth, this is the same in both cases, because the cast is operating with information which has been borrowed from the teller.  The same facts are related, so that, information-wise, what the group is attempting to convey is the same as what the teller has conveyed before them
. The two tellings of a story are diagrammed below:


[image: image13]

[image: image14]
The truth related by the performers is what I here call a disembodied truth, in the sense that it is a set of truth claims originally made to describe an experience by someone present at the performance, but re-delivered as experiences of the performers, displayed for the purposes of performance.  The original teller is afforded a chance to witness her story, then, as a recipient or hearer. This implies, in a sense, a sort of ‘cutting off’, whereby the story is no longer hers.  I believe that from this, the original teller viewing the Playback can gain a sense of the fact that her story/experience and her subjectivity/integrity/truthfulness are separate.  That is, she as a subject of experience, as an “I”, is separated from her experience itself.  This separation, in theory, and as is affirmed by many who have had the experience of being a teller in a Bonfire show, allows for a re-viewing of the experience one has had in a perhaps more objective, removed frame of mind.

With regards to the dynamics between everyone present at the show, the same occurs.  I believe that we tend to regard other people as subjects with ranges of experience and knowledge which are vastly different from our own.  By encountering the disembodied truth of the played back story, we can realize the teller’s fundamental existence as an entity capable of experience rather than an entity constituted by its experience.  Because we somehow feel ourselves to be more primarily the former than the latter, a sense of identification and intimacy comes about as we realize what Paula Kingwill, Bonfire’s artistic director, calls our “shared humanity” (Kingwill 2007) 
.
This completes my analysis of the three companies.  The following table summarises my conclusions:
	Figure 17: Summary of Findings
	Means of claim assertion
	Problems/possibilities/comments

	Khayelitsha Theatre Forum
	
	

	Comprehensibility
	Use of different languages, acting,  calls and response
	Stability, usually accepted at this  level

	Rightness
	Attempts to assert new culture of theatre
	Lack of a norm makes work difficult, but there is a possibility to create the ‘strange’

	Truthfulness/authenticity
	Use of realistic acting
	If rightness established, acceptance at  this level usually given

	Truth
	Delivery of development messages
	Possibility of seeming didactic, possible lack of exchange with audience

	FTH:K
	
	

	Comprehensibility
	Use of non-linguistic means of story-telling
	Uniting communities, establishing new codes for theatrical communication

	Rightness
	Asserting a new ‘scene’ from  the bottom up (training, performances)
	Acceptance, creating a feeling of the  strange and new

	Truthfulness/authenticity
	Presentation of a consistent form
	Need for consistency in form between hearing and  non/hearing performers

	Truth
	Story-telling
	Stability

	Bonfire
	
	

	Comprehensibility
	Use of multiple languages and theatrical devices
	Stability 

	Rightness
	Establishing a ‘safe space’ explicitly
	Usually accepted, opening up of the dimension of rightness

	Truthfulness/authenticity
	Multiple presentations by story-tellers and performers
	Interplay of different points of view

	Truth
	Provided through audience stories
	Possibility to shed new light on stories, establish new ‘possible truths’


4.4.0 Personal Reflections on Bonfire

My discussions so far have been decidedly third person – I’ve discussed these companies with something of an outsider’s eye.  I would now like to consider my personal experiences in participating with Bonfire, as these can probably shed some light on the analysis.  As stated in the methodology section, my participation with Bonfire Theatre Company was more extensive than my participation with the other companies.  With Bonfire, I had the chance to participate in three different roles – those of story-teller, spectator and actor.  In the following, I will discuss my impressions of actual performances from each of the points of view afforded by these roles.  For the most part, I stick to my impressions without relating the actual content of shows, since these are made up of stories told by strangers, and I’m not sure I have permission to relate these.  However, in discussing my experience as a story-teller, I include my own personal story, as I think it can help to illustrate some of the pathos which is possible in Playback.  The purpose here is to relate personal experiences and impressions with the analysis.

4.4.1 Participating as a story-teller

I told a story during a Bonfire rehearsal.  It was a quite personal story, partly because the group was trying to prepare for a show in which they anticipated some emotionally difficult stories, and partly, because I wanted to see if telling that particular story and seeing a Playback performance of it would be beneficial.

The story I told was about the death of my father, and I here relate it again briefly:  We were oceans apart when he passed away, and I was unable to visit him or see him in his last days because I was kept back by some medical problems of my own.  When I first learned that I couldn’t see him, I tried to call him.  The phone was answered by his neighbour – the man lying in the bed next to him.  After asking to speak to my father, I heard the neighbour telling him that it was his son. Then my father, in a voice which to me sounded somewhat intoxicated, growled an unwillingness to talk. He said something like, “tell him to call back later.”  I believe he did not understand that it was I who had been calling – according to various accounts, he was going through periods of thinking he was in a different place than where he actually was.  I hung up the phone, and never heard my father’s voice again, because he died soon thereafter.  I was also unable to go to his funeral.

The effect of telling the story was quite moving.  I felt a comfort in sharing a subject of some grief (my father’s passing is relatively recent).  

The conductor and cast asked me a few follow-up questions before they began the Playback.  Chief among these was whether I would like to see something in the story resolved.  My answer was that I would like to have had a chance to say goodbye properly, and let my father know that I accepted his faults and shortcomings, and hoped he accepted mine.

The group then had a brief ‘huddle’, to discuss their performance amongst themselves, and then began to enact my story.  In a very nice way, the performance made me feel like I was not alone.  I suppose I felt cared-for. It is a little bit difficult to theorise about this quite emotional experience, but I will make some observations and try to consider them in light of my analytical framework.

I think I experienced a sense of release (a release of pent up loneliness) when I ‘gave away’ the story to be performed by others.  The narrative moved from one told in the first person, as my experience, to one portrayed in the third person, as an experience.  I was quite literally not at the centre of the story anymore: on the stage, the actor playing me was located slightly to stage right, while another actor playing my father was stage left.  What seemed to be in the centre was the communication between the two characters.  My intuition here is that, as stated above, the set of truth-claims making up the story were shifted away from my own truthfulness, or my own authenticity. They became connected to the authenticity of the actors portraying the experience. Which is to say, I no longer experienced the story as simultaneous to my presentation of self, but rather as part of the common knowledge of those in the room, and as something simultaneous to my experience of others.

Nevertheless, I somehow felt that in their portrayal, they were emphatically accepting me. This was a bit of a mystery to me – how a portrayal of a personal story by other people resulted in my feeling affirmed and valued.  I felt, anyway, that the message I received from the performance was that my claims to truthfulness/authenticity, made in the original telling, were completely accepted.
Paula Kingwill characterizes the goal of Bonfire vis-à-vis story-tellers as delivering “a different experience of themselves in relation to that particular story” (Kingwill,2007).  I would say that in my case, this goal was realized. 
The outsider status afforded by experiencing the story as an ‘eye’, a spectator, rather than as an ‘I’, made it possible to discover possibilities that I hadn’t considered before.  For example, I actually saw the character playing my father, and witnessed his discomfort with his situation, as well as his confusion, whereas in reality, I had been unable to know his position.  The actor, in his performance, suggested that my father had been missing me, wondering where I was and regretting my absence.  This had not occurred to me as a possibility, and it was a comfort.  

The performance also showed an addition to the story, in which I sent a letter to my father expressing my goodbyes, and which he duly received and accepted.  This was an appeal to the ‘subjunctive mode’, an attempt to offer a solution to a problem by imagining one, and while it didn’t have as powerful an effect as simply watching the actual story, it did offer a comforting thought, and the possibility to have some faith that  I and my father were ‘okay’ (resolved).

4.4.2 Participating as spectator

The experience I had when hearing stories told in Bonfire shows was one of awe.  I found it remarkable to be hearing of authentic experiences from absolute strangers.  I felt excited by this, as it was in a way a re-discovery of the authenticity of strangers.  It felt a privilege to be allowed glimpses into other people’s lives.  There was also a feeling of intimacy involved.  I here try to account for this theoretically.

On a fairly basic level, the telling of a story for the first time increases the amount of information shared by the people who hear it.  This gives them more to talk about, and unites them in the sense that they come to know something in common. It offers more contexts which can serve as platforms for forays into work towards mutual understanding.  An expanded choice of conversational contexts or topics means an expansion of the dimension of rightness, because it makes it ‘normal’ to talk about things which had previously not been available as right topics.  People can then enter into dialogue on these issues, where previously, this may have been difficult.  Though such dialogue probably doesn’t always happen – people don’t necessarily leave the show and start talking about the topics covered in the show (though in many cases they probably do) – there is nevertheless a possibility which is created, and I believe that the knowledge of this possibility is experienced as a sense of liberation.

I think a Bonfire show gives the members of an audience a sense of what unites them, in terms of shared experience.  This is illustrated in the following figure:
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There also seems to be a possibility of a show contributing to an enhanced intimacy with oneself.  Habermas (1974) states that communicative dialogue need not necessarily always involve more than one person, but that the individual can be seen as more or less in a constant state of internal dialogue.  As with communication between different interlocutors, internal dialogue involves the making of validity claims, and one can easily think of situations in which an individual’s personal set of rightness criteria may prevent him or her from accepting certain thoughts – a clichéd example would be of a man who avoids admissions of fear, and thus denies himself any internal discussion about an experience which caused him fear.  There is a possibility that the story-telling portion of a Playback show, in establishing various topics as right, could give an individual permission to reconsider or face elements of the internal dialogue that have been previously excluded from acceptance due to internal judgments that they are not right.

4.4.3 Participating as a Performer

The experience of performing in a Playback shows was exhilarating and tiring.  Considering my experience as a performer, it seems to me that the primary task is to accept the teller’s validity claims – especially those of truthfulness and truth.  In order to accurately portray the teller’s story and emotions, one must first accept them.  This implies trusting the teller and refraining from judging him or her.  Once this is done, the performance almost fuels itself.  The secret seems to be to allow one’s subjectivity to take the place of another’s (which we may argue is the aim of all acting), who is present and watching the show.  As such, one could say that Playback performance is a communicative gesture, in which the performers, through reenacting a story told by a teller, and incorporating it with themselves (taking on its emotions and struggles), communicate to the teller an absolute acceptance of his/her claims.

The latter may shed light on the mystery I spoke of in writing about the experience of telling a story, where I felt accepted and validated by the performance.

5.0 Conclusions

It is now time to offer some conclusions to this dissertation.  In this document I have attempted the application of theoretical tools, taken from Habermas’s theory of universal pragmatics, to the analysis of the work of three theatre companies.  It has been shown that each company, according to its particular project, has different ways of operating communicatively, with different emphases in different areas.  It was shown that companies forming the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum tend to concentrate on delivering information at the level of truth, while the analysis showed that they might do better to exploit their liminal possibilities on the level of rightness.  FTH:K was shown to exploit just this level, in its attempt to establish an integrated deaf/hearing theatre.  Bonfire is seen to work mostly on the level of truth and truthfulness, bending these notions in order to communicate a sense of community between people at shows.

If nothing else, I think it has been demonstrated that the analytical framework here used can stimulate thinking in an analysis of a communicative mode such as theatre.  I think a next step would be to take such an approach to minute examples – actual recorded performances, for example – in order to uncover the dynamics as they operate from one theatrical instant to another.  It may also be possible to use the framework to develop and inform applied theatre praxes so that they may communicate more successfully.
I would like to finish this discussion by returning to the two responsibilities observed in Chapter 2: the responsibility to action, and the responsibility to otherness.  The dream of Theatre  for Development is that these be accepted equally – that is, that it be possible to take some action in order to help improve the lives of others, while at the same time keeping that action from becoming an imposition or an assertion of power. This is also the dream of some thinkers on post-development (Rahnema 1997b). In order to do this, there must be an acceptance of different positions in a mutual effort towards improvement.  Understanding between parties is the first step.   It is my feeling that the thinking of Habermas can aid in better understanding theatrical communication.  Through careful analysis, it may become possible to improve the way we communicate in Theatre for Development, and thus improve our practice.
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Contributors to a Playback show expand the field of shared knowledge of those present, while  the Playback expands the number  of shared points of view
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Figure 18: Shared Knowledge
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Figure 16:  Playback of stories by Bonfire
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Figure 15: Storytellers making claims in Bonfire shows
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Figure 13: Establishing rightness by Bonfire
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Figure 12: Comprehensibility claims by Bonfire
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Figure 11: Story-truth claims by FTH:K
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Figure 10: Truthfulness claims by FTH:K
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Figure 9: Asserting rightness of new forms and styles by FTH:K
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Figure 8: claims to comprehensibility by FTH:K
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Figure 7: Didactic assertions of truth by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum
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Figure 6: Assertions of truthfulness and truth by Khayelitsha Theatre Forum received ‘liminally’
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Figure 5: Assertions of rightness by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum  resulting in surprised attention
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Figure 4: attempts at asserting/negotiating rightness by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum
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Figure 3: rightness claims by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum
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figure 2: comprehensibility claims by the Khayelitsha Theatre Forum











� Throughout, I refer to theatre as used in development work variously as theatre and development, development theatre, and applied theatre.  I refer to a general field of practitioners attempting to use theatre in the service of ‘positive change’.


�It should be noted that I refer to modernism and postmodernism in the senses with which they are associated in social science discourses. 


� Some may say that portions of Boal’s later work are not political, but rather personal, as they deal with the internal situations of individuals.  However, I think that Boal (2006) makes clear that even this sort of work becomes political, as any individual is part of the greater system.  This marks another synergy between his thinking and that of Habermas, who sees one of the benefits of the public sphere as enabling the individual to recognise, in his own life-history, the imprint and structural effects of the system (Hirschkop 2004).


� It should be noted that in later developments, Habermas speaks actually of three validity claims, as opposed to four (Fultner, 2001).  Comprehensibility is no longer discussed, possibly it becomes a part of rightness. For my purposes, the older form of the theory seems more useful, given the multi-linguistic nature of the theatre I observed, and so I keep all four validity claims.





� For an interesting analysis of Township theatre styles, using a different analytical framework, see Balme 1996.


� In line with these thoughts, one could perhaps work towards a new definition of Turner’s liminal spaces as places in which judgments on rightness are temporarily deferred.


� The show that FTH:K was producing while I interned with them did contain, at the truth level, a bit of narrative that could stand as an example of integration – a love connection between a hearing girl and a deaf boy.





� Of course, there are differences that emerge, because the facts were originally experienced in different ways. The teller lived it, the cast heard it. Still, on an informational level, there is a certain amount of knowledge which is common to the teller and the actors, and is based upon the original telling.  On other levels, the situation becomes different.





� It occurs to  me that this realization of a difference between the self as capability for consciousness and the self as a history of experiences is analogous to Johnstone’s (1979) discussion of the training given to actors in order to show them that they are (as he puts it) their imaginations, and not the improvised material which they produce (and thus, need feel no shame for improvising material that is ‘weird’).  This may be worth further consideration, also given the kinship between Johnstone’s work and that of Playback theatre. I do not, however, have time to deal with it here.





