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and interdisciplinary drive.  Performance as Research: Knowledge, Methods, Impact  
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an intervention into and extension of current debates, this is a vital collection for 
any reader concerned with the value and legitimacy of performance as research. 

  Annette Arlander  is an artist, researcher, and pedagogue. She is currently 
principal investigator of the research project How to Do Things with 
Performance? and engaged in the project Performing with Plants. 

  Bruce Barton  is a creator/scholar, Artistic Director of the interdisciplinary 
performance hub Vertical City, and Director of the School of Creative and 
Performing Arts, University of Calgary. 

  Melanie Dreyer-Lude  is a director, actor, producer, and teacher. She is a 
resident producing artist at Civic Ensemble, Ithaca, and an Assistant Professor in 
the Department of Theatre and Dance, Missouri University. 

  Ben Spatz  is author of  What a Body Can Do: Technique as Knowledge, Practice as 
Research  and editor of the videographic  Journal of Embodied Research . They are 
currently Senior Lecturer in Drama, Theatre and Performance at University of 
Huddersfi eld.   



http://taylorandfrancis.com


 Knowledge, Methods, Impact 

 Edited by Annette Arlander, Bruce 
Barton, Melanie Dreyer-Lude, 
and Ben Spatz 

 Performance as Research 



   First edition published 2018 
 by Routledge 
 2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 4RN 

 and by Routledge 
 711 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017 

  Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business  

 © 2018 selection and editorial matter, Annette Arlander, Bruce 
Barton, Melanie Dreyer-Lude, Ben Spatz; individual chapters, the 
contributors. 

 The right of the Annette Arlander, Bruce Barton, Melanie Dreyer-
Lude, Ben Spatz to be identified as the authors of the editorial 
material, and of the authors for their individual chapters, has been 
asserted in accordance with sections 77 and 78 of the Copyright, 
Designs and Patents Act 1988. 

 All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or 
reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, 
or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including 
photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or 
retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers. 

  Trademark notice : Product or corporate names may be trademarks 
or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and 
explanation without intent to infringe. 

  British Library Cataloguing-in-Publication Data  
 A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library 

  Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data  
Names: Arlander, Annette, 1956– editor. | Barton, Bruce, 1958– editor. | 
 Dreyer-Lude, Melanie, editor. | Spatz, Ben, editor.
Title: Performance as research : knowledge, methods, impact / edited 
 by Annette Arlander, Bruce Barton, Melanie Dreyer-Lude, and 
 Ben Spatz.
Description: First edition. | New York : Routledge, 2017. | Includes 
 bibliographical references.
Identifiers: LCCN 2017020995 | ISBN 9781138068704 (hardback) | 
 ISBN 9781138068711 (pbk.) | ISBN 9781315157672 (ebook)
Subjects: LCSH: Performing arts—Research—Methodology.
Classification: LCC PN1576 .P43 2017 | DDC 790.2—dc23
LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2017020995

 ISBN:  978-1-138-06870-4  (hbk) 
 ISBN:  978-1-138-06871-1  (pbk) 
 ISBN:  978-1-315-15767-2  (ebk) 

 Typeset in Bembo 
 by Apex CoVantage, LLC 

https://lccn.loc.gov/2017020995


 List of fi gures  vii
 List of contributors  ix
 Acknowledgements  xvi

  Introduction I. Wherefore PAR? Discussions on 
“a line of fl ight”  1
 BRUCE BARTON 

  1 On PAR: a dialogue about performance-as-research  20
 JONATHAN HERON AND BAZ KERSHAW 

  2 Research-based practice: facilitating transfer across 
artistic, scholarly, and scientifi c inquiries  32
 PIL HANSEN 

  3 The daisy chain model: an approach to epistemic mapping 
and dissemination in performance-based research  50
 JOANNA BUCKNALL 

  Introduction II. Threads: linking PAR practice across 
spectrums  75
 MELANIE DREYER-LUDE 

  4 A new rhetoric: notes on performance as research 
in academia  84
 VALENTINA SIGNORE 

  5 Research as theatre (RaT): positioning theatre at the 
centre of PAR, and PAR at the centre of the academy  105
 YELENA GLUZMAN 

   Contents 



vi Contents

  6 Agential cuts and performance as research  133
 ANNETTE ARLANDER 

  7  Antromovimento : developing a new methodology 
for theatre anthropology  152
 LAURELANN PORTER 

  8 PAR and decolonisation: notemakings from an 
Indian and South African context  170
 MANOLA K. GAYATRI 

  9 Containers of practice: would you step into my shell?  185
 GÖZE SANER 

  Introduction III. Mad Lab – or why we can’t do 
practice as research  209
 BEN SPATZ 

 10 PAR produces plethora, extended voices are 
plethoric, and why plethora matters  224
 YVON BONENFANT 

 11 Choreographic practice-as-research: visualizing 
conceptual structures in contemporary dance  249
 STEPHAN JÜRGENS AND CARLA FERNANDES 

 12 The city (as) place: performative remappings 
of urban space through artistic research  275
 SHANA MACDONALD 

 13 Resonance in the steps of Rubicon  297
 MONICA SAND 

 14 Violence and performance research methods: 
direct-action, “die-ins,” and allyship in a Black 
Lives Matter era  311
 JUAN MANUEL ALDAPE MUÑOZ 

  Introduction to future concerns. Multiple futures of 
performance as research?  333
 ANNETTE ARLANDER 

Index 350



   Figures 

   2.1  Revised version of chart by Pil Hansen; the original is 
published in Hansen and Barton (2009, 132)  40

   2.2  Public Recordings’ dancers futuring in  Relay.  Enwave Theatre, 
Toronto, Canada, 2010  41

   2.3  Ame Henderson and James Long futuring memory in an 
 Acts of Memory  experiment. The Theatre Centre, Toronto, 
Canada, 2011  43

   3.1  General daisy chain single head model  61
   3.2  General daisy chain multi-head model  62
   3.3   Wish Box ’s discursive relational heritage  65
   3.4  Head one: the signifi cance of space  66
   3.5  Head two: social space  67
   3.6   You, Hope, Her & Me  relational impact  70
   4.1  A white silhouette replaces the naked body of Phryne in the 

painting by Jean Léon Gérôme. The image suggests that in 
artistic research unspeakable insights may be made present to 
the audience by means other than words. The original 
painting is part of the collection of the Kunsthalle Hamburg  85

   4.2  The matrix offers an overview of the four PAR sessions analysed 
in this essay, in contrast with a “generic” academic presentation. 
The matrix is an elaboration of the author  90

   4.3  Different spaces explored by the PAR working groups 
(clockwise from top left): a singular central space (G1), 
nomadic space (G2), ludic space (G4), dispersed central space (G3)  93

   4.4  Rules of engagement (clockwise from top left): rules written on 
the blackboard (G1), embodied rules (G2), site-specifi c written 
rules (G4), explained rules (G3)  96

   5.1  Page 10 of the lecture booklet given to the conference audience  124
   6.1   A Day with Malla (text) , video still  137
   6.2   Day and Night with Malla , video still  139
   6.3   Looking at Malla , video still  142



viii Figures

   6.4   Meeting Malla , video still  146
   6.5   Meeting Malla , video still  147
   7.1  Monza demonstrating foot position  153
   7.2  Monza teaching correct gestures for Ogum  154
   9.1  Göze Saner in  ev·de·yol·da / at·home·on·the·road , 5 January 

2012, The Empty Space Theatre, Bakersfi eld, California  188
   9.2   Göçmen Adımlar/Migrant Steps  collaborators. Clockwise from 

top left: Carine Koleilat, Alev Erdoğan, Margarida Correia, 
Ayşe Yılmaz, Göze Saner, Perihan Tan, Zeynep Kepekli, Nia 
Wood, Eylem Nalan Karaoğlan, Leyla Kepez, Dilek Koca, 
Naciye Yurdakul, Gülhan Küpeli, Güllü Kuşçu  190

   9.3  The tortoise as container. Naciye Yurdakul, Dilek Koca and 
Gülhan Küpeli in  Göçmen Adımlar/Migrant Steps , 8 March 2014, 
North London Community House, Tottenham, London  193

   9.4  Göze Saner does Stepping holding an umbrella  200
  11.1   Video still  I Was Here  (2015, Caldas de Rainha version)   260
  11.2   Video still from our infographic fi lm about  I Was Here    261
  11.3   Video still from infographic fi lm on  I Was Here   – organization 

of the fi ve thematic areas  264
  11.4   Video still from infographic fi lm on  I Was Here  – organization 

of the fi ve thematic areas   265
  11.5   Video still from infographic fi lm on  I Was Here  – comparison 

between scenic structure of three versions   269
  12.1   Dear Ruth (2009)   279
  12.2   Dear Ruth  (2009)  282
  12.3   Reconstruction  (2016)  290
  13.1  The staircase in front of the Gothenburg Art Museum  303
  13.2  Vasagatan, Gothenburg  304
  14.1  “Street Death” (2014). Berkeley community members perform 

a four-minute die-in to remember the Black and Brown bodies 
killed by the police  318

  14.2  “Black Lives Matter in Minnesota” (2016). Community 
members gather in front of the Minnesota governor’s residence  323

  14.3  “Castile Flowers” (2016). Community members brought 
fl owers to the site where Offi cer Jeronimo Yanez killed 
Philando Castile  326

  14.4  “Falcon Heights Triptych” (2016). The police manage the 
crowds on the site where Philando Castile was killed    328



  Annette Arlander  is an artist, researcher, and a pedagogue based in Helsinki. 
She received a diploma in theatre directing (1981), MA (philosophy) and DA 
(theatre and drama, 1999). She was professor of performance art and theory 
at Theatre Academy, Helsinki (2001–2013), head of the Performing Arts 
Research Centre (2007–2009), professor of artistic research and vice dean for 
research at University of the Arts Helsinki Theatre Academy (2015–2016), 
visiting professor at Stockholm University of the Arts (2015–2016), and pro-
fessor of artistic research at Academy of Fine Arts, University of the Arts Hel-
sinki (2016). At present she is engaged in the project Performing with Plants 
at the Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies. Arlander is a member of 
the editorial board of JAR ( Journal for Artistic Research ) and co-convener of 
the Artistic Research Working Group of Performance Studies International. 
She is the PI of the Academy of Finland-funded research project How to 
Do Things with Performance. Her research interests include artistic research, 
performance as research, performance studies, site-specifi city, and the envi-
ronment. Her artwork involves performing landscape by means of video or 
recorded voice, moving between performance art, video, and environmental 
art. For a full biography see https://annettearlander.com. 

  Bruce Barton  is a creator/scholar whose practice-based research and teach-
ing focus on physical dramaturgies in devised, immersive, and intermedial 
performance. He has published in a wide range of scholarly and practi-
cal periodicals, including  Performance Research ,  TDR ,  Theatre Journal ,  Theatre 
Topics ,  Canadian Theatre Review , and  Theatre Research in Canada , as well as 
numerous national and international essay collections. His book publica-
tions include  At the Intersection Between Art and Research  (2010), and  Collective 
Creation, Collaboration and Devising  (2008). Bruce is a co-convenor of the 
Performance as Research Working Group of the International Federation for 
Theatre Research, a co-convenor of the Artistic Research Working Group at 
Performance Studies international, and the artist relations offi cer on the PSi 
Board. Bruce is also an award-winning playmaker who works extensively as 

 Contributors 

https://annettearlander.com


x Contributors

a director, writer, and dramaturg with many of Canada’s most accomplished 
physical performance companies. He is the artistic director of Vertical City, 
an interdisciplinary performance hub located in Calgary. In January 2015, 
Bruce became the fi rst director of the new School of Creative and Perform-
ing Arts at the University of Calgary. For a full biography see http://brucew
barton.com/about-3/. 

  Yvon Bonenfant  likes voices that do what voices don’t usually do, and bodies 
that make technical virtuosities out of their ‘fl aws’. In 2012, his work took an 
interactive turn, investigating how we entice audiences to explore their own 
extra-normal voicings. His art, presentations, and publications have been sup-
ported by the AHRC, the British Academy, Arts Council England, EMPAC, 
and others; he has been Laureate of a Wellcome Trust Large Arts Award. His 
works have appeared in ten countries and he has published widely. Recently, 
he has begun experimenting with how we might render the aesthetic expe-
rience of queered vocal identity tactile; he co-developed Tract and Touch’s 
voice-styling/hair-styling/touch-styling console  Curious Replicas  with vibra-
tion engineer Peter Glynne-Jones and coder Kingsley Ash. He is a professor 
of artistic process, voice and extended practices at the University of Win-
chester and artistic director of Tract and Touch. 

  Joanna Bucknall  is a practitioner-scholar who has been making theatre, live 
art, performance art, durational works, and immersive performance since 
2004. Her research interests include PBR methodologies, lively approaches 
to performance documentation, immersive/interactive dramaturgies, and 
embodied approaches to reception studies. She makes work that is audience-
centric; immediate, intimate, and interactive. She currently works with two 
performance companies: KeepHouse Performance and Vertical Exchange 
Performance Collective. She is an associate artist at the New Theatre Royal 
(NTR) in Portsmouth. In the past she has worked with Fierce, The Barbican 
in Plymouth, Camden People’s Theatre, The Basement in Brighton, Per-
forming Arts Centre Lincoln, Brighton Fringe Festival, and Battersea Arts 
Centre. She is the creator of Talking About Immersive Theatre (TAIT). TAIT 
is a podcast series that hosts interviews with immersive and interactive the-
atre makers, producers, and performers working mostly in the UK. 

  Melanie Dreyer-Lude  currently serves as Associate Professor and Coordina-
tor of Theatre Studies in the Department of Theatre and Dance at Mis-
souri State University. She is the former co-artistic director of ShatterMask 
Theatre (St. Louis) and International Culture Lab (New York City), and has 
been directing professionally for 25 years in many venues both domestic and 
abroad. She recently returned from Berlin, Germany, on a Fulbright Fellow-
ship, where she investigated Germany’s response to the current refugee crisis. 
Fluent in German, Dreyer-Lude translates and directs contemporary German 
plays that have been produced in the United States and Canada. She has been 

http://brucewbarton.com/about-3/
http://brucewbarton.com/about-3/


Contributors xi

a passionate advocate and participant in PAR practice since 2007. Currently, 
she is exploring collaborative projects with artists in Kampala, Uganda. 

  Carla Fernandes  holds a PhD in cognitive linguistics. She was an Assistant 
Professor at IPLeiria until 2007, and is currently working as Principal Inves-
tigator and Invited Professor at FCSH – Universidade Nova de Lisboa. She 
was awarded a European Research Council grant for her interdisciplinary 
project BlackBox, a collaborative platform to document performance com-
position from conceptual structures in the backstage to customizable visual-
izations in the front-end, running under her direction at FCSH-UNL from 
2014 to 2019. At present her research focus is in the intersection of arts and 
cognition, multimodal communication, new media, and the performing arts 
(from cognitive and ethnographic perspectives). Particular interests include 
the analysis of multimodal corpora and their relevance for the creation of 
digital “archives of processes,” as alternative ways to document ephemeral art 
forms, such as contemporary dance. She is the author of book chapters and 
papers in international journals and conferences in the fi elds of multimodal 
communication, performance studies, digital media, and intangible heritage. 

  Manola K. Gayatri  is a praxis-oriented writer, researcher, artist, and teacher. 
She is currently Postdoctoral Fellow in the Drama Department of University 
of Pretoria and Visiting Faculty at Ambedkar University, Delhi, at Centre 
for Development Practice. She received her doctorate in theatre and per-
formance studies at the School of Arts and Aesthetics, Jawaharlal Nehru 
University, where she traced a feminist genealogy of women’s poetic utter-
ance. She was a postdoctoral project partner in the UGC-UKIERI proj-
ect “Gendered Citizenship: Manifestations and Performance” (University 
of Warwick and JNU). She is co-founder of TILT, The Institute of Lead-
ership and Transformation, based in Pretoria, and will be convener of the 
Performance-as-Research Working Group of the International Federation 
for Theatre Research from July 2017. As an artistic researcher she has pre-
sented work at national and international conferences in India, the UK, Italy, 
Germany, South Africa, Sweden, and other places. 

  Yelena Gluzman  is a theatre and fi lm director, scholar, and editor. Since 1999, 
she has made numerous “science projects” – performances that experimen-
tally explore the conditions of encounter in theatre. Her recent work on 
academic methods of knowledge production includes a collaborative read-
ing project called  Feminist Theory Theatre  (In  Imagined Theatres , ed. Dan-
iel Sack, 2017). Yelena is a founding editor at Ugly Duckling Presse, and 
edits both  Emergency INDEX  and the  Emergency Playscripts  series ( Emergency 
INDEX Vol. 6  and Annie Dorsen’s  A Piece of Work  are forthcoming in 2017). 
She holds an MFA in theatre directing from Columbia University and is 
currently working towards a PhD in communication and science studies at 
UC San Diego. She is the recipient of a Making & Doing Award (with Sarah 



xii Contributors

Klein) from the Society for Social Studies of Science (2015), an Interdisci-
plinary Award from the UCSD Graduate Students Association (2016), and a 
Frontiers of Innovation Scholars Program (FISP) award. 

  Pil Hansen  is an Assistant Professor of Dance and Drama at the University 
of Calgary, a founding member of Vertical City Performance, and a dance/
devising dramaturg. Her empirical and PAR experiments examine cogni-
tive dynamics of memory and perception in creative processes. She devel-
oped the tool-set “Perceptual Dramaturgy” and, with Bruce Barton, the 
interdisciplinary research model “Research-Based Practice.” Hansen has 
dramaturged 26 works and her scholarly research is published in  TDR: The 
Drama Review ,  Performance Research ,  Journal of Dramatic Theory and Criticism , 
 Connection Science ,  Theatre Topics ,  Canadian Theatre Review ,  Peripiti, Koreograf-
isk Journal ,  MAPA D2 , and 11 essay collections. Hansen is primary editor 
of  Dance Dramaturgy: Modes of Agency, Awareness and Engagement  (2015) and 
 Performing the Remembered Present: The Cognition of Memory in Dance, The-
atre and Music  (2017). Current and recent artistic collaborators are: Kaeja 
d’Dance, Theatre Junction Grand, Toronto Dance Theatre, and Public 
Recordings. 

  Jonathan Heron  is IATL Deputy Director and a Principal Teaching Fellow 
at the University of Warwick, where he specialises in interdisciplinary prac-
tice. He was previously Research Associate at the CAPITAL Centre (a col-
laboration with the Royal Shakespeare Company) and Youth Arts Leader at 
Pegasus Oxford, during their fi ftieth anniversary. He co-founded Fail Bet-
ter Productions in 2001, the Student Ensemble in 2009, and the Samuel 
Beckett Laboratory (at Trinity College Dublin) in 2013. He co-convened 
the International Federation for Theatre Research ‘Performance-as-Research’ 
working group (2013–16) and co-established the ‘Modernism, Medicine and 
Embodied Mind’ AHRC-funded network (with Bristol University). His aca-
demic research has been published in the  Journal of Beckett Studies  (2014), 
 Shakespeare on the University Stage  (2015),  Medical Humanities  (British Medi-
cal Journals, 2016), and  Research in Drama Education: The Journal of Applied 
Theatre and Performance  (2017). 

  Stephan Jürgens  holds a PhD in contemporary choreography and new media 
technologies. His research interests concentrate on designing creative strate-
gies for live performance involving interactive systems. He has been teaching 
movement research, interdisciplinary choreography, and interactive system 
design. As a choreographer he has presented several works supported by the 
Portuguese Ministry of Culture. His collaborative digital performance work 
 .txt  won the national multimedia prize in 2010. He is the author of several 
peer-reviewed papers and book chapters. As a core researcher of the ERC-
funded  BlackBox project , Stephan is collaboratively exploring the intersection 
of the performing arts with the newest digital media technologies to support 



Contributors xiii

software development assisting creative processes and performance composi-
tion. More concretely, his focus is on the “translation” of artistic conceptual 
structures in the work of selected artists into the software architecture of a 
novel collaborative platform to be built during the course of the project. 

  Baz Kershaw  is Emeritus Professor of Theatre and Performance at University 
of Warwick. An engineer before gaining English, philosophy, and drama 
degrees from Manchester, Hawaii, and Exeter Universities, he has been vis-
iting researcher at several universities abroad and keynote speaker at many 
international conferences. He directed PARIP (Practice as Research in Per-
formance, 2000–06), the fi rst major research initiative/enquiry for perform-
ing arts as research. Projects as a practitioner in experimental, community, 
and radical theatre include shows at the legendary London Drury Lane Arts 
Lab, with Ann Jellicoe’s Colway Theatre Trust and Welfare State Interna-
tional, plus since 2000 several eco-specifi c events in southwest England. His 
many publications include  The Politics of Performance  (1992),  The Radical in 
Performance  (1999),  Cambridge History of British Theatre Vol. 3 Since 1895 ,  The-
atre Ecology  (2007), and (with Helen Nicholson)  Research Methods in Theatre 
and Performance  (2011). In 2010 he set up an Earthrise Repair Shop that aims 
to mend broken imaginings of Earth. 

  Shana MacDonald  is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Drama and 
Speech Communication at the University of Waterloo. Her research exam-
ines the intersections between cinema, performance, screen-based installa-
tion, and public art with a focus on historical and contemporary feminist 
experimental media. This work is closely aligned with her practice as an 
internationally screened fi lmmaker, curator, and installation artist.  She is 
founder and director of the ‘Mobile Art Studio’ (MAS), a transitory creative 
lab space that brings art out of the gallery and into public participatory 
spaces. Her artistic research is committed to fi nding new aesthetic forms 
for abandoned and undervalued materials, experiences, and histories. She 
has recent publications  in  Performance Research ,  Media Fields ,  Feminist Media 
Histories , and the  Canadian Journal of Film Studies . 

  Juan Manuel Aldape Muñoz  is concerned about choreographic processes, 
latinidad, undocumented bodies, and sweat citizenships. He is a co-orga-
nizer of the Festival of Latin American Contemporary Choreographers, as 
well as the e-resource convener for the International Federation for Theatre 
Research’s Performance as Research working group. He is the co-founder 
of A PerFarmance Project, site-specifi c collaborations between farmers and 
performers researching the concept of food security and labour. For ten 
years, he was a member of the improvisational dance company Movement 
Forum. He is a PhD student in the performance studies program at UC 
Berkeley (US) and he holds an MA in international performance research 
from the University of Warwick (UK). 



xiv Contributors

  Laurelann Porter  is currently an Assistant Professor of Communication Arts 
at Benedictine University. She received her PhD in theatre and performance 
of the Americas from Arizona State University. She earned her BFA in inde-
pendent theatre studies from Boston University and her MFA in playwriting 
from Arizona State University. Her current research project is a collabora-
tion with Brazilian dancer and choreographer Mestre Monza Calabar. Their 
work together seeks to explore the possibilities of teaching Afro-Brazilian 
histories and epistemologies through dance, movement, crafts, and culinary 
arts. Porter is also a playwright and solo performer. “Sympathy for Exú” 
is the newest product of her creative practice. The solo piece incorporates 
elements of Afro-Brazilian mythologies, in particular stories of the trickster 
fi gure, Exú. Her current playwriting project is a collaboration with a nursing 
scholar and fellow ethnographer, Dr Amy Funk. The project, “27 listeners” 
is based on Funk’s dissertation research on sibling grief. 

  Monica Sand  is a Swedish artist and artistic researcher with a PhD in archi-
tecture from the School of Architecture, the Royal Institute of Technology 
in 2008. During 2009–11 she was a postdoc at the University College of 
Arts Crafts and Design (Konstfack). Since 2011 Sand has been employed as 
a researcher and research-coordinator at the Swedish Centre for Architec-
ture and Design in Stockholm. In both artistic practice and research as well 
as through courses in art and architecture, Sand stages spatial and collec-
tive experiments as a method to form and perform artistic research. With 
the long-term research project  Playing the Space  her aim is to compose and 
recompose urban rhythms and resonances through playful events in collabo-
ration with sound-artists, dancers, musicians, students, researchers, and urban 
planners. https://playingthespace.wordpress.com. 

  Göze Saner  is an actor, a practitioner-researcher, and a lecturer at the Depart-
ment of Theatre and Performance, Goldsmiths, University of London. She 
studied philosophy at Bryn Mawr College and completed a practice-based 
PhD on archetype and performance at Royal Holloway, University of London. 
She has trained and performed internationally, with Bilsak Tiyatro Atölyesi 
led by Nihal Koldaş, with the Quick and the Dead led by Alison Hodge, 
with the New Winds led by Iben Nagel Rasmussen, and with her own 
company, cafi la aeterna.  Göçmen Adımlar/Migrant Steps , a community theatre 
project where she worked with groups of Turkish-speaking migrant women 
in the UK and Europe, won a Walk21 Walking Visionaries Jury Prize and 
continues with workshops in different public contexts. Investigating how the 
actor’s work can be disseminated remotely to non-actors, Göze is currently 
developing a DIY  Migrant Steps  toolkit. 

  Valentina Signore  is a freelance architect and Research Fellow in the Faculty 
of Architecture at KU Leuven. She gained a PhD in urban studies from the 
Università degli Studi di Roma Tre with the dissertation  The Performative 

https://playingthespace.wordpress.com


Contributors xv

Project: How to Recognise and Interpret It  (2013). As a postdoc researcher she 
participated in the EU-funded project ADAPT-r, where she studied more 
than 20 creative practices and their practice researches. Valentina investi-
gates research as a creative practice, focusing on the design of its artefacts as 
research outputs. She has contributed a chapter to the volume  Performative 
Urbanism Generating and Designing Urban Space  (Munich: Jovis, 2014) and is 
professionally trained in shiatsu. 

  Ben Spatz  is Senior Lecturer in Drama, Theatre and Performance at the Uni-
versity of Huddersfi eld; author of  What a Body Can Do: Technique as Knowl-
edge, Practice as Research  (2015); convener of the Embodied Research Working 
Group within the International Federation for Theatre Research; editor of the 
 Journal of Embodied Research , a peer-reviewed videographic journal launched 
in 2017; and Arts & Humanities Research Council Leadership Fellow (2016–
2018) with the project ‘Judaica: An Embodied Laboratory for Song-Action’. 
Recent talks and workshops include ‘What Is a Song?’ (The British Library), 
‘Beyond Performer Training’ (University of Kent), ‘An Epistemic Context 
for Martial Arts’ (University of Cardiff), ‘Decolonizing Song-Action: A 
Laboratory Report’ (Maynooth University), ‘Re-Reading Grotowski in the 
Anthropocene’ (University of the Arts Helsinki), and ‘Future Documents: 
Video Epistemology and Embodied Research’ (University of Manchester). 

  



 Acknowledgements 

The editors wish to acknowledge the core infl uence of the Performance as 
Research Working Group of the International Federation for Theatre Research 
(FIRT/IFTR) in the endeavour of creating this book. Many, but not all, contri-
butions in this volume are made by members or visitors of the working group. 
After initial meetings at conferences in Amsterdam (2002) and St. Petersburg 
(2005), organised by the fi rst convenors Baz Kershaw and Jacqueline Martin, 
the group had its fi rst offi cial meeting at the IFTR conference in Helsinki 
(2006) and has since met at every yearly conference. We want to thank the 
subsequent convenors of the working group, not contributing to this volume, 
Anna Birch, Mark Fleishman, Emma Meehan and Johnmichael Rossi, for 
developing the practices and discourses around performance as research and 
for supporting publication endeavours. We want to extend our gratitude to all 
presenters and participants over the years, some of whom joined the group for 
one conference, while others have participated in most of the meetings, here 
listed in alphabetical order (with apologies for any unintended omissions):

Cynthia Asperger, Jane Bacon, Paul Barker, Stefanie Bauerochse, Annouchka 
Bayley, Matteo Bonfi tto, June Boyce-Tillman, Mari Boyd, Marie-Louise Craw-
ley, Alison Curtis-Jones, Flavia D’Avila, Chloé Déchery, Maria Ni Dubhain, 
Natalia Duong, Natalia Esling, Rakel Ezpeleta, Robert Faguy, Angie Farrow, 
Anna Fenemore, Ciane Fernandes, Kristin Fredricksson, David Furnham, Bree 
Hadley, Kristina Hagström-Ståhl, Daniela Hahn, Dorita Hannah, Luciana 
Hartmann, I Lien Ho, Ali Hodge, Carolien Hermans, Pauliina Hulkko,Tomi 
Humalisto, Lynette Hunter, Mark Hunter, Kathleen Irwin, Ola Johansson, 
Esa Kirkkopelto, Anu Koskinen, May Agnes Krell, Annelis Kuhlmann, Soile 
Lahdenperä, Karen Lauke, Jean Lee, Peilin Liang, Alys Longley, Holly Maples, 
David Mason, Marina Marcondes Machado, Junghwa Mah, Jiao Yin Mei, 
Nando Messias, Roberta Mock, Tero Nauha, Tessa Needham, Ursula Neuer-
burger Denzer, Helen Newall, Ludimila Mota Nunes, Richard O’Brien, Dan 
Olsen, Elaine O’Sullivan, Kjell Yngve Petersen, Diego Pizarro, Pilvi Porkola, Ste-
phen Purcell, Lucia Repasska, Walmeri Ribeiro, Alison Richards, Helen Richards-
son, Elisabeth de Roza, Judith Rudakoff, Stefanie Sachsenmaier, Paula Salosaari, 
Cibele Sastre, Christina Schmutz, Marianne Sharp, Lena Simic, Jaqui Singer, 



Acknowledgements xvii

Karin Sondergaard, Zoe Svendsen, Mark Swetz, Mary Tarantino, Mark Tatlow, 
Myer Taub, Mariana Terra, Liz Tomlin, James Wilson, Harry Wilson, Viktoria 
Volkova, Martin Wylde, and Abd Latif Zaina.

The editors also wish to thank the contributors for their patience during the 
publication process; editorial assistant Natalia Esling and University of Cal-
gary graduate research assistants, Sarah Bannister and Adrian Young, for their 
invaluable help in preparing the manuscript for submission; and our editors at 
Routledge, Kate Edwards and Ben Piggott, for their professionalism and skill in 
producing this volume.



http://taylorandfrancis.com


 Perhaps it will come across as contrarian to begin the introduction to a volume 
of essays with the primary title  Performance as Research  with a refusal to attempt 
to defi ne performance as research (PAR). However, PAR, in all its many per-
mutations, has often been the domain of good-natured and well-intentioned 
contrarians, and in this regard the present volume continues a fi rmly established 
tradition. Certainly, in a number of ways this publication adopts structures and 
strategies that will be familiar for readers acquainted with previous essay col-
lections on this and related topics. The voices gathered here are similarly (if not 
more so) diverse in terms of geography, culture, and artistic discipline, as well as 
in their relationship to embodied practice and institutional affi liation. However, 
this collection also attempts, both directly and through nuance, some distinct 
departures from earlier collections that we hope will be productively facilitative, 
rather than (merely) provocative. These include most explicitly the points of 
individual focus named in its subtitle, but also an attempt to both recognize and 
establish sites of connection, juxtaposition, and intersection between conspicu-
ously diverse approaches to an undeniably diversifi ed fi eld of research. 

 It will be useful here to trace the trajectory of this volume back to its incep-
tion. Its birthplace was the Performance as Research Working Group of the 
International Federation for Theatre Research (IFTR), which has met annu-
ally since its fi rst gathering in 2006, then under the stewardship of Baz Ker-
shaw and Jacqueline Martin. In 2013 the Working Group (then convened by 
Annette Arlander along with Jonathan Heron and Emma Meehan) established 
a publications subcommittee made up of the other three editors of this volume 
(Barton, Dreyer-Lude, and Spatz). Thus, as editors we were gathered within the 
pre-established context of the Working Group’s self-designation as a PAR orga-
nization, including that group’s congregate, historically evolving understandings 
of what PAR is and can be. Seeking to both honor and exploit that context but 
also to push the discourse beyond prior publications on the topic, we drafted an 
uncommonly detailed, even prescriptive open call for proposals. The resulting 
collection thus includes entries by some of the Working Group’s longstand-
ing members as well as many new voices from around the globe. Further, in 
this CFP we aimed to both acknowledge existing perspectives and chart an 
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extended trajectory through the distinct yet interrelated categories of  knowledge , 
 methods , and  impact . As stated in the open call, 

 In order to make meaningful contributions to an academic environment that 
increasingly prioritizes interdisciplinary social and political inquiry, does PAR 
need to demonstrate not only rigorous application of methodologies and 
documentation strategies, but also substantive results? What form might these 
results take? Beyond performative “symbolic data” – which only increases in 
artistic value through ambiguity and openness to  interpretation – must PAR 
generate more conventionally accessible and less ambiguous results? Must 
these results satisfy the criteria more commonly associated with other forms 
of research activity, such as  outcomes ,  impact ,  utility ,  circulation ,  transmissibility , 
and  transferability ? To what degree, and in what ways, should the established 
criteria of  knowledge production  determine and shape the potential of PAR 
activity, currently and in the coming decades? How might PAR practitioners 
advocate for expanded and refi ned engagement with a diverse range of fi elds 
of knowledge – somatic, kinesthetic, and phenomenological, in addition to 
more traditional analytical and empirical models – as a means of extending 
the potential of PAR validity and relevance? 

 These questions refl ect a set of priorities shared by all of the volume’s editors. 
Our common goal was to court both an expansive disciplinary range and a 
distinct degree of specifi city in terms of critical articulation: “We welcome pro-
posals addressing PAR processes and projects drawn from a broad, thoroughly 
interdisciplinary spectrum, and from both academic and non-institutional 
contexts. All proposals should be grounded in specifi c creative, artistic, and/
or embodied practices. Further, all proposals should refl ect the authors’ careful 
and explicit refl ection on the key considerations detailed above: (1)  contextual 
disciplines or fi elds of knowledge ; (2)  methods and/or methodologies ; and (3)  results of 
the research .” 

 Despite this solidarity, however, and despite the real pleasure we take in work-
ing with one another, I think it is safe to say that the four of us have quite dif-
ferent relationships with PAR, both in terms of our own practices and in terms 
of the now extensive existing scholarship in this area. No doubt, then, both the 
preconceptions with which we entered this publication project and the explicit 
individual contributions we have made to its pages refl ect this heterogeneity – 
as does the somewhat unorthodox decision to punctuate the volume with no 
fewer than four separate ‘introductions,’ each of which asserts a distinct and 
characteristic orientation on our shared topic. Even within the confi nes of a 
small sub-committee of a focused Working Group within a single scholarly 
association, PAR remains a conspicuously elusive idea – at precisely the same 
time that it is passionately advocated. 

 These same two characteristics of PAR as it relates to artistic practice – its 
elusive nature and its passionate pursuit – are in ample evidence throughout 
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the essays contained in this volume. Arguably, a call for proposals organized 
under the rubric of practice as research, practice-based research, practice-led 
research, or any number of other affi liated designations would have attracted a 
similarly diverse set of submissions – possibly from many of the same authors. 
Despite the many concerted and worthy efforts by practitioners and scholars to 
stake claims, delimit territories, and defi ne jurisdictions, the research conducted 
under the banner of performance as research is almost inevitably  congregate , even 
aquisitory (as in “seeking to acquire and own, often greedily” [Dictionary.com]) 
in terms of its engagement with both methods and methodology. Thus, while 
attempts to distinguish between multiple categories of related activity (PAR, 
PaR, PBR, etc.) are often successful in differentiating  theoretically  between pre-
liminary motivations, methodological priorities, institutional contexts, and geo-
graphic locations, the same designations are only occasionally respected neatly 
or simply by the research activity itself. This situation in no way diminishes the 
importance of these efforts towards defi nitions, which are critical acts that serve 
(at least) the twinned necessities of personal self-refl ection and institutional self-
validation. But these same circumstances assert additional obligations, within 
such a highly diversifi ed and mutable fi eld of activity, towards more locally 
oriented and specifi cally focused articulation. 

 This introductory essay – as noted, the fi rst of four – is one attempt among 
several within this volume to imagine and perform strategies to fulfi ll this obli-
gation of focused articulation. As also noted, our establishment of three key 
areas of emphasis was among our earliest and most explicit gestures in this 
regard. Co-editor Melanie Dreyer-Lude’s astute and attentive cross-referencing 
of key tropes, preoccupations, and structural elements (Introduction II) across 
all the entries in the collection is another. Ben Spatz’s intentionally (if benevo-
lently) provocative querying of the very possibility of PAR (Introduction III), 
with its insistence on a much needed if uncommon precision of terminology, 
is another. And Annette Arlander’s thoroughly informed and contextualized 
speculation on future developments (Introduction IV), which seeks to position 
PAR within a broader assessment of the “performative turn,” is yet another. 
For my part, I propose that the path to higher levels of precision in articulation 
requires an initial, perhaps counter-intuitive concession to  generalization  as a 
process of  distillation , and the use of a broader brush as a means towards a com-
mon basis from which key entry points and appropriate frames of reference for 
more narrowly defi ned specifi city may be determined. 

 To this end, my strategy in this essay is to expand my focus by one full layer 
in the discourse, to leave the discussion of PAR’s specifi city to other voices 
in this collection and to open up the conversation more widely in an effort 
to enclose PAR within an embrace that also includes the many orientations 
towards knowledge discovery/creation with which it is often affi liated. This 
is certainly not to assert that there aren’t signifi cant distinctions at the level of 
methodological specifi city between, for instance, performance as research and 
practice as research (an issue Spatz’s contribution directly addresses), or between 
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either of these approaches and practice-led research or research-led practice. 
Rather, my proposal is that, for the purposes of this introduction, they may be 
effectively carried forward as a congregate (rather than a collapsed or confl ated) 
 fi eld  of research activity. 

 The fi rst challenge offered by this approach is determining how to refer to 
this meta-grouping of research orientations in a manner that is suffi ciently both 
circumscribed  and  elastic. We could return to one of the earliest and most infl u-
ential research projects in this fi eld and use the designation practice as research 
in performance (see my discussion of the UK-based PARIP project, ahead). 
This gesture addresses, at least in part, the commonly perceived tension between 
‘performance’ and ‘practice’ as the primary correlate to ‘research,’ and would 
certainly be adequate to describe the majority of the activity addressed within 
this volume. However, the much-discussed implications of placing “as” between 
performance or practice and research continue to evoke a binary relationship 
between these primary terms – one that is at times accurate and productive but 
as often imprecise and distracting. Therefore, for the purpose of this introduc-
tion I propose the blanket designation “artistic research in performance” (ARP). 
“Artistic research” as a pre-existing categorization is, of course, not free from 
associated preconceptions or regional specifi city, but combined with an explicit 
reference to performance it would seem to offer the most effective combination 
of fl exibility, inclusivity, and precision for what I am attempting in this writing. 

 The fi rst step in this attempt towards articulation is to frame an understand-
ing of artistic research (AR), generally. As Arlander suggests in her concluding 
introduction in this volume, AR is perhaps most effectively understood as a fi eld 
comprising multiple more or less methodologically singular and/or stable sub-
fi elds, an intentionally inclusive category that enfolds a diverse set of research 
activities that employ artistic or creative practice as an integrated aspect of the 
inquiry process. There is substantial and signifi cant scholarship in this fi eld; 
there is also increasing scholarly and professional activity on an international 
level that asserts AR’s priorities and endeavors to advance its practices. However, 
the fi eld remains a highly disparate one, both challenged and energized by a 
multiplicity of defi nitions, interpretations, and applications. This diversity is 
one of the fi eld’s explicit strengths, requiring a collective openness to alternative 
perspectives, development, and growth. The same diversity, however, is also the 
primary cause of the relatively ambiguous profi le and at times tenuous status of 
AR within many institutional  and  professional artistic contexts. 

 Effectively, then, AR can be employed as an “umbrella concept” that captures 
“a landscape of various approaches to knowledge production in performing 
arts” (Arlander 2009, 77). Following this line of argument, AR can be under-
stood as consisting of a diversity of more narrowly focused and defi ned meth-
odological approaches, including but not limited to the following. 

 Performance as research (here referred to as PAR) 
 Practice as research (PaR) 
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 Practice-based research (PBR) 
 Practice-led research (PLR) 
 Arts-based research (ABR) 
 Research-led practice (RLP) 
 Research-based practice (RBP) 
 Research practice (RP) 
 Research through practice (RtP) 
 Research creation (RC) 
 Creative research (CR) 
 Studio research (SR) 

 Some of these subcategories (a less than exhaustive list) refl ect precise and 
strategic differentiations – between, for instance,  practice-led research , the results 
of which can be fully communicated through written documentation, and 
  practice-based research , the results of which cannot be fully comprehended without 
direct access to the creative products and processes of its incorporated practices 
(Candy 2006, 3). However, the distinctions between many of these approaches – 
between, for instance, research practice, research through practice, research cre-
ation, and creative research – are often elusive, nuanced, and context-specifi c, 
making confi dent and reliable communication and exchange diffi cult across 
(and, indeed, within) geographic, cultural, institutional, and disciplinary borders. 
Indeed, as noted earlier, ‘PaR’ is often used for both performance as research 
and practice as research – a practice evident within some of the entries in this 
volume. For clarity, I have here adopted the distinctions offered by Lynette 
Hunter – PAR for performance as research and PaR for practice as research – 
but for other writers the gesture of merging the two orientations within a 
single acronym ranges from unwitting to incidental to intentional. In contrast, 
my gesture here of resorting to “artistic research” is in no way meant to avoid 
or discount these important sites of precision (and equally signifi cant sites of 
imprecision or confl ation), but rather to identify a set of common attributes on 
a meta level across virtually all of these epistemological orientations. 

 One important criterion, however, is established by returning, full-circle, to 
the combination of AR with  performance  in our working concept of “artistic 
research in performance” (ARP). For instance: despite adopting a pronounced 
level of inclusivity, for the purposes of this introduction ARP here does not 
include arts-informed research – “a mode and form of qualitative research that 
is infl uenced by, but not based in, the arts” (MacCallum 2016). Similarly, while 
several of the sub-categories identifi ed earlier have fi rmly established histories 
and profi les within a wide range of non-artistic disciplinary contexts – including 
social work, nursing/medicine, and design – my refl ections in this essay focus 
predominantly on the application of AR to the performing arts (within the 
admittedly broad parameters of interdisciplinarity discussed ahead). Perhaps 
more controversially, I am also excluding personal artistic inquiry – a sub- 
category particularly susceptible to multiple interpretations but here understood 
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as localized individual development conducted without the intention to com-
municate or share results beyond those individuals immediately participating. 
This extended gesture of transmission, effecting a transfer of utility, is here con-
sidered a baseline characteristic of ARP. 

 At the risk of overstatement: I offer ARP here as a congregate concept, one 
that focuses on global commonalities among its constituent practices while 
respecting the distinctiveness of each. None of the authors cited here use “artis-
tic research in performance” in their discussions; as such, in each of the contexts 
to which I refer to ARP where a cited author originally focuses on one of these 
constituents – for example, PAR, PaR, and PBR – I specify that original research 
orientation in parentheses: for example, ‘ARP (sp. performance as research)’ or 
‘ARP (sp. practice-based research).’ My intention here is not the erasure of dif-
ferences but rather the identifi cation of key shared characteristics. 

 I offer this gesture of generalization-amidst-difference as a cautious but direct 
refl ection of the experience I have benefi ted from in multiple contexts where 
the elusive relationship between practice, performance, and research was/is being 
teased out and sorted. In addition to participating in the IFTR PAR Working 
Group, I had the privilege of working as a founding member of the Practice-
Based Research Study Circle at the Nordic Summer University in Northern 
Europe, where I provided a modest editorial contribution to  At the Intersection 
Between Art and Research: Practice-Based Research in the Performing Arts  (Friberg, 
Parekh-Gaihede, and Barton 2010), the essay collection that emerged from the 
fi rst three-year cycle of that group’s collaboration. The section titles in Sidsel 
Pape’s introduction to that volume make explicit the negotiations of terminol-
ogy that characterized the Study Circle’s deliberations: “Expanding the Field,” 
“Our Linguistic Journey,” and “Multiple Viewpoints” (2010, 9–12). I attended 
as a core member for nearly ten years the now-defunct Performance as Research 
Working Group at the American Society for Theatre Research (ASTR), an 
uncommonly and unfailingly heterogeneous gathering of kindred spirits from 
diverse locations, backgrounds, paradigms, and institutional contexts. I have par-
ticipated in the Artistic Research Working Group of Performance Studies inter-
national (PSi), having recently become the group’s co-convenor as well as the 
Artist Relations Offi cer on the PSi board, with responsibility for the AR com-
ponent of that organization’s annual conference programming. In Canada I am 
the founding convenor of the “Articulating Artistic Research” Seminar at the 
annual conference of the Canadian Association for Theatre Research (CATR), 
which marked its fi fth gathering in 2017, and for a decade I was responsible for 
the core master’s- and PhD-level courses in praxis (practice-based research) at 
the University of Toronto’s Centre for Drama, Theatre and Performance Stud-
ies. These many sites of encounter have continually shaped my understanding(s) 
of the overlaps and divergences, intersections and inter-weavings, complemen-
tarities and antipathies that animate the global ARP conversation. 

 As also noted earlier, the available literature on PAR, PaR, and related research 
orientations here enfolded into ARP has burgeoned over the past two decades, 
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a refl ection of the increasing occurrence and diversity of approaches and pri-
orities. Within this scholarship, articulating precisely what ARP, broadly 
defi ned, constitutes remains a topic of animated discussion. Is it a “methodol-
ogy” (Hannula et al. 2014), a “discipline” or “species” (Barrett and Bolt 2007, 
1), a “paradigm” (Jones 2009, 19; Bolt 2016) or “pre-paradigm” (or “non-
paradigm”) (Kjørup 2012, 36), an “anti-discipline” (Kershaw and Nicholson 
2011, 3), or a colonization of traditional research practice by artistic priorities 
(Klein 2010)? Yet what unites virtually all variants of ARP is an explicit – if at 
times reluctant – investment in baseline criteria for defi ning research within 
institutionalized academic contexts. Foremost among these criteria are  docu-
mentation ,  dissemination , and  utility  through  transferability . While these criteria 
represent challenges within virtually all artistic disciplines, the performing arts, 
with their reliance on embodied practice, interpretive subjectivity, and immedi-
ate experience, are particularly vulnerable in this regard. Peggy Phelan’s now-
legendary assertion, almost a quarter century ago, that performance “becomes 
itself through disappearance” (Phelan 1993, 146) provided both an enduring 
conceptual pivot for artistic practice and a dogged impediment in the process of 
securing ARP’s place in the academy. Phelan’s highly infl uential prioritizing of 
the  ephemerality  of performance ensured that the status of ARP would be both 
fraught and complicated within conventional processes of institutional recogni-
tion, analysis, evaluation, and accreditation. 

 Not surprisingly, then, this anxiety about institutional validation has been 
a formative preoccupation within efforts to establish and articulate ARP as a 
legitimate fi eld of activity. This process of self-justifi cation – what Hawkins 
and Wilson (2016) term “special pleadings” – is at times interpreted as a galva-
nizing source of solidarity amid diversity; at others, however, it is experienced 
as an unresolvable if inevitable distraction, one which holds the potential to 
constrain and even distort ARP’s potential for discovery. Shannon Jackson’s 
carefully considered response to the question “when is art research?” is, in part, 
“to suggest that we need not be ‘governed quite so much’ or at least, ‘not quite 
like that’” (2009, 163); however, such permissions are as rare as they are hard 
won. Within the performing arts, this tension is clearly evident in one of the 
earliest, most signifi cant, and commonly recognized ARP-oriented initiatives, 
already referenced earlier: Practice as Research in Performance (PARIP), a fi ve-
year research project hosted by the University of Bristol from 2001 to 2006. 
Explicitly named in PARIP’s key Aims and Objectives was the need to “develop 
knowledges about appropriate criteria for evaluation,” as well as consultation 
“on a series of creative projects [. . .] to advance potential uses of new digi-
tal technologies for the documentation and dissemination of best practices” 
(“Overview”). While the emerging capacities of new media resulted in an 
impressive gallery of research “Artefacts,” a dominant strain throughout much 
of the extant PARIP documentation relates to the “inherent paradox” (Rye 
2003) offered by digital recording’s deceiving effi ciency. “How, then,” queried 
PARIP participant Angela Piccini, 
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 is this type of research best identifi ed, evidenced and disseminated, if we 
accept that the academy will continue to demand such activity? And when 
these research knowledges are translated into other media what are the best 
ways to indicate, in the translation, what knowledges are lost or gained? 

 (Piccini 2002) 

 Arguably, this ambivalence about the potential distortion of documentation in 
relation to the performing arts represents a central, complicating trope in any 
effort to articulate modes of ARP, one that endures in many contexts through 
to the present moment (e.g., considerable time at the 2015 gathering of the 
IFTR PAR Working Group was dedicated to the question “Why document?”). 
This is the case despite signifi cant advances in complex understandings of live-
ness, particularly within intermedial performance contexts (see, e.g., Auslander 
1999/2008; Barton 2008, 2009; Barton, Dreyer-Lude and Birch 2013; Birringer 
2008, 2015; Dixon 2007, 2016; Scott 2016). However, much of the literature 
produced on approaches to ARP in the years following the PARIP initiative – 
such as the persuasive example offered by Stephan Jürgens and Carla Fernandes 
in this volume – engages with this perceived dilemma of articulation, refl ecting 
signifi cant advances in its framing, comprehension, and resolution. 

 Signifi cant among early twentieth-century efforts to broker the apparently para-
doxical demands discussed earlier was that offered by Henk Borgdorff, who posi-
tioned ARP (sp. artistic research) squarely between the priorities of academia on 
the one hand and those found within art professions on the other. At that intersec-
tion, he proposes, AR can address “questions that are pertinent in the research con-
text and in the art world” (2006, 10). Thus, for Borgdorff, while AR attempts to 
“articulate the tacit knowledge that is situated and embodied in specifi c artworks 
and artistic processes,” it nonetheless employs “experimental and hermeneutic 
methods” and its “processes and outcomes are documented and disseminated in 
an appropriate manner to the research community and the wider public” (2006, 
18). In stark contrast, in the same publication year Brad Haseman asserted the need 
for ARP (sp. performance as research) to push past conventional interpretations 
of practice-led research to what he proposed as “performative research.” Drawing 
on J.L. Austin’s proposal of  performative utterances  (1962), Haseman advocates for 
research models that eschew problems or questions as starting points, substituting 
“an enthusiasm of practice” (Haseman 2006, 3) as both catalyst and motivation. 
Further, and most signifi cantly, Haseman promotes research practices that insist 
“that their research outputs and claims to knowing must be made through the 
symbolic language and forms of their practice” (ibid., 4). (I will return to the ‘per-
formative turn’ as a conceptual framework later in this introduction; the same topic 
is picked up again in detail in Arlander’s concluding introduction.) 

 It could be argued that most attempts to explain ARP locate themselves, 
regardless of whether intentionally, along a continuum between Borgdorff ’s and 
Haseman’s proposals, as both provide, explicitly and implicitly, three key points 
of entry into the discussion from which to frame a position:  knowledge : ARP’s 
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distinct and potentially expansive epistemological horizons;  methods : ARP’s 
application of and status within the network of existing methodological ori-
entations to research; and  impact : ARP’s confl icted and contentious relationship 
with outcomes, products, results, applications, and utility. Many of the essays in 
this collection also explicitly address these same porous categories, and certainly 
all engage with them, often no less thoroughly, on an implicit level. It is not my 
intention, therefore, to attempt some sort of exhaustive survey or authoritative 
assessment of the status of these elements within the many variants of ARP or 
its discourse, but rather to delineate what I see as some of the most pertinent of 
attributes across a wide spectrum of artistic research orientations. 

 Knowledge 

 Virtually all articulations of PAR and related approaches to ARP, not sur-
prisingly, seek their co-ordinates through a relationship to the production of 
 knowledge . Regularly referenced as a starting point in this process is the  OECD 
Glossary of Statistical Terms  (2008, qtd. in Klein 2010, 1), which defi nes research 
as “any creative systematic activity undertaken in order to increase the stock of 
knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this 
knowledge to devise new applications.” Estelle Barrett and Barbara Bolt preface 
their exploration of the specifi cs of ARP (sp. artistic research) with the general-
ized proposal that “artistic practice be viewed as the production of knowledge 
or philosophy in action” with “the potential to extend the frontiers of research” 
(Barrett and Bolt 2007, 13). Extending this assertion through the lenses of 
Bergson and Deleuze, Mark Fleishman, in a discussion of PAR, asserts the “dif-
ference of performance as a mode of research” as “its refusal of binaries (body – 
mind, theory – practice, space – time, subject – object), its radical openness, its 
multiplicities, its unrepresentability, its destabilization of all pretentions to fi xity 
and determination” (Fleishman 2012, 32). Here Fleishman would seem to share 
Borgdorff ’s assertion that the “primary importance [of ARP-aligned research] 
lies not in explicating the implicit or non-implicit knowledge enclosed in art. 
It is more directed at not-knowing, or not-yet-knowing. It creates room for 
that which is unthought, that which is unexpected” (Borgdorff 2010; see also 
Borgdorff ’s extended 2012 discussion on this topic). 

 Clearly, however, this championing of “unrepresentability” and “not-know-
ing” stands both as one of ARP’s defi ning characteristics and as one of its primary 
obstacles in its ongoing quest for shared conceptual frameworks to facilitate 
exchange and collaboration. A central aspect of this paradox is the commonly 
held priority that, to a defi ning degree, both the processes and the knowledge 
generated within/through ARP are  fully embodied . Julien Klein asserts that the 
knowledge accessed via ARP (sp. artistic research) 

 has to be acquired through sensory and emotional perception, precisely 
through artistic experience, from which it can not [sic] be separated. 
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Whether silent or verbal, declarative or procedural, implicit or explicit – in 
any case, artistic knowledge is sensual and physical, ‘embodied knowledge’. 
The knowledge that artistic research strives for, [sic] is a  felt  knowledge. 

 (Klein 2010, 6) 

T his echoes Haseman’s dismissal of the obligation to translate fi ndings into ver-
bal or numerical registers, and his assertion that a ‘performative research’ under-
standing of ARP (sp. performance as research) “challenges traditional ways of 
representing knowledge claims.” For Haseman, this leads to the insistence that 
“people who wish to evaluate the research outcomes also need to experience 
them in direct (co-presence) or indirect (asynchronous, recorded) form” (Hase-
man 2006, 3). 

 As Pil Hansen succinctly puts it in her contribution to this collection, “dis-
cussions of politics of knowledge are central to the evolving PAR-discourse.” 

 Proposals are made for how the knowledge production of PAR approaches 
can be recognized independently of established knowledge criteria, in part 
by advancing what I read as an epistemology of enaction or interaction and 
a (n)ontology of emergence. With these terms I refer to the notion that 
phenomena are believed neither to exist ontologically in and of themselves 
nor to be accessible through objective methods of observation; they emerge 
relationally, through active and embodied engagement, which also is how 
they are accessed. In other words, the ontology is epistemological. Art-
ist-researchers are, understandably, raising guards against more established 
knowledge paradigms in order to evolve research practices on these terms. 

 Yet however seductive the defensive maneuver, this need not necessarily be the 
hill on which ARP conquers or perishes. To attain acknowledgment and accep-
tance within contemporary ‘knowledge economies,’ some scholars and scholar-
practitioners (including Hansen) have found themselves pursuing diversifi ed 
registers within which signifi cant aspects of ARP-aligned activity, and its value, 
can be widely recognized and readily utilized. 

 Conceding the powerfully affective and primarily embodied nature of much 
ARP-related activity, yet resisting the gravitational pull to sustained binaries 
cautioned by Fleishman, 1  Robin Nelson has advanced a hybrid model for PaR 
fi rst introduced in 2006 and further developed in later essays and his infl uen-
tial 2013 volume  Practice as Research in the Arts . As contrasted with the familiar 
“know-that” orientation of traditional research practices, Nelson’s “modes of 
knowing” framework foregrounds the multiple knowledges accessed through 
PaR. He thus distinguishes between “know-how” (‘insider’ close-up knowing 
that is experiential, haptic, tacit, and embodied) and “know-what” (which is 
further divided into the “tacit made explicit through critical refl ection” on the 
part of the artist and “‘outsider’ distant knowledge” available through obser-
vation and analysis) (Nelson 2006, 2009, 2013). Nelson asserts that, at least 
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at present (and perhaps unavoidably), it is only through the combination of 
this full range of modes of knowing – including the “know-that” practices of 
“documentation and complementary writings” (Nelson 2013, 70) – that the full 
potential of PaR may be realized. 

 Accordingly, my model for PaR, while fully recognizing the importance of 
close-up, tacit, haptic know-how, seeks a means to establish as fully as pos-
sible the articulation of ‘liquid knowing,’ and a shift through intersubjectiv-
ity into the know-what of shared and corroborated soft knowledge, in turn 
resonating with the harder know-that of established conceptual frameworks. 

 (Ibid. 60) 

 Nelson’s model shares multiple key priorities with “research-based practice” 
(RBP), a model that Hansen and I fi rst introduced in 2008 and have contin-
ued to develop through successive ARP contexts. As Hansen’s entry in this 
volume demonstrates, however, there are several defi ning differences, as well – 
distinctions that serve as a bridge to the second of this volume’s subtitled 
areas of emphasis. A conspicuously mixed-method approach to ARP, RBP 
extends the recognition of multiple conceptual spaces utilized by Nelson to 
a process of literal ‘space making.’ Through efforts to clarify and prioritize 
methodological distinctions within a multistage framework, RBP attempts 
to defuse the epistemological and ideological tensions that can hobble ARP 
initiatives, particularly in interdisciplinary contexts. 

 Methods 

 Epistemology and methodology are, of course, inseparably interwoven, and it 
would be diffi cult here to effectively catalogue or chronicle the methodological 
diversity demonstrated within the full spectrum of ARP activities. Extending 
the possibilities (and exacerbating the challenges) associated with methodologi-
cal diversity is the observation that ARP approaches, in both their processes 
and their resultant knowledge, are inherently  interdisciplinary  and  transdisci-
plinary , qualities that Barrett and Bolt, discussing PAR, directly associate with 
its embodied, affective, and interactive nature. Specifi cally, they assert that PAR’s 
“ relationality ” and its “capacity to reinvent social relations” dismantle disciplin-
ary distinctions and create “conditions for the emergence of new analogies, 
metaphors and models for understanding objects of inquiry” (Barrett and Bolt 
2007, 7). In a related gesture, Kershaw and Nicholson (following Dwight Con-
quergood) identify “creative inquiry through practical theatre and performance 
making” as an “anti-discipline [. . .] with a determination to explore productive 
instabilities between existing epistemological practices and ontological results” 
(Kershaw and Nicholson 2011, 2–3). 

 Perhaps the single most common methodological preoccupation among 
ARP-related researchers is the  emergent  nature of both its processes and its 
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products. Foregrounding the intersection between subjectivity and interaction 
in which the researcher “is both the practitioner who makes things happen 
and the audience or respondent” (Hunter 2009, 151), Lynette Hunter anchors 
the emergent nature of ARP (sp. performance as research) within its produc-
tion of  situated  knowledge: “In the arts, situated knowledge becomes a situated 
textuality, knowledge always in the making, focusing on the process but situ-
ated wherever it engages an audience” (ibid., 152). Generated within situated 
sites of interaction, then, ARP (sp. practice as research) emerges, for Barrett and 
Bolt, both spatially and, of particular signifi cance,  temporally  “through mate-
rial processes. Because such processes are (at least in part) predicated on the 
tacit and alternative logic of practice  in time , their precise operations cannot be 
predetermined” (Barrett and Bolt 2007, 6). In this light, readers familiar with 
Baz Kershaw’s extensive writing on the conditions of ARP-related approaches 
(both PAR and PaR) will fi nd his contribution to this volume reaffi rming when 
he describes one of his most recent and instructively titled projects, “Meadow 
Meanderings”: “[T]he  meandering  of the path is at least as important as its eco-
logical analogue, because its apparent aimlessness constitutes a lacuna or gap in 
experience for the meanderer that is potentially profound.” Indeed, as Dieter 
Lesage has observed, “What all these different practices have in common is the 
need of time, time to think, time to see, time to waste.” However, Lesage con-
cedes, “As time is money, time is never given to anyone for free, and certainly 
not to the artist” (Lesage 2013, 150). 

 One strategy to purchase time for methodologies of emergence is, as with 
Nelson’s model, to couple them with more familiar research activities and 
outputs – although, to a degree, this can also impose more regulated patterns 
of documentation and dissemination. Another, as with research-based practice 
(RBP), is to link emergence sequentially and causally with more traditional 
product and process orientations to both research  and  artistic practice, thereby 
earning allowance – spatial, temporal, and conceptual – for a “3rd Space” 
(Hansen and Barton 2009, 122) of autonomy through a guarantee of eventual 
relevance and utility. Still others, such as that proposed by Joanna Bucknall in 
her contribution to this collection, seek to explicitly “marshal, map, analyse 
and document the discourse that is produced in and by PBR, as well as the 
role of relational fi elds of discourse in the development of praxis.” Bucknall’s 
methodical refl ection on the “relational heritage” of any one project through 
the excavation of the longer-term infl uences at play in its creation proposes the 
recognition of a signifi cantly wider temporal horizon of gestation and realiza-
tion, one that arguably respects few limitations. 

 Fleishman’s treatise on “the difference” of ARP (sp. performance as research) 
offers yet another strategy that effectively emphasizes the fi eld’s interweaving 
of knowledge and methods, and in the process articulates an eloquent interpreta-
tion of its distinct relation to time. Beginning with the proposal that PAR “is a 
series of embodied repetitions [. . .] in time [. . .] in search of difference” (Fleish-
man 2012, 30), drawing upon Deleuze and Guattari, Fleishman then describes 
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a series of case study performances produced over multiple years as essentially 
iterations (repetitions with difference) in a “process of creative evolution” 2 : 

 [I]f there is difference arising from the successive iterations of each project, 
it is not occurring serially in the individual representations as a set of con-
nectable points. Rather it is occurring in the ‘middle’ as a process of inven-
tive becoming, and “becoming has neither beginning nor end, departure 
nor arrival, origin nor destination . . . [it] is neither one nor two nor the 
relation of the two; it is the in-between, the border or line of fl ight” 3  that 
runs perpendicular to both. 

 (Ibid., 34) 

 This understanding of PAR’s perpetual emergence is directly linked to Fleish-
man’s assertion of its “unrepresentabilty,” and he contends that we “need to fi nd 
ways to ‘feel and live the intervals’ 4 ” if we are to truly engage PAR’s constitutive 
difference. Yet in the absence of such . . . grace, perhaps? . . . Fleishman con-
cedes, however reluctantly, that the articulation of PAR is possible only through 
a resort to “a kind of perceptual still point, a slowing down or thickening of the 
ongoing, of the fl ow” (ibid., 35). This is, of course, the crux, the familiar image 
(bringing to mind the cliché of butterfl ies and straight pins), and the central 
methodological challenge – one that serves nicely as a segue into this volume’s 
fi nal subtitle area of emphasis. 

 Impact 

 It is the burden of impact that is most frequently understood not as an impetus 
to explore perceptual still points but rather as an imposed obligation that threat-
ens to bring the fl ow of ARP activities to a grinding, economically motivated 
standstill. Impact is often perceived as the gateway to quantitative measurement 
and the instrumentalization of artistic processes, framed within statistical dis-
course and driven by monetary imperatives. 

 These are ‘knee-jerk’ responses, perhaps, but there are certainly grounds for 
such strongly negative expectations. This is particularly so within the PAR/
PaR-dense UK context, which has only recently weathered the direct con-
sequences of the 2014 Research Excellence Framework (REF) that offi cially 
established expectations of impact in its comprehensive assessment of the qual-
ity of research generated by 154 UK universities (in addition to “outputs” and 
“environment”). In this instance, impact was evaluated by means of submitted 
case studies demonstrating “any social, economic or cultural impact or benefi t 
beyond academia that has taken place during the assessment period [. . .] under-
pinned by excellent research produced by the submitting institution within a 
given timeframe” (“REF2014”). Impact was further defi ned by means of the 
criteria of “‘reach’ (how widely the impact was felt) and ‘signifi cance’ (how 
transformative it was)” (“Workshops” 2010, 3). 
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 In theory, the inclusion of a category of research benefi t that extends beyond 
a project’s academic footprint is a worthy and welcome gesture. However, as 
Tom Cahill and Mark Bazzaco assert, multiple factors challenge the straight-
forward assessment of academic research impact, including complications asso-
ciated with  timing  (impacts are often delayed and/or long-term),  attribution  
(determining responsibility within multiple, often isolated roles and initiatives), 
 appropriability  (determining who benefi ts within diverse networks of impacts), 
and  inequality  (measurement across different types of research and impacts) 
(Cahill and Bazzaco 2015). With particular reference to this last factor, it is not 
diffi cult to see how much more complicated it is to assess social and cultural, as 
compared to economic, impact, a reality that almost inevitably makes system-
atic a privileging of certain types of research results – those accessible through 
concrete and empirical measurement strategies – over those that broker in more 
elusive modes of impact. 

 The clearly well-intentioned observations offered following a series of REF 
“Workshops on the impacts of research in the practice-based creative and per-
forming arts, the humanities and social sciences” demonstrate how potentially 
ill-suited standard gauges of impact can be when applied to ARP activities: 

 In relation to reach, it was felt that information such as audience sizes and 
viewing fi gures did not always provide suffi cient information on the reach 
of the impact. It was also noted that reach should not be simply equated 
with geography. It was felt that international dissemination did not neces-
sarily refl ect an international impact. 

 (“Workshops” 2010, 3) 

 The anticipation that audience statistics or touring schedules could possibly 
provide assessments of “reach” directly refl ects the inadequacy of traditional 
modes of measurement when considering ARP, with assessments of ‘signifi -
cance’ even more diffi cult to imagine through such criteria. 

 However, the reduction of impact to purely economic considerations is by 
no means the only option available to ARP. While there is certainly no short-
age of impact measurement schema in terms of empirical scientifi c research, 
many research fi elds that are based in practice, including those in the social 
sciences, have developed or are developing robust systems for measuring 
their impact across a networked range of indicators (Harlock 2013; Werner 
2012; Epstein and Yuthas 2014;  Framework  2012). These efforts often involve 
an attempt to carefully distinguish between research  outputs  – essentially 
“countable units” – and research  outcomes , such as “improved confi dence” 
or “improved well-being” (Harlock 2013, 11), along with efforts to develop 
appropriately fl exible and sensitive assessment instruments. The interdisci-
plinary nature of much ARP activity potentially opens itself to the transfer 
and adaptation of the best (i.e., most appropriate) of these strategies. 
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 Arguably, however, even these nuances direct evaluating attention towards 
“end products” (“Glossary”), fi xed (if not necessarily fi nal) points of impact in 
pursuit of stable moments of measurement. Here, Fleishman’s citation of Berg-
son is instructive: 

 For, as Bergson makes clear, conventional scientifi c enquiry is “accus-
tomed . . . to think the moving by means of the unmovable”. It is always 
focused on “immobilities”, on stable points or “points of rest” in the 
movement fl ow. The intervals between these stable points, “the move-
ments constituting the action itself[,] either elude our consciousness or 
reach it only confusedly”. 

 (Fleishman 2012, 35) 

 The challenge for ARP (sp. performance as research), in this interpretation, is 
to articulate a mode of impact assessment that does indeed address the need to 
“feel and live the intervals.” In what ways can ARP discourse divert attention 
from end products to the rhythms of in-process becoming, from fi nal outputs 
to utility in iterative application? Indeed, to what degree can the formulation of 
an ARP-based understanding of impact have, as one of its measures of benefi t, a 
productively contagious effect on impact recognition and assessment through-
out other research paradigms? 

 To this end, multiple voices have proposed an understanding of the work-
ings of ARP-related approaches as part of a larger ‘performative turn.’ Arlander 
unpacks this gesture in considerable detail within her concluding essay in this 
volume, so I will here only touch upon the possibilities in terms of research 
impact that it grasps towards. While we have endured a great deal of ‘turning’ 
in the study of performing arts in the last decade or two, an embrace of this 
particular gesture can be seen to be signifi cant both literally and fi guratively. As 
Barbara Bolt, championing AR as a paradigmatic shift, explains, 

 [T]he performative needs to be understood in terms of the performative 
 force  of art, that is, its capacity to effect “movement” in thought, word and 
deed in the individual and social sensorium. These movements enable a 
reconfi guration of conventions from within rather than outside of con-
vention. Seen in the context of other research paradigms – namely the 
qualitative and quantitative paradigms of research – I will argue that what 
is at stake are the possibilities that a performative paradigm offers a new 
perspective on research not just in the social sciences and humanities, but 
also in the sciences. 

 (Bolt 2016, 130) 

 Embracing Haseman’s defi ant assertion of the transformative autonomy of 
“performative research” (referenced earlier in this introduction), Bolt builds her 
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case on key points of contrast between what she presents (following Heidegger) 
as “science-as-research” as compared to “art-as-research.” The former, she 
asserts is “constative,” in that it “describes/models the world”; its methodology 
is based upon “repetition of the same,” and its interpretation of the world relies 
upon “truth as correspondence” (facilitating confi rmation or refutation). Con-
versely, Bolt contends, art-as-research is performative as it “does things in the 
world”; its methodology is based (concurring with Fleishman) upon “repetition 
with difference,” and its interpretation of the world articulates “‘truth’ as force 
and effect” (ibid., 140). 

 The resort to binaries is both familiar and, by defi nition, reductive (some-
thing the latter part of Bolt’s essay complicates effectively); more pertinent to 
this discussion is the explicit attempt to articulate impact as “the  movement  in 
concepts, understandings, methodologies, material practice, affect and sensorial 
experience that arises in and through the research experience” (Bolt 2016, 141, 
emphasis in original). Accordingly, the criteria of impact measurement that 
Bolt proposes are all articulated as indications of “shift,” “work [. . .] do(ne), 
“a/effect,” and “emerge(nce)” (ibid., 141). In this interpretation, how much 
and, even more important,  how  things have moved, rather than where they have 
landed, become the most meaningful measures of impact. Ultimately, extending 
the benefi ts of this reorientation beyond AR contexts, Bolt proposes that such 
a shift potentially holds the key to bypassing the “‘fl aw’ in the very procedures 
through which science-as-research aims to establish its truth claims. In science, 
as in art, we might suggest that the paradigmatic shifts have occurred through 
this mutability rather than repetition of the same” (ibid., 138). 

 Stopping short of proposing a solution for the “fl aw” in scientifi c research 
practices, and without asserting, with Bolt, a fundamental paradigmatic shift, 
the benefi ts of encircling the elusive concept of artistic research in perfor-
mance from these three interrelated lenses of knowledge, methods, and impact 
are ample and highly instructive. The suggestion that ARP has the potential 
to enhance and expand the epistemological horizons of legitimate knowledge 
discovery/creation is, by now, a familiar one, yet also one that warrants both 
regular repeating and persuasive qualifi cation. Such qualifi cation is found, I 
believe, in the recognition that both the processes  and  the products of ARP are 
 animate , their value located in, accomplished through, and measurable by quali-
ties of  movement  (shift, emergence, effort, force, e/affect, etc.), rather than by the 
distance traveled or the destination reached. These observations do not, neces-
sarily, in themselves solve the ‘hard sell’ of research validity, but they do offer a 
conceptual framework for the  kinds of specifi city  to which ARP practitioners can 
productively attend in their efforts towards articulation. 

 Each of the essays in this collection is one such gesture. Each presents a ‘study 
in motion’ – a transition out of the generalized characteristics of what I have here 
been referring to as artistic research in performance into a detailed consideration of 
a distinct ‘line of fl ight.’ Each offers a unique attempt to trace a particular instance or 
aspect of emergence, to recognize its knowledge contribution and gauge its impact by 

Valentina

Valentina

Valentina

Valentina

Valentina



Wherefore PAR? 17

attending with rigorous specifi city in pursuit of a precision of articulation. The diver-
sity of subject matter, point of departure, and approach is conspicuous, resulting in a 
shifting, continuously negotiated constellation of relationships between performance, 
practice, and research. The answer that they collectively offer to the question that pro-
vides the title to this introduction . . . remains a work-in-progress. 

 Notes 
 1 “Now, this particular contest narrative, while politically expedient at certain key moments 

in terms of certain immediate struggles within the academy, and while both complicating 
and clarifying an understanding of the workings of the binary described above, tends per-
versely to reinforce and propagate the very binaries and dualities that the political project 
is trying to do away with” (2012, 30). 

 2 “This idea of duration informs Bergson’s notion of ‘creative evolution’. In his book  Creative 
Evolution , Bergson rejects both neo-Darwinian mechanism, in which evolution is driven by a 
pre-existent model or latent code that plays itself out mechanistically over time (a compulsion 
of the past), and neo-Lamarckian fi nalism, in which evolution works towards a perfect form 
achieved at the ‘end’ (the attraction of the future). Instead he suggests that evolution is a process 
of constant invention (a series of explosions) in which contingency plays a signifi cant role. 
For evolution to take place requires only two things: an accumulation of energy and ‘an elastic 
canalization of this energy in variable and indeterminable directions’” (Fleishman 2012, 33). 

 3 Deleuze and Guattari,  A Thousand Plateaus , p. 293. 
 4 Bergson,  Creative Evolution , p. 327. 
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