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ABSTRACT

Since the beginning of the 1980s, artists such el Tranter in the Netherlands,
Philippe Genty in France, llka Schénbein in Germang Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté
in Belgium have developed a new form of performatid | call manipulacting. By
interacting with puppets, performers enter thadicl world of the puppets and appear
as their Others. This study argues that manipuigcs a new and distinct form of
performance. Although manipulacting combines actamgl puppetry, it differs from
them because it discloses a human being and antagaged in a relation of self to
Other. Manipulacting is defined by this specifitateon and not by a particular aesthetic
or technique.

The methodology of the thesis is framed by Pracds®esearch from a
directorial perspective. The enquiry includes fpersonal research projectsSeaside
(2007-08),Postalgia(2008),Urashima Taro(2007-09)and The Maids(2009-10) — that
explore the relations between manipulactors and petisp through different
dramaturgical and performative settings, interviewgh Neville Tranter, Nicole
Mossoux and Duda Paiva, and detailed analyseSuoiculus(2008) by Tranter and
Twin House41994) by Mossoux-Bonté.

The thesis proposes two areas of new knowledgstliit suggests a rethinking
of the nature of the puppet and an understandinghyf way of its alterity. It discusses
the ontological ambiguity of the puppet in manigtileg, by re-functioning

phenomenological aspects of thought developed blyeSa The Imaginary(1940) and



Being and Nothingnes$1943), and by Levinas ifotality and Infinity (1961).
Secondly, the thesis explores the specificity of nipalacting by looking at
representations of the Other developed in dranatd postdramatic performances. It
explores the alterity of the puppet in relationdtamaturgical meaning, as well as the
production of ambiguity in performance. It concladdy discussing the core

dramaturgical and performative elements that ctutstmanipulacting.
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NOTES FOR THE READERS

The mainspring of this thesis is Practice-as-Resedihe practice element counts as 40
per cent of the submission, with the written thesisnting as 60 per cent. My
methodology includes the following elements:

The production of three research projects that e documented through

video and photographkirashima Targ Postalgig andThe Maids

Interviews with practitioners involved in manipuliaag): Neville Tranter, Nicole

Mossoux, and Duda Paiva.

Detailed analysis of the productio@siniculusby Stuffed Puppet Theatre and

Twin Housedy Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté.

Historical and theatrical analysis of puppetry amahipulacting.
The submission contains two DVDs. The first on&akzlled DVD 1. It contains video
documentations of three personal research projdetstalgia The Maids and
Urashima Taro The second DVD, labelled DVD 2, contains videocordings of two
case studiesCuniculus andTwin HousesThe video of a particular performance and its
location in the appendices is signalled at the eiub$ each discussion. | suggest that
readers watchPostalgia Maids3 and UT3.2 before reading Chapter Il and watch at
least twenty minutes d€uniculusand the full extract oTwin Housesefore reading
Chapter IV. The other videos dhe Maidsand Urashima Tarocan be watched after

reading the whole thesis.
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CHAPTER |

MANIPULACTING AND ALTERITY

A theatre stage. On that stage a man and a wonrare dahey stop, look at each other
and exchange a kiss. This appears to be a classieakcene, with a romantic touch.
Yet there is an uncanny feeling about it. The ngaactually not a man. He is a puppet.
The woman he is dancing with is a real woman betishalso the manipulator of the
puppet. Everything becomes more complex. | canaseeuple and | can see a lonely
woman. | can see a human being and | can see antobgan see an actress and | can
see a puppeteer. The scene described is th@ashima Targ a solo piece performed by
Aya Nakamura under my direction and produced by ge@8 Theatre. This
performance explores the interactions of a puppetgth life-sized puppets. The
multitudes of doubles describe a new alterity whitltomes the starting point of a
questioning about the representation of the Othexugh the puppet in contemporary

theatre.

In March 2011, | participated in a workshop ledAmerican master puppeteer, director
and scholar Roman Paska, organised by the PuppetizvyaGroup and the Centre of
International Theatre and Performance ResearchogélRHolloway in London. Paska
argued that the use of puppetry in contemporarfppaances could no longer be solely

justified by tradition, the personal taste of thedtre-makers or the necessity of solving
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staging issues such as characters who are supfmfigabr who represent children and
animals. The representation of a character or soparby a puppet instead of a human
being had to be motivated by dramaturgical choig&=hind Paska’'s remark is an
awareness of the rethinking of the presence optimpet figure on stage. The renewal
of puppetry over the past decades is the resudtnoéxploration of the dramaturgical
meaning of the animated figure in theatre. Artiated companies such as Neville
Tranter, Duda Paiva, llka Schénbein, Compagnie as$onté, Dondoro Theatre,
Blind Summit, Ulrike Quade, and Complicite have eleped performances in which
not only are performers visible as manipulatorsthay also interact with their puppets.
The interplay of the puppeteer with the puppet pkes an original relationship on
stage between two beings that are ontologicallffigidifit, one being a human person and
the other one an object. As French scholar Didlesdard suggests, not only has the
puppeteer entered the space of the puppet by ateppt of the puppet booth but he has
entered its fictional world. In his article ‘Marinatte Oblige: Ethique et Esthétique sur
la Scéne Contemporaine’ (2009), Plassard obseivat the physical relationship
between the puppeteer and the puppet has shifted Verticality to horizontality. The
horizontal relationship has affected the way pupget embody the puppet. It has also
transformed the reading of puppetry by the audidrem@ause it has affected the alterity
of the puppet and his manipulator. The puppet haguppeteer seem to share the same
world, the same actuality within the representetiaity of the stage. The puppet is
nearly another person. Here, as Plassard highlights important to stress the word
‘nearly’. Because it is ‘nearly’ a person it canreeognised as an Other, an antagonist.
However, because it is ‘nearly’ a person but noaaty a person, it can be abused and

even killed without incurring any moral consequencéhe co-presence between the
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performer and the puppet inscribes the latter aamhiguous figure of the Other, a

philosophical term which | will define shortly.

1.1. The notion of ‘manipulacting’

This study proposes a rethinking of the naturehefpuppet and an understanding of it
by way of its alterity. The evolution from an inNdke performer to a visible one places
the relation between the performer and the pupiptbieacentre of the performance. The
puppeteer gets close to an actor through the usg/lwid forms of performance that
combine puppeteering and acting and because hs galramatic presence. By acting, |
mean the elaboration of dramatic characters omoparson stage as opposed to the sole
act of operating a puppet. In this study | refetht® hybridisation of puppetry and acting
as ‘manipulacting’.

| argue that ‘manipulacting’ is an historical eviddin of the visible presence of
the puppeteer. It inscribes the presence of thionmeer, called the ‘manipulactor’, in
the dramaturgy of the performance through his &m#on with the puppét.
Manipulacting indicates a form of performance whoadmbines the manipulation of a
puppet and acting. The word ‘manipulation’ has bdawoured over the word
‘animation’ because | consider that the puppet anipulated by the performer and
animated (or not) by the audience. Moreover thedvmanipulation’ does not bear any
religious, psychoanalytical or spiritual connotatianlike ‘animation To manipulate
means to handle with skill and comes from the Latord ‘manipulus’ which signifies
‘handful’ while to animate means to breathe liféoimnd comes from the Latin word

‘animare’ which refers to the soul or the mind. aulacting’ is not confined to one

! By convention | use a masculine pronoun throughitistthesis to include both male and female
performers.
2 Especially in Jung’s terminology.
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particular form of performance but varies accordiogthe dramaturgies and the
techniques developed by artists. It refers to the#sence next to the puppet and their
ability to achieve a hybridisation of acting andppeateering. The concept of the
‘manipulactor’ was first used by French scholar Bn@illes in her article ‘Des Acteurs
et des “Manipulacteurs™ (Actors and Manipulactorsiiblished in 1994. Gilles defines
the contemporary puppeteer as a manipulactor bedaishould be able to be both a
puppeteer and an actor. However, she does not teefiie hybridisation of these two
forms of performance. My definition of the concgbtmanipulacting is different from
that used by Gilles because | inscribe the hylkatthe of acting and puppeteering at its
heart from a performing perspective or a dramagisjpective. By that | mean that the
performer is either simultaneously acting and ptggréng or remains always present as
a character even when he does not directly intevibtthe puppet. The hybridisation of
these two modes of performances requires the eliborof a new form of training and
facilitates certain forms of dramaturgy. Dramatut@s to be understood in this thesis
as the organisation of narratives, characters, modes of presentation to convey
meaning to the audience in and through the perfocaaManipulacting cannot simply
be the addition of skills coming from acting andppetry. The hybrid form of
manipulacting creates a dialogue between two beimagsare ontologically different, a
subject and an object, which opens up horizonghkatrical representations of actuality
and enables an exploration of the puppet as adigtithe Other.

During my research, | have often been asked ifd @eamining the notion of the
Other in relation to the work of Jacques Lacarhitntheory of the mirror stage, Lacan
argues that the image of the self that the infaesdn the mirror is a representation of
himself but, above all, appears as an Other bedhissémage does not correspond to

his experience of his own body. Lacan considersCtieer within a relation of oneself
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to oneself. InLe Jeu de la Marionnette: I'Objet Intermédiaire gbn Métathéatre
(1981), Gilles adopts a Lacanian perspective toudis how puppets can be used by
children as transitional objects in developing ithelation to themselves and the world.
She also explicitly refers to concepts developed Buifish psychoanalyst Donald
Winnicott in Playing and Reality(first published in 1971). Although | consider the
puppet as an image, as it will be further discusse@hapter Ill, my understanding of
the Other is not Lacanian but related to the pbpby of French Existentialist Jean-
Paul Sartre and to some extent to the philosoptiyr&ich phenomenologist Emmanuel
Levinas. | have favoured a Sartrean phenomenolbgipproach to manipulacting
because | examine the alterity of the puppet thnatgyontological ambiguity. Even if
in some cases the relation of self to Other betwkemanipulactor and his puppet can
represent a relation of oneself to oneself, ashvaltiscussed in Chapter IV in regard to
the work of Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté for instanheés is not the only possible form
of relation. The materiality of the puppet as afeobis at the heart of this research
because it only represents an Other in the repias@mal actuality of the performance.
The ontological dualism presented by Sartr@&@&ing and Nothingnesérst published

in 1943, allows me to examine the particularitytiodé puppet through its ontological
ambiguity. | further develop below the reasons ltmking at Sartre and Levinas, as

well as for capitalising the word ‘Other’.

1.2. Research itinerary

The mode of inquiry of this study is framed by Ri@eas-Research through the setting

of a dialogue between practice and theory. Theigita understand how manipulacting

inherently engages with representations of the IQtlbeause of the co-presence of the
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performer and the puppet. The starting point o$ ihivestigation is my practice as a
theatre director. Since 2005, | have focused mectirial work on the interplay
between puppets and performers by collaborating witists trained in different styles
of acting, in physical theatre, in dance and, airse, in puppetry. The next section
addresses the itinerary of my research from itgirmsiin my own practice as a theatre
director to its development into a PhD project aogv the work of Sartre and Levinas
have participated in my understanding of manipidgct

My research on manipulacting started in spring 20@%n | directed a
production calledHeartsnatcherthat combined actors and puppets. At that timayrtap
from a short course in puppetry taken at CentrdloSt of Speech and Drama, my
experience with puppets was limited. The piece mapired by a novel by French
novelist, playwright, jazzman and engineer BoriaVthat we presented at the Cockpit
Theatre in London in May 2005lt tells the story of Clementine, the mother dblets
who believes that her sons, Joel, Noel and Citraem,constantly under the threat of
deadly danger because of terrible and absurd adsidieat might happen to them. She
constantly seeks approval from Jacquemort, an digtedle psychoanalyst, about the
unreasonable solutions that she thinks up to keeghildren safe. Clementine believes
that her children are part of herself and that &hea good mother because she
permanently fears for their lives. At the end of thiece, she decides to lock them in
cages to make sure that they will remain safe.Wiwd created by Vian in his novel is
surreal. For instance, the children discovered thaty can fly if they eat blue
caterpillars’ Clementine and Jacquemort were enacted by actbiie whe children

were rod puppets. Beyond the fact that puppetddbylthey also materialised the idea

% | collaborated otdeartsnatchemith Juley Ayres, Adam Hypki, Kristin Kerwin andeanor Margolies.
“In September 2009, | mentioned this project to@®Bdiva before | interviewed him. He loved so much
the ideas present in the book that he creBaestard!in 2011 freely inspired bijeartsnatchethat he
presented for the first time at the World FestofalPuppet Theatres in Charleville-Mezieres.
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that Clementine considered her children as objdws belonged to her and not as
independent subjects. The subject-object relatgiabéished by Clementine with her
sons was then symbolised by the materiality ofpiyepets. Yet there was more to find
than these aspects inherent to puppetry itselfadema discovery that pertained to the
interactions taking place between actors and psppet

In one scene dfleartsnatcherthere was a particular moment when the mother
was holding joyfully one of her sons in her armsadwse a few seconds before she
thought that he was dead. This simple and shoriesstruck me because | had the
impression of seeing a mother with her son whikadw that | was watching an actress
with a puppet. From this moment, | developed ansfrinterest in the relationship
between performers and puppets on stage because Ithe possibility to create
different levels of reality in theatrical represaiin through the ambiguous existence of
the puppet as an object and an apparent subjestaibiguous existence of the puppet
was not related to the reading of the materialityhe puppet as a dramaturgical sign
but to a spectating experience related to a péaticaterplay between my perception
and my imagination. This experience reminded meeaipus one that happened to me
in 1998 when | saw by chance in Lille a street genfance of llka Schénbein’s show
Metamorphosesin this piece, Schonbein was simultaneously a ipudaior and a
protagonist. She created a silent dialogue thraughiements and images between her
puppets and herself. This memory of Schénbein’sgpand the work okleartsnatcher
prompted me to extend my knowledge in this fornp@fformance from a practical and
theoretical point of view.

In October 2005, | enrolled on the directing straofdthe MA in Advanced
Theatre Practice at Central School of Speech amanBrand focused my research on

the exploration of the relationship between actansl puppets. | directed several
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productions looking at this relatioB€yond the DoqiThe Bush and the Doguries). |
also began a research work based'ba Maidsby Jean Genet callddadame In this
version, the character of Madame was represented pyppet manipulated by the
maids. | collaborated with Sura Dohnke and Annélds, two actresses who had no
experience in puppetry, and with Aya Nakamura gspptimaker and adviser. Three
years later, | used the same concept to work oopleeaing scene dfhe Maidswhich is
one of the four experiments that | have conduatedHhis research on manipulacting. In
parallel to this research project, | read the wafrkcholars who wrote on puppetry such
as Steve Tillis, Henryk Jurkowski, Edward GordoraiGr Roland Barthes and Annie
Gilles. Although their writing was enriching andriausly thought-provoking, | did not
find any text that related to my experienceHeartsnatcher In spring 2006 | read a
chapter ofBeing and Nothingnesgl943) by Sartre that discussed the subject-object
relationship. | realised that such a relation ccagda fruitful perspective to analyse the
relation between a human being and a puppet.

After graduating, | carried on developiMgadame The piece was presented at
the Shunt Lounge in London during one week in Nadven2006. The outcome was not
very satisfactory as | felt that most of the tinee tpuppet of Madame was not
sufficiently present as a character. The processeaaition was like the blind guiding the
blind in the sense that | was directing a piecer&im® one, including me, knew exactly
what had to be done in order to make the relatietwéen the performers and the
puppet work. | realised that learning manipulactivauld be a long process of research
because there was no place where it was taughiedwer there was very little writing
discussing this form of performance.

These reasons led me to study for a PhD on mamifndain order to identify

the different aspects of this form of performange dollaborating with performers
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trained in different backgrounds (as none could ehdeen already trained in
manipulacting), to understand its historical orggiand finally to produce knowledge
about the fabrication of a co-presence between pndattors and puppets.

For the purpose of my thesis, | have implementen &xperiments: excerpts of
Seasidéoy Marie Redonnefostalgig Urashima Targ and an excerpt dfhe Maidsby
Jean Genet. These experiments have been conduated dwo distinct phases. The
first phase includeSeasideand Postalgiaas well as the first and second version of
Urashima Taro This early phase occurred between July 2007 am# 2008. The
experiments have distinct dramaturgical forms, fanetach of them | have worked with
performers trained in different discipliné&®easidas a play with five characters written
for actors. For this experiment, | have collabatatgth a contemporary dancer and a
puppeteerPostalgiais a montage of different contemporary texts bytess such as
Heiner Muller and Bernard Marie Koltes, performgdabphysical theatre trained actor,
a lighting designer and myself. Finallyrashima Tarois a devised piece based on a
traditional Japanese myth and performed by a peppethese three experiments were
shown to audience as works-in-progress.

The second phase includes the third versiotJ@ishima Tarowhich has been
presented as a finished piece in England, Waled-aauace, and three iterations of the
opening scene ofhe Maids This later phase spanned between February 2009 an
September 2010. My aim was to find answers andtisolkl to questions and issues
raised during the first phase such as the connebgbtween dramaturgical form and the
performers’ initial training, the balancing of theesence of the manipulactor with that
of the puppet, the integration of the ontologicatbaguity of the puppet into the
dramaturgy, and the issue of speech in relationotpresence. The third version of

Urashima Tarodevelops the ambiguous relation of the performed #&he puppet
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already present in the two first versions and ateorporates dramaturgical elements
present inPostalgiasuch as the transformation of the identity of apmi. The Maids
examines how the ontological duality can be used dsamaturgical device. It aims at
finding solutions to the issue of speech in maraptithg that was already raised during
the experiment based @easidel also recognised the fact that | had to remaimin
directorial position as opposed to that of a penter, as was the case Rostalgig in
order to be able to readjust the relationship espnces between the manipulactor and
the puppet.

In May 2008 | spent three weeks at the Instituedmational de la Marionnette in
Charleville-Mézieres. | had the opportunity to asc¢he Institut’'s large collection of
videos of contemporary performances in puppetryvelt as its specialist library. |
discovered the early ensemble works of Philippet@amich already contained forms
of manipulacting, as well as the work of artistslsas Neville Tranter, Duda Paiva, the
Train Company and the latest productions by llkhdbein.

At the outset of my research, my focus was on tiee @f the puppet. | initially
thought that the gaze was the main element thattitotred the apparent consciousness
of the puppet and framed the interactions betwéenpuppet and the performer. |
looked at the gaze described by SartrBeéimg and Nothingneg2007) but also at other
possible interpretations in psychoanalysis by astisoch as French psychopathologist
Pascal Le Malefan, Sigmund Freud and Slavoj i @k,in non-verbal communication
research by authors such as Michael Argyowever, following my first experiments,
| realised that, although the gaze of the puppetygd an important role in
manipulacting, it was not the only element thatpguped the apparent consciousness of

the puppet and its relationship with the perforni&ior to the gaze, | understood that

® ‘La marionnette, objet de vision, support de rdgabjet ludique, support psychothérapeutique’ (Le
Malefan 2004)The UncannyFreud 1919); ‘Looking Awry’ (Zizek 1989); ‘The fferent Functions of
the Gaze’ (Argyle 1976)

23



the puppet appeared as a subject because of itwempppresence as an embodied
consciousness. The interaction between the puppettlze performer concerned a
corporeal relationship taking place between thehis Tocus on corporeal presence also
immediately raised the question of the place of #pectator in viewing and
constructing the relationship between the perfogriodies. From March 2009, the
notions of perception, imagination and alterityd@e central to my research in order to
understand why a puppet seems to have a conscgsuand appears as an Other despite
being an object.

| pursued my reading of Sartrean ontology by examgimis theory of the Other
and of the image because these seemed producéige. $tudied the work on alterity by
Emmanuel Levinas, which allowed me to explore #sei@ of the puppet as Other with
regard to its essence as an object. The awardmatsa tontradiction existed in the fact
that an object cannot be an Other in a SartrearLavitiasean sense but that puppets do
appear as Others in manipulacting, led me to exariie experience of the spectator
through perception and imagination. Once againtr&appeared to me as a fruitful
source to comprehend what differentiates percegtam imagination and how the two

interact together. | have then applied this knogéetb manipulacting.

1.3. Research inquiry

This study aims at investigating the dramaturgigarformative and philosophical
stakes raised by the encounter on stage of twagbeiumich are ontologically opposed.
My research addresses the following questions.

What is the ontology of the puppet?

How is it possible that the spectator confers @enpghppet the value of an Other?
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Who is the Other represented by the puppet?

How does the initial training and performance motiéhe performer shape the

construction of the puppet as an Other?

How does the representation of the Other differ weenh dramatic

(predominantly character-based) and postdramaggztte?

What are the possible dramaturgical meanings of@¢peesentation of the Other

by a puppet?

Which set of techniques needs to be elaboratedchieze such interaction

between performer and puppet?
The four experiments that | have conducted in imtato my inquiry present different
forms of interaction between performers and pupdet®ach case, the performances
involve life-sized puppets as the main protagoradtisough other types of puppet are
used. The setting of each piece is distinct. Eagtloees a different dramaturgical
framing of the alterity of the puppet, and is perfed by people trained in different
disciplines. Seasideis a duet and a solo experiment performed by aetaand a
puppeteerUrashima Tarois a solo performed by a trained puppetdére Maidsis a
duet performed by two Stanislavski-trained actredBestalgiais a trio that combines
performers and non-performers with backgroundshysigal theatre, lighting design,
directing and puppetry. Finally, the genre of egulce is different.Seasideis a
contemporary piece that can be described as pasitia in that it uses non-naturalistic
dialogues, and the different characters seem t@engito one.Urashima Tarois a
visual piece based on a traditional Japanese shaty contains few spoken words.
Postalgiais a collage of different texts staged as a mantBige Maidss a classic piece
of modern drama originally written to be perforni®dactresses.

In addition to these four research projects, | esgpthe work of two companies
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which have elaborated distinct forms of manipulagti The first case study is
Cuniculus created in 2008 by the Dutch company Stuffed Bupjneatre. This piece
was written, designed and performed by Neville TeanThe second i$win Houses
created in 1994 by the Belgian company Mossoux-8aoaud still part of their
repertoire. The piece has been initiated and paedrby Nicole Mossoux and directed
by Patrick Bonté. These two productions offer distirepresentations of the Other that
pertain to the mode of manipulacting developed achepiece. Using Hans-Thies
Lehmann’s study of postdramatic theatre, | arga @uniculusis a form of dramatic
theatre whereaswin Housedelongs to postdramatic theatre. The former telisear
story with dramatic characters while the latteaiseries of tableaux without any text
and dramatically defined personae. The representaif the figure of the Other in
Cuniculusis contingent on the training and the approackhéatre taken by Tranter,
who initially trained in Method acting. Through hagpproach to text, characterisation
and dramaturgy his work can be categorised undat idshmann describes as dramatic
theatre. Conversely, Mossoux and Bonté do not wmeatives and texts in their
productions. Their approach to theatre is a contisinaof contemporary dance and

Grotowski. Their work can be described as postdti@ma

The theoretical framework of my research into malapting is predominantly
phenomenological. The purpose of phenomenologyhis ¢ontext is to disclose in
which way the spectator’'s consciousness apprehiredsieeting on stage of a human
being with a puppet. | define the puppet from atolmgical perspective as an object
which appears on stage as a subject. Subject gedtdiave several definitions. The
Concise Oxford Dictionaryl978)gives six different definitions of ‘subject’:

1) Any member of a State except its Sovereign, peosang obedience to another
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Member of a proposition about which something igedprated (Logic and
Grammar)

Thinking or feeling entity, the mind, the ego, tt@nscious self, as opposed to
all that is external to the mind (Philosophy)

Theme of discussion or description or represematmatter (to be) treated or
dealt with

Circumstance, person, or thing, that gives occaswnspecified feeling or
action

Person of specified usually undesirable bodily @ntal tendencies (especially

in Medicine)

| address the subject from its philosophical dé&bni, defining it as a being

endowed with consciousness and opposed to thetobjec

The Concise Oxford Dictionargffers six definitions of ‘object’.

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

Thing placed before eyes or presented to one adehees; material thing
Person or thing of affecting appearance

Person or thing to which action or feeling is diegc

Thing aimed at

Thing thought or apprehended as correlative totlireking mind or subject,
external thing, non-ego (Philosophy)

Noun or noun-equivalent governed by active trawsitierb or by preposition

Lalande’sVocabulaire Technique et Critique de la Philos@p(ii991) completes

these definitions by describing the object as ‘twatch possesses an existence on its

own, independent of the knowledge or the idea tiiaking beings can have about it’

(Lalande 1991: 702; my translation). | refer to thigiect in this study through its

definition as a thing that appears in front of thee and also as an external thing in
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relation to consciousness. | suggest that theseitilefis of the object partly encompass
what constitutes the puppet in its materiality @adpposition to the performer.

The Other is altogether familiar and strange tosetie The Other exists under
multiple forms. It can be someone from another tgurof another gender but also a
relative or even a part of the self. In manipulagtithe human being is confronted by an
anthropomorphic object which resembles him becatigs shape, its behaviour, and its
movement. The interplay taking place between thenipudactor and the puppet
materialises the paradoxical status of the Othesamseone both familiar and strange

because of the ambiguous ontology of the puppstibigct and object.

1.4. A Sartrean perspective of manipulacting

The relation of the puppet with the manipulactoexamined through the perspectives
of the relation of self to Other developed by Saitr Being and Nothingnessand
completed by a Levinasean approach of the OtheBaArean perspective might be
thought a little anachronistic as Sartre is notaillguthe phenomenologist cited in the
current debates in performance studies. For maaysy8artre’s philosophy has been
unjustly neglected in this sphere. As French pbiber Frederic Worms (2009) writes
in the introduction toLa Philosophie en France au XXe Siecle - Momehis
philosophical work is paradoxically unknown dueSartre’s ‘excess of fame’ (Worms
2009: 16). Worms means that Sartre’s strong invobkmt in the political debates of his
time as well as the dominating position of Exis@m as a philosophical trend in
France until the 1950s have drawn a lot of oppmsitiVorms ranks him as one of the
three major French thinkers of the last centurgngside Bergson and Deleuze.

However, there has been a reappraisal of his workcent years. To name but a few,
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Adrian Mirvish and Adrian van den Hoven edited Bil@ New Perspectives on Sartre

which not only took a fresh approach to the topésSartre and freedom and his
relation to ethics and Marxism but also looks atvrsubjects such as Sartre and
children, and Sartre and religion. Jonathan Welblasr edited in 2010 a collection of
articles calledReading Sartrewhich contains new perspectives on Sartre, inctud

amongst others an essay by Sartrean specialiststtebaGardner that offers a
reappraisal of the transcendental dimension of&anphilosophy.

Sartre’s main opponent has been Maurice MerleaduyPdvierleau-Ponty’s
criticisms have had an important impact on the ijoulbhderestimation of Sartre’s work.
Because he was a major figure in the French academild of his time and was for
many years a very close friend of Sartre, it igdfeme assumed that he knew Sartre’s
philosophy very well. His arguments against Saane often re-used to undermine the
latter's philosophy. Mild critiques of Sartre ar&eady present in Merleau-Ponty’s
Phenomenology of Perceptigoublished two years aft&eing and Nothingnest Les
Aventures de la Dialectiqudirst published in 1955, Merleau-Ponty accusedr&af
offering an ontology based on a severe dualismgttgncritiques of Sartre are also
present inThe Visible and the Invisibldirst published in 1964, in the chapter on
dialectic. In the article ‘Sartre and Merleau-Pondy Reappraisal’, Monika Langer
(1998) writes that Merleau-Ponty ‘claimed that 8ast subject is a translucent
consciousness coextensive with the world’ (Lang®8l 98). Merleau-Ponty contends
that, for Sartre, ‘meaning does not come from tleeldvbut is imposed on it by the
constituting consciousness’ (Langer 1998: 98). kinkbartre, who splits being-in-itself
from being-for-self, Merleau-Ponty argues that st not possible to separate the
consciousness from its objects because they reldte same world.

Langer contends that Merleau-Ponty has misintegdr&artre’s dualism. She
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supports Simone de Beauvoir's claim that ‘Merleamy has falsified Sartre’s
ontology’ (Langer 1998:101). Sartre’s ontology offea greater ambiguity between
subject and object than the strict dualism of wiiiehis often accused.

Mark Meyers makes the case in his article ‘Limityaland the Problem of
Being-in-the-world’ (2008), that Sartrean dualiss not as strict as it seems and
contains a potential liminality of the subject ahé object through Sartre’s concept of
nothingness and the relation of self to Other. @ligh Sartre always maintains a
dualism between subject and object, Meyers sugtfestSartre’s and Merleau-Ponty’s
notions of being-in-the-world are close. Sartrefgotogy has to be understood as ‘a
dualism in constant dissolution, as a dualism thatlways in the process of slipping
into a monism, yet which never fully slips’ (Meyet808: 87).

In ‘Merleau-Ponty et le pseudo-sartrisme’ (1955hick is an elaborated
response to Merleau-Ponty’s critique, Beauvoir tigy the idea that Merleau-Ponty
presents not the philosophy of Sartre but that gisaudo-Sartre. She argues that
Sartre’s and Merleau-Ponty’s philosophical possicre closer than Merleau-Ponty
claims.

Despite the virulence of Merleau-Ponty’s attackaimst Sartre, Thomas Busch
(2010) suggests that Sartre and Merleau-Ponty haai@tained a dialogue in their
writings. Sartre has accepted some of the critiqaesed by Merleau-Ponty and has
changed his own thought in his later work suctsearch for a Methoirst published
in 1958) andCritique of Dialectical Reasoffirst published in 1960). This evolution in
Sartre’s thought has led him to take a great istarethe theory of structures developed
by French anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss. S8aaimits that structures mediate
human activities and thus affect individual freeddte refers to structure in his work as

the ‘practico-inert’, which has a weight and ingghility on its own. Yet Sartre cannot
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accept the determination of structures over humaivites because otherwise, as
Thomas Busch explains, that would mean that huneamgb are mere ‘pawn players
caught in the system’ (Busch 2010: 319). Sartre Biedleau-Ponty both ultimately
reject the dominating schema of the structures.

Yet differences remain between Sartre and MerleatyPespecially concerning
the issue of other minds. For Merleau-Ponty theneciprocity between self and other
— for this reason he does not capitalise the wotiger’ — whereas for Sartre, there is an
opposition. In ‘La Question d’Autrui dans la Phibphie Contemporaine’ (2006),
French phenomenologist Francoise Dastur conclubdas Merleau-Ponty’'s position
does not eventually offer a discussion of the ijtexf the Other because he considers it
as another self, which is not the case for Sarttelavinas. The negation of the alterity
of the Other in Merleau-Ponty’s perspective of otmends is the result of ‘too much

symmetry between the other and the self’ (Dast@6264; my translatior).

Nonetheless, the object of this research is naipjpose Sartre and Merleau-Ponty. |
suggest that a re-functioning of Sartre’s ontoladfers a new understanding of the
puppet as a figure of the Other because it enalde® grasp the proximity of the
puppet as an Other that we recognise as such,dmta Other that cannot be like us
because it is actually an object. Levinas offer®aginal standpoint through an ethical
perspective which follows to some extent Sartredsigpon because he points out the
impossibility for an object to be an Other. Totality and Infinity first published in
1961, Levinas posits that the Other is not anc8edf. He argues that Self and Other do
not form a totality, unlike the relation of the Selith objects. The Other escapes the

Self because, as Simon Critchley writes, ‘thersamething about the other person, a

® All the following quotes from ‘La Question d’Autrdans la Philosophie Contemporaine’ are my own
translation.
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dimension of separateness, interiority, secrecywbat Levinas calls “alterity” that
escapes my comprehension.’ (Critchley 2008: 26§ ddncept of alterity is addressed
during the research to investigate the relatiowbeh the performer and the puppet.

A discussion about the Other is necessary befatheuinvestigating the puppet
as a figure of the Other. As Dastur suggests, iclagslosophy does not consider the
question of the Other as an issue. The questiogs@ved through analogy. ‘Because |
experience within myself the association betweebody and a consciousness, any
living body similar to mine can be considered asoamted with a consciousness
different from mine.” (Dastur 2006: 3) The Othemnist solely given to me as a body, as
an object in the world, because if that were treecé would not be possible to see this
‘object’ as a subject similar to myself. Dastur kexps that ‘the Other is immediately
given to me as a subject, as a “self’ ’ (Dastur@09). The experience of the Other is
distinct from any other sorts of experiences, @&lgi because the Other questions the
opposition of the subject and the object.

For Sartre the subject does not constitute the rOthe encounters him. The
upsurge of the Other in his world operates a deaksdtion of the position of the
subject. The objects of the world are no longeraniged around him. IBeing and
Nothingnesg2007), Sartre describes the experience of walkirg park. As he walks,
he sees a man passing at some distance from h&@e this man; | apprehend him as an
object and at the same time as a man. What dceesignify? What do | mean when |
assert that this object smar?’ (Sartre 2007: 278) Sartre argues as followsl Vifere
to think of him as being only a doll, | should apgb him the category which 1
ordinarily use to group temporal-spatial “thingSartre 2007: 278) In that case there
iIs no new relation between the subject and thectdbjef the world if the man is

apprehended as an object. However, ‘perceiving dsna man ..., it is to register an
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organisation without distance of the things in myiverse around that privileged
object.’ (Sartre 2007: 278). He concludes thatfipears that the world has a kind of
drain hole in the middle of its being and thatsitperpetually flowing off through the
hole.” (Sartre 2007: 279) Sartre establishes andisbtn between perceiving an object
and a subject. The Other changes the apprehengigheoworld that the subject
experiences, because the Other is another subjfeetapparition of the Other operates a
decentralisation of the subject in relation to therld. For Levinas the object is
identified with the self and thus becomes parttsfidentity. Conversely, the Other
cannot be identified with the self because he adnscapes the subject. The Other must
appear as being not myself, which implies the ijteand the negation of the Other.
Sartre and Levinas articulate a relation of self Qther as non-reciprocal. The
capitalisation of the word ‘Other’ signifies thesurmountable separation between self
and Other. A paradox appears when addressing thgepas an Other. As an Other the
puppet would be immediately given to consciousmssa subject. Yet, as an object the
puppet cannot be constituted as an Other. Thiddpars addressed in the second part
of Chapter Il by examining Sartre’s theory of theage.

It is necessary to be precise as to which subfexptppet is the Other of. My
research is concerned with the interactions betwerperformer and the puppet; thus
the puppet is an Other of the manipulactor. Thetspaer appears as a witness of this
relation of self to Other between the two protagtmi Nonetheless, performer and
puppet are Others too for the spectator. The diffee between manipulactor and
spectator pertains to the fact that the manipufamtastitutes the puppet as an Other of
himself because of his interaction with the puppéte puppet appears as an Other of
the spectator because of the actions engaged thébynanipulactor. The puppet by

entering the affective field of the character eadcby the performer transforms the
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presence of the latter. The performer is no lorgjerated outside the fictive world of

the puppet but affected by the presence of the giuigy appearing as an Other, by
revealing an apparent ontological proximity, th@pet transforms the perception of the
performer by the spectator. The manipulactor isonger apprehended in the same way

as when there is no interaction. The performer piesua new place on stage.

1.5. Conclusion

Understanding the ontological ambiguity of the petpps subject and object and its
appearance as a figure of the Other in manipulgcétirthe focus of Chapter Ill. After
presenting the different outcomes of the experismeonducted during this research, |
identify the elements that constitute the relatibself to Other between the puppet and
the manipulactor by looking at the theory of then®@tand the theory of the image
developed by Sartre. This chapter concludes bygsiog a definition of the ontology
of the puppet. In Chapter IV | discuss two moddianstruction of the puppet as a
figure of the Other based on two case studiesiiculusby Stuffed Puppet Theatre, and
Twin Housesby Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté. In Chapters V and IMgturn to my
practice in order to discuss the impact of theti@hahip between the ambiguous
presence of the puppet and dramatic constructidneffiect. The puppet does not only
structure dramaturgy but in my experiments alspords to dramaturgy. In Chapter V,
| use excerpts fronthe Maidsto discuss how the ontological ambiguity of theypet
can be applied as a dramaturgical device in omlerdate different levels of actuality
on stage in part in the response to the differem¢ls of representation simultaneously
presented by the play itself. | also address tlseieisof speech in manipulacting

especially insofar as dialogue poses technicalleingés and helps to contribute to
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specific effects of alterity. In Chapter VI, | apaé the ambiguity present in the relation
of self to Other between the puppet and the maagioit in the research piece
Urashima Taro Finally, Chapter VIl concludes this study by oiifg the outlines of a
method of practice for manipulacting.

The next chapter aims at answering the followingsgions in order to provide a
better understanding of manipulacting: where doasipulacting come from? What are
the current trends? How is it different from actiagd puppeteering? What is the
difference between presence and co-presence? Hatvdifferent from mainstream

ventriloquism?
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CHAPTER I

DEFINING MANIPULACTING

In this chapter, | examine the specificities of mpafacting as a mode of performance.
Firstly, | trace the historical evolution that hasade possible the emergence of
manipulacting. | then discuss the current trend€antemporary puppetry and how
manipulacting sits within them. Finally, | examim&nipulacting in relation to acting,

puppetry, presence, and ventriloquism.

2.1. Historical evolution: from the invisible puppeteerto the manipulactor

At the beginning of the twentieth century, it waseptional to see a visible puppeteer
on stage in Europe. Today, in contemporary perfages, such a thing is the norm. At
the 2009 World Festival of Puppet Theatres of @&vite-Méziéres (one of the biggest
international festivals of puppetry), visible maumgtors from all over the world
performed in all sorts of style and genre. Thigrfaof practice is not only used in
cutting-edge performances such Malediction, by Brazilian-born Duda Paiva (now
based in Holland), a piece that combines puppeiity @ntemporary dance and acting,
but is also found in shows based on biblical myinsh asThe Earth and the Universe
by Iranian company Yase Taman, fairy tales suchSkeping Beautypy French

company Akselere, or contemporary poetry suciCeas Fait-il du Bruit?by French
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company Morbus Théatre. One of the most importharacteristics of the history of
puppetry in Europe during the twentieth century basn the gradual transition from a
hidden puppeteer to a visible multi-disciplinaryrfpemer. The issue of the visible
manipulator is major because it has created a eewimg of the relationship between

the puppeteer, the puppet and the spectator.

2.1.1. Puppetry and materiality

A major turn in puppetry was initiated by the Madists, who towards the end of the
nineteenth century challenged the vision of art bzal prevailed in previous centuries.
As Henryk Jurkowski (1998) describes it, ‘The Madst concept of art as the
subjective creation of a human being opened thetw#lye belief that any such creation
must be artificial, since it is “manufactured” byethuman and so may be submitted to
different analysis’ (Jurkowski 1998: 2). Puppetrgshbeen part of this debate about
aesthetics from the beginning of the twentieth wgntOne side of the debate has
focused on the idea that the puppet could be amedgel for the actor in order to bring
the latter outside the realm of naturalistic actimigich prevailed in the theatre at that
time. Edward Gordon Craig was probably the mostodiasnadvocate of this trend
through his concept of the Uber-marionette. In 188%ublished an essay called ‘The
Actor and the Uber-Marionette’ in which he declatkdt the actor should be replaced
by a super-puppet. There is a debate as to whé&ha&g was serious about the
disappearance of actors or whether he used theepbraf Uber-marionette as a
metaphor for the elaboration of a different actiragning. Lehmann (2009) argues that
‘Craig’s Uber-marionette by no means wants to dtive human from the stage but
instead is meant to indicate another form of presesf the player.” (Lehmann 2009:

73). Conversely, Plassard contends that Craig wtasldy serious about pushing actors

37



off the stage, according to writings by Craig rabexiscovered in the Bibliotheque
Nationale de France. These writings have been shaddi in 2012 in a bilingual edition
by Marion Chénetier-Alev, Marc Duvillier and DididPlassard under the titlee
Théatre des Fous / The Drama for Fodiowever, the question of the puppet as a
model or a replacement for the live actor is naeasial to understand the historical
process that brought the puppeteer visibly on stsigee crucial has been the emphasis
put by Modernists on the artificiality of the pupp&or them, a puppet should not
appear as a substitute human being. They disculsenportance of developing the
specific materiality of puppet theatre. As Jurkoingslggests:
[Modernists had] the conviction that the esserfeatures of the material itself
should dictate the production style. Thus the ptippeaterial and construction
was to be the starting point for artistic activityhe theme and the repertory came
later, as factors secondary to the puppet figwefitwhich became the centre of
the artists’ interest. (Jurkowski 1998: 75)
Many of the Modernists involved in puppetry camanirFine Arts, such as Paul Klee
or Oskar Schlemmer, both members of the Bauhaugieheg in Germany. This
particular background probably explains their iagtrin the materiality of the puppet.
Their goal was to develop homogenised aesthetit®yethe materiality of the puppet
and not by the story to be conveyedMan and Figures of ArisSchlemmer presents
the puppet as a possibility to ‘adjust the funatlolaws of the human body to the laws
of space’ (Schlemmer in Jurkowski 1998: 62). Heuasythat the confrontation of
artificial figures with live actors would ‘multiplythe expressive power of both’
(Jurkowski 1998: 63). The contribution of the Maaists has been to consider puppetry
as an art form on its own and not as a sub-categbiive actor theatre. As such,
Modernists argued that puppetry had its own aastlets.

A focus on the materiality of the puppet was nabweggh, however, to promote

the idea of a visible manipulator. The leap was enby the Russian puppet master
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Sergei Obraztsov, who embraced Modernist conceptdrpuppetry and had a crucial
impact on the development of the visible preseridbe puppeteer on stage because of
his experimentations with glove puppets. Obrazisdially trained in Fine Arts and in
acting before taking a strong interest in puppeir$920. From 1923, he explored the
materiality of glove puppets in a series of shotbsacts that he called ‘Romances’. In
pieces such aBy the Sleeping River Attitude to a Ladyhe reduced the glove puppets
to wooden spheres placed on his forefinger reptegethe heads, with his bare hands
symbolising the rest of the body. In another adedaviussorgsky’s Lullabyhe turned
his own arm wrapped with a cloth into the puppetdbaby. Obraztsov appeared in
front of the audience singing a lullaby while cuddlthe baby’s head, which actually
was his elbow. Obraztsov had a wide impact on tingppt world of his time. The
successful touring of his solo shows all around wheld made him an international
figure of puppetry. His impact became particulatsong in the 1930s in the USSR. He
set up in 1931 the Central State Puppet Theatf@ddacow, which was the biggest
puppet theatre in Russia as well as an educatmardre for professional and amateur
puppet companies, a museum and a library. Hisenfle spread to Eastern and Central
Europe after World War Two, when the countries lnk tgeographic area became
satellites of the USSR. Obraztsov understood thatrénewal of glove puppetry not
only required the exploration of the material lisniof this type of puppet but also
necessitated that one challenged the notion of hHitelen puppeteer. However,
Obraztsov was not engaged in a theatrical visiompw@bpetry as his shows were

inscribed in the genre of variety acts.

2.1.2. Disclosing the creative process

Critigues of Modernist conceptions of puppetry tetdrto appear in the 1950s and
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spread throughout the 1960s in both Eastern andéieBurope. Some artists rejected
the idea that puppetry was only about its matayialfhey were more interested in
revealing the creative process of their performararel were eager to combine different
forms of art in conjunction with puppetry as long ia would convey best what they
wanted to express. Thus, they engaged in crosgliiery performances. One can see
the dual influences of Antonin Artaud, who theodigdbe creation of a ‘total theatre’,
and the concept of the alienation effect develdpe®ertolt Brecht. Artists from both
Eastern and Western Europe embraced this new tendétowever, the radical
differences between the economic and politicalesystwhich prevailed on each side of
the Iron Curtain set different routes for the puppes of the two blocs.

In Eastern Europe, the situation was in a way edeiepuppetry. From the
beginning of the Bolshevik revolution, the USSR aficially supported puppet
companies and theatres because the Communisthitdieyed that puppetry had a role
to play in the propagation of the new ideology.edAftWorld War Two, this policy was
extended to the satellite countries of the USSR ffiippet theatres that already existed
were nationalised and new ones were created wéhstipport of each central state.
Therefore the socialist countries had many theatddings solely dedicated to
puppetry. At the conference ‘Marionnettes et CeesurCzech editor Nina Malikova
reported that such theatres employed a large nuwibpermanent specialised artists
including puppeteers, designers, technicians aretwirs (Fleury and Sermon 2012).
The price to pay for such a good financial situatias the obligation for the companies
and theatres to fit the political agenda imposedham by the Soviet regime as well as
accepting the domination of Sergei Obraztsov’'s eptions of puppetry through the

influence of the prestigious Central State Pupgetaire of Moscow. However, a few

! The conference ‘Marionnettes et Censures’ wasnisgd by La Scéne des Chercheurs in Paris (9.6.12).
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organisations decided to explore new artistic pidbties by disclosing the creative
process of puppetry in their performances, whichambherevealing the act of
manipulation instead of hiding it. The Czech compBRAK was one of them. From
the end of the 1950s DRAK created pieces in whibh puppeteers not only
manipulated puppets in full view of the audience Wware also storytellers and actors.
Jurkowski reports that the Romanian company Taodatoduced shows that explored
the metaphorical possibilities offered by the disalg of the act of manipulation. In
1967 they created a version of fézard of Ozin which the heroine, Dorothy, was a
marionette and her three companions were maskedsadthe originality of the piece
lay in the fact that Dorothy was manipulated by hempanions. Although she was
supposed to lead them during their journey, thesevaetually the ones in charge of her
destiny. In this case, disclosing the manipulatecadme an element of the theatrical
dramaturgy and not just a decision of style. Mosrahese two examples reveal that
the performers of puppet theatre in Eastern andtr@lefturope were not only
puppeteers but also actors, mask performers angtedters.

In Western Europe, puppet theatre went on a diffejeurney to explore the
visible presence of the puppeteer. This innovasigproach first took place in variety
shows. French artist Yves Joly is a key figure loé evolution from an invisible
puppeteer to a visible one. Joly wanted to disctheecreative process by playing with
the suspension of disbelief of the audience. Hidegmark was to create an illusion and
then to break it. From 1949 he created a serishait acts that he regularly performed
with his company in the Parisian cabaret La RosegeoFor instance, in the short piece
Tragédie de PapierJoly built simple forms made out of paper in frofithe audience.
Then he manipulated each form so it would becomaramated puppet. Finally he

destroyed them with scissors and fire to bringahdience to reconsider the puppet as
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being only a piece of paper. He also conceived Mains Seulesy using just his bare
hands to form puppets that would represent theafaamd the flora of the sea before
becoming human beings. Although these acts seemdthrsto Obraztsov’s variety
shows because they both embraced the materialttyegbuppet as well as the bare hand
as a puppet, they were opposed on one major pditike Joly, Obraztsov would never
break the illusion of life of the puppet. For ingta, in one of his pieces mentioned
above,Mussorgsky’s LullahyObraztsov used to put the baby to bed and leawelh
order not to stop the suspension of disbelief ef pablic, Obraztsov always did that
final action behind the puppet booth. The audiermad still believe that there was a
baby sleeping behind the booth.

In the 1950s and the 1960s, some soloists who waaks® in cabarets went one
step further than Joly. They created acts in which puppet acknowledged the
puppeteer’s presence. That was the case for astists as the German soloist Albrecht
Roser and the French soloist Philippe Genty. Boskedushort-string marionettes
manipulated in full view of the audience. UnlikelyJowho performed with quite
abstract forms or everyday objects like umbrellzt he used as puppets, Roser and
Genty used traditional figures of puppetry, sucla @own named Gustaf for Roser and
Pierrot for Genty. For instance, during an act Regeuld help his puppet to reach a
chair so Gustaf could sit down. The puppet woutiklback at Roser and nod to signify
its gratitude. Genty’s relationship with his pupp@errot was more dramatic. Genty
created a short piece in which the puppet Pierealatme aware of the existence of
strings that connected him to the puppeteer. Rigronld try anything to untie himself
and would finally cut the strings and die.

Genty and Roser are fine examples of some of tippgieers from Western

Europe who followed a parallel path to that of sotoenpanies of the Warsaw Pact.
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However, unlike their fellows from Eastern Europégstern puppeteers did not inscribe
themselves within the theatre industry but withie tradition of variety shows. This
was mainly due to a lack of funding available foppetry in Western Europe. Most of
the puppet companies were made up of a small nuoflgarformers. IMTheHistory of
English Puppet Theatrél990), George Speaight reports that, in the 1,980y a few
shows produced by the major puppet companies pgraseBritain could afford more
than three operators. They had to perform in cabaneliday resorts or public spaces in
order to make a living, as they had little accessther venues.

Around the beginning of the 1970s, the situatioanged in Western Europe.
Sources of funding for puppetry slowly increasedawse of new cultural policies. In
France, the decentralization policy introduced mdAe Malraux, minister of culture in
the 1960s, encouraged puppeteers to have accefise tsame venues as theatre
companies. Thanks to French theatre director AetMitez, a supporter of puppetry,
the Théatre National du Palais de Chaillot opetedaors to puppeteers such as Alain
Recoing. This new situation had a massive impachein practice. Puppeteers emerged
from their small puppet booths since the whole estagd to be used. Discussing these
historical changes at a conference on The Presafidhe Puppeteer organised by Les
Saisons de la Marionnettes in Paris, French scholantal Guinebault-Slamowicz
argued that the access to new venues in correlafitbnincreased budgets opened new
potentialities of exploring the scenic space. Ptggrs had to conceive original scenic
apparatus. Guinebault-Slamowicz defines the functibthe apparatus in puppetry as
follows: ‘an apparatus is not seen, it enablestgosee’ (Guinebault-Slamowicz 2009).
Each apparatus represents a specific relationsbipveen the puppeteer and the
audience.

Three forms of puppet theatre emerged from the Idpueent of new scenic
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apparatus: the black theatre, the ‘atomised’ pupymeith and visible manipulation.
Black theatre has been possible because of tet¢hmgarovements in lighting
equipment. Beams of lighting are projected acrbssstage in order for the puppets to
appear while the puppeteers standing behind remmditien in darkness. One of the
most famous contemporary companies to use thiiged is the Spanish company
Teatro Corsario. The ‘atomised’ puppet booth cdsstd transposing to the whole
scenic space the three elements that constitutepapyet booth: screens, frames and
hiding spaces. Finally, visible manipulation makgsossible for the puppeteer to have
a part in the dramaturgy as a character in the sapacity as the puppet.

The visible presence of the puppeteer brought n@maturgic stakes suited to
the body of the performer. This trend has been dli@e in most of the Western
European countries. In the 1970s the Dutch puppepany Figuren Theater Triangel,
run by Henk and Ans Boerwinkel, created pieces Wwhagplored the relationship
between the visible puppeteer and his puppet. Aisdme time, the French puppeteers
Colette and Claude Monestier rejected the aestbétire traditional puppet theatre and
decided to perform in full view of the audience.eyhset up a new company called
Théatre sur le Fil and performed not only as mdatpus but also as narrators. Their
creations were always focused on two points: theystnd the process of creation of the
world stage. In 1970, British puppeteer Barry Smitked actors interacting with
puppets irPlayspacea piece made of a series of short episodes.dreprsode entitled
‘The dancing lesson’, a child performed by a puppat taught how to dance by a
teacher performed by an actor who was also hispoéator.

Although such experimentations as those underthlge®mith were still rare at
that time, they were signs that a whole range afsitilities was open to the visible

presence of the manipulator in puppet theatre. €aution has continued up to the
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time of writing this thesis. The different interimatal festivals that flourished in Europe
favoured these new trends, as techniques and wies shared. British academic and
editor Penny Francis reports that since the midtithe 1990s a majority of the puppet
shows performed in the UK have been with visiblegrieerg. This change occurred
through the withdrawal by puppet companies from \‘hédety-act genre in order to
embrace a more theatrical dramaturgy in the sarmeagethe puppeteers from Eastern

Europe.

2.1.3. Japanese influence: Bunraku

Japan played an important role in the evolutiorcaitemporary puppetry in Europe
when Westerners discovered a traditional form gipmiry known as Bunraku. The
original name of this sophisticated art derivednfra puppeteer called Uemura
Bunraku-ken. British academic Poh Sim Plowright020reports that ‘until 1871, the
form was known as ningyd joruri, ningydé meaning Ifglp and [joruri referring] to
Lady Joruri, whose name lies behind this oldee tith figure ambiguously poised
between prostitution and Buddhist sainthood’ (Pigimr2002: 85).

By nature, traditional Bunraku is not limited togmetry. Bunraku in its original,
Japanese and correct meaning, ‘is a form of stiinge recited to musical
accompaniment, and embodied by puppets on stageen® 1973: 25). It is a
simplification made by Westerners to reduce Bunrékuhe puppetry element. The
voice of the puppets is produced not by the pugpsteut by the storytelletafyu), who
stands on a small platform stage left of the m#émges Bunraku used to be a form of
popular theatre that was not viewed as classi@hdrin Japan. Rather, it is Noh plays

which were favoured by the intelligentsia and thestacrats, although nowadays

2 Conversation with the author.
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Bunraku is conceived as a traditional form of perfance.

| will refer to Bunraku in this thesis only to diss its puppetry element. In
Bunraku, each puppet is manipulated by three peepetiingyozukai. The latter are
dressed in black and two of them are hooded. Temtuhy is very strict among the
three puppeteers. The master-puppetesrogukai, who is not hooded, is in charge of
the head and of the right hand, another operdtidafizuka) of the left arm and the
props and finally the thirda§hizuka) of the legs.

The discovery of Bunraku by Westerners happenedhén first half of the
twentieth century through the writings of novelistad travellers. One of its most
prominent admirers was the playwright Paul Clausb discovered Bunraku in the
1920s when he was the French ambassador in Japdi®26 he published an essay
about Bunraku ir.’Oiseau Noir dans le Soleil Levard,collection of his memories of
Japan (quoted in Gilles 1981: 94). This essay sderhave left a strong impression on
theatre-makers. It was cited many years later @néir theatre director Jean-Louis
Barrault in an article originally published @ahiers Renaud-Barrauivhich depicts his
own experience of a Bunraku performance in Osak®60 (Barrault 2011).

After World War Two, Western scholars such as Ddrigééene and Barbara
Curtis Adachi studied Japanese culture and histang rediscovered Bunraku.
Subsequently, books were published which gave anwadposure to the form. Roland
Barthes dedicated a chapter to Bunraku in his bmoklapan entitledl’Empire des
Signes first published in 1970. In the 1980s Bunraku com@s were also invited to
perform in international festivals where they rdise lot of interest amongst theatre-
makers. Nowadays Bunraku is an inspiration for anloer of contemporary artists
involved in puppetry even though most of them hanabably never watched a Bunraku

performance. It is usually a second-hand experiémdbe sense that they have been
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inspired by other contemporary artists who haven &raku in the past or have read
books or articles about it. Today in Britain, aniibie manipulation of large-size
puppets effected through direct touch on the puppéirough short rods is often called
Bunraku-style puppetry although there is no forragleement amongst the British
puppet community on this terminology.

| suggest that Bunraku had two main effects on exopbrary puppet theatre.
First, it reinforced the evolution that happenecEmstern Europe from the end of the
1950s onwards and in Western Europe from the beginof the 1970s. It probably
convinced more artists that the visible puppeteas wot a bizarre concept to apply to
puppet theatre but on the contrary a way to breathew life into it. This acceptance
may also have been reinforced by the fact that sutdrm had a strong tradition and
therefore could be potentially accepted by Westaudiences. Secondly, Bunraku
changed the spatial relationship between the peppend his puppet. This relation had
always been vertical in Europe. The puppeteer Wased either above or below the
puppet. Even in the examples of Albrecht Roser,d@ana and Philippe Genty, the
relation was vertical because they used string eisppn Bunraku, the puppeteer is at
the same level as his puppet. Thus the spatidioeship between the two of them is
horizontal. Bunraku has been inspirational for eomporary puppet theatre by

reinforcing the principle of disclosing the puppaten stage.

2.2. Current trends

The visible presence of the puppeteer is now prég@mt over the hidden puppeteer in

contemporary puppet theatre. However, the aesthatics used by artists engaged in

such practices of puppetry, as well as the theadddd, are so vast and complex that a
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classification on such a basis seems to be notpitwatuctive. | suggest that it is more
pertinent to look at the materialisation of the gibhgl engagement between the
manipulator and his puppet. | propose to turn feody against body’ analysis inspired
by the classification offered by Stephen Kaplin 9a2p which looks at the levels of

engagement between the body of the performer amdbibdy’ of the puppet. These

levels of engagement range from an absence of galysontact between the human
being and the object to the possession of the humody by the puppet. In between
these two extreme relationships, puppeteers anggbsioexist on stage in a sort of
“close distance” that renders possible the fadt leéh the manipulator and the puppet
can exist in a relative autonomy. In the followiggction, | describe these levels of

engagement with examples of key artists in each.cas

2.2.1. Motionless animation

One level of involvement between the puppeteer el puppet consists of the
paradoxical absence of contact between the twohemt Yet, if the principle of
puppetry entails the manipulation of an object rdeo to transform it in front of an
audience into an animated being, how is it stidgble to talk about puppetry? Artists
engaged in this form of puppetry, such as Christtarrignon of French company
Théatre de Cuisine, believe that even if the okigabt animated, it gains the status of
an animated being because of the involvement opénformer with the object. French
scholar Jean-Luc Mattéoli calls this form of puppemotionless manipulation’. At the
conference on The Presences of the Puppeteerfihedla in the following terms: ‘the
puppet becomes motionless and the performer cieri@snd it' (Mattéoli 2009). This
form of performance uses salvaged objects (aldeccahpoverished objects) that may

have a story of their own and that had a primanction aside from being objects for
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performances.lt is by default or by excess that the object pesahe anthropomorphic
puppet. The object is not docile because it has lweastructed for a very different
purpose before the puppeteer gets hold of it. tioismanipulated but exposed, and the
puppeteer relies on it to become a storyteller.ofding to Mattéoli, the object becomes
emotionally charged because a part of our humanorkifias been delegated to it. The
object does not need to be manipulated because ahémory contained in it.

Mattéoli suggests that the object in motionlessnaion has two dramaturgical
functions. Firstly, the presence of the object sufspthe situations in which a human
character is involved. In this case Mattéoli cétis object an ‘infra-puppet’. Secondly,
the presence of the object supports the self ohtiman character. He then refers to the
object as an ‘ultra-puppet’. Mattéoli exemplifieds hterminology through two
productions by Théatre de Cuisine.

He first describes the infra-puppet by using a shased on the Odyssey. The
performer acts Ulysses, Zeus, the Sirens and #meglts by turns. A black shoe with a
red lace is set in front of him. It becomes Ulys&emt without being touched while the
performer moves and acts Ulysses. In the famousodpiwhere Ulysses is confronted
by the song of the Sirens, the actor fills up theeswith a sock. Then he puts his hands
behind his back as if he is tied to the mast ofdoiat. The shoe has become an ear that
has been plugged. Mattéoli argues that the objeetya resists the metaphorical sense
and is used only to support the narration.

To explain the ultra-puppet Mattéoli uses anothews by Théatre de Cuisine
which is about mountaineering. The object is anigkcMan. It hangs in the air by a
string. The only possible movements of the objeappgen when the performer

accidentally touches it. According to Mattéoli, theintentional movements of the

® Details about Mattéoli's research can be founkignrecent publicatior:’Objet Pauvre. Mémoire et
Quotidien sur les Scenes Contemporaines Franc#akl).
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object are enough to give life to it. Motionlessmpaulation consists of eliminating the
illusion of the manipulation in order to give roam the narration because it is not
possible to forget the nature of the object. Fortt&tdi, the transition through the
alterity of the object authorises the emotion. Moless manipulation seems to be a
trend in contemporary puppet theatre that is dtirgcsome attention from young
puppeteers. In 2008 the students of L’Ecole NaterBupérieure des Arts de la
Marionnette in Charleville-Méziéres stagétest I'Anniversaire de Michele mais Elle a
Disparu by Philippe Minyana. The only form of puppetry dswas motionless
manipulation. Each character had a small puppdt rdfaresented his social self. A
performer would enter on stage with his small ddggeeger. He would put it down in
front of him and then he would perform a charadf¢hat emerges from the practice of
motionless manipulation is the fact that perfornmactst become actors and storytellers
in order to make it work. It is the emotions andaténs of their characters on stage in

relation to the puppets that convey the life ofghk objects to the audience.

2.2.2. Possession

The ultimate degree of relationship between the pptipand the puppeteer is
materialised by the possession of the human bodyhéyuppet. This possession does
not mean a total annihilation of the human. Ittis gossible to identify two characters
on stage formed by the puppeteer and the pupiet.Sthonbein, a former student of
Albrecht Roser, is probably the artist who has pdsthis type of relationship with her
puppets to the furthest extreme. She has createdsshuch asviétamorphoses des
Métamorphoser Chair de ma Chairby using deformed castings of her body in
papier-maché that absorb parts of her own bodgro fonstrous creatures. Schonbein

explains how she came to develop this particulanfo
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[Albrecht Roser] trained me in string marionette.l have not kept any strings in
between my hands. | have let the puppet take psissesf me, of my hands, then
of my legs, of my face, of my buttocks, of my bediyd of my soul. ... | could not
stand the distance, and sometimes its proximityimes unbearable. (Schonbein
2000: 24; my translation)
Brigitte Prost considers that the work of llka Sehéin is not an attempt to extend her
own body through the puppet but on the contraris‘the body of the performer which
becomes the extension of her own doubles’ (Pro89287). llka Schonbein is not the
only artist who has developed such relationshig wiippets. Possession relationships
can be also found in the pieBastard! (2011) by Duda Paiva, imhe Gertrude Show
performed by Yael Inbar and created by the Isre@ipany Yael and Revital, and in
Twin Houseg1994) by the Belgian company Mossoux-Bonté. PdiMaar, Schénbein
and Mossoux are all trained dancers which may axpkeir interest in exploring new

relationships between body and object. | suggestttiis form of puppetry belongs to

manipulacting.

2.2.3. Close distance

The third level of engagement of the puppeteer withpuppet is located between the
two analyses above. Unlike motionless manipulattbe, puppeteer is engaged in an
active manipulation of the puppet but his bodyas possessed by it. This produces the
impression of a relative autonomy between the twiities because usually only the
hands of the puppeteers are connected to the puppkts is the most common
tendency today and it encompasses all sorts ofgiupphniques such as glove, mouth,
rod, string or Bunraku-style puppets as well agcdbiheatre. Two trends have emerged
in the role of the puppeteer in the dramaturgyhef piece. The puppeteer can be either
passive or active towards the puppet. By passimedn that the puppeteer is engaged in

the manipulation of the puppet but does not appsaa protagonist of the piece. Of
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course, | do not imply any negative judgement bypgishe term passive. In my view
neither trend is better than the other, as theceh@ the result of dramaturgical and
aesthetic decisions made by each artist. One dirtst examples of the passive role of
the puppeteer is the piesalto.lamentoproduced by the German company Figuren
Theater Tubingen and inspired by the Dances of IDdéaim the Middle Ages.
Accompanied by two musicians, Frank Soehnle maatpala dozen puppets which
represent different aspects of death. Soehnle cwabshort-string marionettes with
Bunraku-style puppets. Although not interactingaasharacter with the puppets, his
visible presence guides the audience as if he wen@te storytellerSalto.lamentdas
been performed in many international festivals sashhe London International Mime
Festival and the World Festival of Puppet TheatregSharleville-Mézieres.

An active relationship between the puppeteer arsd phippet consists of an
interaction between the two of them. The puppeteens out to be one of the
protagonists inside the dramaturgy of the showfanthis reason | argue that this form
of puppetry belongs to manipulacting. | suggest tiwre are three levels of interaction.

In some pieces, the manipulator does not have iaedetcenic character. The
interaction solely highlights his role as a puppet&his is the case, for example, for
the performers of the British company Blind Summithe showlLow Life Composed
as a series of short vignettésw Lifeis inspired by the work of the American novelist
Charles Bukowski. In one scene, the audience enersuthe character of a Chinese
cleaner performed by a Bunraku puppet manipulatethtee visible puppeteers. The
puppet finds a book and starts to read it. It getse and more emotionally engaged
with the story it is reading and shares its reastiand feelings with the puppeteers.
There is an interaction between the animated oljedtthe puppeteers but the latter are

merely enacting their role of puppeteers.
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Another level of interaction consists in giving igentity to a chorus composed
of a puppet and a group of performers. Philippet&enprobably the artist who has
developed with most brio and talent such formstdriaction for more than thirty years.
In one scene ofa Fin des Terreg2006), a group of young men are flirting with a
group of young women. The members of each groupr@ssed similarly. Their leaders
are two life-sized puppets, a man and a woman, po&ted by the other members of
the group. Although the performers do not haveratividual identity, they perform a
chorus-character and not their role as puppeteers.

Finally, the manipulator is a defined character wihas a dramaturgical
importance in relation to the puppets he animatieville Tranter is one of the finest
artists to have developed such a relationshipsmark. In the piecdhe Seven Deadly
Sins(1984), he plays the role of Mephistopheles ambeigiht puppets which represent
the personifications of the seven deadly sins aadst Although the technique of
manipulation used by Tranter is inspired by Jim $ter's Muppets, his puppets are
very different, as they are of human size and anehhmore sinister. Tranter builds
them in such a way that they keep a dynamic posas evhen they are not being
manipulated. Such design makes it possible for t€raio keep a dynamic dramaturgy
when he swaps from one puppet to another.

This overview of the presence of the puppeteer tages discloses a new
dimension in the relation of the manipulator wikte touppet. By entering the fictional
world of the figure he animates, the puppeteer Im@socloser to an actor. He is no
longer in the background of the puppet’'s world $hares a co-presence within it. | refer
to this form of interaction as manipulacting be&atise performer is capable of both
manipulating a puppet and acting a character. Bx¢ section discusses the specificity

of manipulacting.
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2.3.  Manipulacting: a hybrid form of performance

Manipulacting represents an evolution of the visilpresence of the puppeteer. It
encompasses artists as diverse as Illka SchonbdiBlamd Summit. In this section, |
argue that manipulacting is a distinct form of periance. Although it combines acting
and puppeteering, it differs from both. | then dssthe notion of the co-presence of the
puppet and the manipulactor, its key position imipalacting, and its differences from
the notion of presence. Finally | present the reasdhat place mainstream
ventriloquism outside the scope of this study altffoit shares many common points

with manipulacting.

2.3.1. Manipulacting | acting and puppetry

To understand the singularity of manipulactingsihecessary to look separately at the
modes of embodiment in acting and puppetry. Alttoagting and puppetry can be

addressed as related forms of performance bechegdbth aim at creating characters
or personae on stage, their modes of embodimenditieeent. Once their differences

are established, | will examine manipulacting arespnt its specificity.

Acting and puppetry

Just as there is no single form of acting, thereassingle form of puppetry. For

instance, actors trained in the Stanislavskianttoaduse different sets of techniques to
enact a character or a persona from those usedttbysarained in the methods of
Lecoq, Grotowski or melodrama. Likewise, puppetdeamed to use glove puppets
employ different manipulation techniques from thesgployed by puppeteers trained in

marionette or in Bunraku. The diversity of formsdastyles in acting and puppetry
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makes it difficult to provide a generic definitiowhich clearly distinguishes the
practices from one another.

Annie Gilles offers an interesting perspective laberate such generic definition.
In her article ‘Des Acteurs et des “Manipulacteu(€994), she considers that actors
and puppeteers aim at the same goal, which isdotemaracters but through different
modalities. Gilles argues that ‘the puppet candesitlered as the other of the character,
definitely not like the other of the actor. The athof the actor is indubitably the
puppeteer because he is the one who plays’ (Gi#&gl: 22; my translation§. Gilles
earlier suggested that the binary puppeteer-puppetsents ‘a split replica of the actor’
(Gilles 1981: 104). The duality actor-charactemede concrete and visible in puppetry:
the performer being at the same time himself andaaacter on stage. It requires of the
puppeteer an ability to inhabit the perceptual enaginary space around himself and
around the puppet as well as a sense of embodim&nincludes his body and extends
it in order to include that of the puppet. Yet, &ieése puppetry materialises the duality
actor-character it requires a consideration of efimhent different from the one
required in acting. Puppetry and acting do repriesem forms of performance based on
the creation of characters. However, there is aological difference between acting
and puppetry. Acting consists of the staging of Anrbeings whereas puppetry stages
inanimate objects that are given an apparent §feangs in relation to human beings.
Discussing the differences between actors and peers Ariel Bufano writes the
following:

I make a distinction ... between live actors theaind puppet theatre. The main

difference lies in the fact that in the latter, tpherformer uses a concrete

intermediate object in order to communicate witl #udience. The actor moves

with his own body into a given space, and the bnoit his expressive possibilities

are bounded by his own skin. In the case of pufhgsttre, it is an object, a thing
or an off-centred figure of the performer, indepamdof him but paradoxically

“ All the following quotes from ‘Des Acteurs et d#sanipulacteurs™ are my own translation.

55



dependent on the puppeteer, that moves into sphioh wenders it dynamic. The
consequence is a body and space issue. (Bufano 399ty translation)

As both Gilles and Bufano suggest, in acting tharatter exists through the body of
the actor, whereas in puppetry there is a splivben the body of the puppeteer and the
character, as it is the puppet that is identifiedhe character, not the performer.

In “The Actor Occluded: Puppet Theatre and Actirigedry’ (1996), American
scholar Steve Tillis develops an idea similar tat thxposed by Gilles when he defines
puppetry as a form of performance where ‘the predof the signs that communicate a
dramatic character ... and the site of those signsre.split between operator and
puppet’ (Tillis 1996: 109-110) while in acting proction and siting of signs are
merged. Yet, Tillis argues that acting and puppéetgeboth reveal and occlude the
performer as producer of the character. The presehthe puppeteer remains exposed
to the audience even when he is hidden becausadhef manipulation creates a
tension within the puppet itself which reveals ginesence of the manipulator. This is an
interesting point because manipulacting further amcls this tension between the
puppet and the performer by exposing the lattésadls the Other and the manipulator
of the puppet.

Yet, despite the fact that the presence of perfsnie acting and puppetry
remains exposed, these two forms of performancemire different forms of
embodiment of the character. | will look closelyeath of them.

In acting, the body of the actor is that of therelster. The actor’s body is the
unique vessel that carries the character. The afoegierceives the body of the actor as
being the body of the character and the actor ifilenthis body with the character he
creates (I do not refer to any psychological ideratiion). For instance, the eyes of the
character are the eyes of the actor. Whateverhheacter sees, is seen by the actor in

exactly the same way. This remark seems to betaldgy. However, in puppetry, the
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relation between the body of the character andbibdy of the puppeteer does not
follow that principle. In the case of Bunraku, thead of the character represented by
the puppet is controlled by the hand of the mastgpeteer. The latter cannot see what
the character would see when its head is turnedcertain direction. The puppet is not
an extension of the gaze of the puppeteer in theesaay that the stick is an extension
of the arm of a blind person or the scalpel isxpresion of the finger of a surgeon. The
puppeteer has to connect the movements of his tamdolling the head of a puppet to
the apparent sightline of the object. The charastembodied by the puppet, not by the
puppeteer. This remark refers back to the idedefbinary puppeteer-puppet being a
split replica of the actor. As Barthes arguesLiEmpire des Signe$2007), when
discussing Bunraku, there is a split between thiemof the puppeteer and the gesture
of the puppet. The puppet has to be identifiedieyaudience as the character.

Acting and puppetry entail two different forms afdy schema. In acting, the
body schema of the actor is characterised by his bady on stage interacting with
other performers or props. In puppetry, the expegeof the world of the character is
evoked through the puppet and requires the puppetesdy to experience the world in
another way than the actor’'s body. The body schen@mpasses two bodies: the
actual body of the puppeteer and the apparent bbdye puppet. The puppet moves
according to the puppeteer’s impulses but, as Raigjgests, with ‘its own will and its
own laws’ (Podehl 1991: 32). Podehl implicitly refg¢o the puppet’s resistance to the
puppeteer. A simple action for an actor, such d&imgacross the stage, is not simple
to achieve with a puppet because of the manipulatkills it requires, but also because
the number of movements that can be achieved wthrécular puppet depends on its
construction. For instance, master string puppeségphen Mottram builds marionettes

that are designed to achieve only one specific ofpaotion such as walking, crawling,
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flying or jumping as he believes that marionettagelimited ranges of movemeht.

The different modes of embodiment of the charagteacting and puppetry
mean that the number of characters that a perfocareenact at any one given moment
is different in both forms of performance. In agtithere is a strict equality between the
number of performers and the number of charactesdre simultaneously present on
stage. Although an actor can perform several ckenacuring the same piece, he can
only act one at a time. In puppetry, such equdlétween performer and characters is
not so strict. One puppeteer can perform simultasigoseveral characters, as a Punch
and Judy Professor does, or several puppeteersvadntogether to manipulate one
puppet, as is the case in Bunraku.

Manipulacting combines two different modes of edibwent. For that reason
manipulacting is a challenge because it requirbégngpa contradiction. In acting, the
actor’s aim is to focus the audience’s attentiorhiznbody whereas the puppeteer’s aim
is to focus the audience’s attention on the pupple¢. manipulactor aims at creating a
double focus on both him and the puppet. This dodbtus necessitates that both

presences are balanced.

Manipulacting

For a start, the manipulactor must be able to mdaie a puppet. For that reason,
manipulacting belongs to puppetry. The differeneéwieen manipulacting and other
forms of puppetry pertains to the active dramataigmeaning in the performance of
the presence on stage of the manipulactor, whonbesao-present with the puppet.
The co-presence of the manipulactor with the pupppties that the performer enacts a

character or a persona alongside the characteneoptippet. Different forms of co-

® Mottram made this comment during his workshop ‘Tbgic of Movement' that | attended in 2007.
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presence exist in manipulacting. They relate todbgree of interaction between the
puppet and the performer, and the dramaturgicahingagiven to the presence of the
manipulactor, as well as to the number of perfosmmar stage. | will look at direct and
indirect forms of interaction between performerd anppets through the work of three
contemporary artists that | class as manipulactors.

Direct interactions are often found in solo perfanoes. This is the caseTwin
Housesby Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté. Nicole Mossoux create&salogue based on
physical interaction with five mannequins. In mastses, she is dominated by the
puppet she manipulates. The manipulated manipujsaoadoxically appears as the
puppet of her own puppets. She also develops ammg relation with one puppet in
the show. They perform the same movements as Hl pastagonist was the mirror
image of the other. This relationship is reinfordsdthe close resemblance of their
faces (all the puppets’ heads are casts of Mossaukthe fact that they wear the same
wigs and outfits. | will further analyse this pradion in Chapter V.

A strong and direct relationship between perfosrand puppets also exists in
the duetMalediction created by Duda Paiva Company in 2008. Paiva atefsin
Rodrigues share the stage with a series of lifeesuppets made out of foam. At the
outset of the piece, Paiva and Rodrigues enact#idand his assistant in charge of a
female patient who happens to be naked, green itgrdlly heartless. The female
patient is manipulated by the two performers. Pas/an charge of the head - and
consequently of moving her mouth and producingJwace - as well as her left arm,
while Rodrigues manipulates her right arm. The dagggeen woman flirts with both
men and is not afraid to offer them a view of henéle attributes. Rodrigues is more
engaged in the relationship with the puppet thamna?g@robably because he can more

easily interact with her as he is only in chargemé arm.
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The interaction between the puppet and the maapod can also be indirect. In
this case, the manipulactor represents a charatiterdoes not interact with the puppet
but whose presence next to it has a dramaturgieahimg.Eshet(2002) by the Israeli
company Etgar explores such a form of diffuse dlirect relationship between the
performer and the puppdEshet(which means wife of) was conceived, directed and
designed by Elit Veber. The two performers are Raridaz and Yuval Fingerman. It
tells the Genesis story of Yehuda and his thres,smmd Tamar, the woman who links
them together and who is forced by convention taryane of her dead husband’s
brothers. The puppets are life-sized. The torsthefpuppet is strapped in front of the
torso of the performer. The head is detached frioenrést of the body. It is placed in
front of the performer and held by a rod in eittte hand or the mouth. The legs and
arms of the puppets are those of the performersrelis a doubling between the
performer and the puppet. The two performers pgh@ysame characters as those of the
puppets that they manipulate. Raz performs Tamhiteviringerman plays all the other
characters. Yet, they do not represent the samerdiion of the self of the character.
The puppet-manipulactor duality either materialigescontradiction between inner and
outer self or bears a metaphorical meaning. Towd#indsend of the piece, Tamar
disguises herself as a prostitute to seduce Yeheadause she is longing to have a child.
To materialise Yehuda falling under the spell oiBa, the female performer takes over
control of the head of the puppet of Yehuda from inale partner. The fact that the
male performer is only in charge of the rest ofltbdy of his puppet double symbolises
Yehuda literally losing his mind in front of Tamsrtharms. In probably one of the
most poignant scenes of the piece, which comes tatéeedeath of Onan, the second son
of Yehuda, Tamar refuses to follow the funeral bezause she has been compelled to

marry someone she did not love and who did not lose either. To show Yehuda

60



forcing Tamar to pray alongside him, his human degeizes the head of the puppet of
Tamar. Yet the spectator can see the head of thaléeperformer turned away to signal
disagreement. The splitting in two of the characteifamar allows the performer to
show simultaneously the social behaviour of theattar and what she really feels.

Manipulacting is defined by body-character symlsoSiymbiosis is the result of
the co-existence of three identities: the identifythe performer, the identity of the
acted character and the identity of the puppet. Tharacters and two bodies seem to
have a presence. However, only one real living hsdyresent on stage. The body of
the puppet is only an apparent body, intimatelyneated to the manipulactor. This is
perhaps the reason why both Mossoux and Paiva gentipa relationship between the
character they act and the character they maneulatthe relationship between
conjoined twins. The characters co-exist as a eohsiouble entity which has two
personalities. Some parts of their body are sharetl others not. Consequently, the
performer needs to embody a particular body schema.

Manipulactors use a technique known in dance ay-pads isolation in order
to achieve this body schema. Body-parts isolatsowhen a single body part is made to
move without the support of the rest of the bodyifaseparated from the centre.
Because of this, the body part is seen as remawed the subject that moves it and
thus seems isolated. As Valerie Preston Dunlop Ana Sanchez-Colberg write in
Dance and the Performativi2002), ‘fragmented body parts [are] co-ordinateda
manner where the “natural order” is deliberatelgl agorously eschewed ... so that the
dancer’s limbs and joints work independently froacle other’ (Preston Dunlop and
Sanchez-Colberg 2002: 73-74). The typical examfldauy-parts isolation is the
Queen waving at a crowd. Because she isolatesdmer (does not move the arm or the

torso), she, the Queen, is not engaged with theengest is not ‘hers’. In manipulacting,
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the performer identifies distinct parts of his bay/belonging to the puppet and other
parts as belonging to the character he acts. Rbanoe, inAngel (2004) Duda Paiva
controls the puppet he interacts with by passirggright arm through a hole located
between the legs of the puppet in order to reammm the inside the articulated mouth of
the puppet with his right hand and he discreetlgsiavith his left hand the right arm of
the puppet. Paiva simultaneously impels one typenofement with his right arm in
order to give the impression that the puppet caals@nd look at its surroundings,
makes another type of movement with his left hamdjive the impression that the
puppet moves its right arm, and he keeps the febtsobody still while his head is
turned towards the puppet. Although this seemslaino the body schema developed
by the puppeteer, there is a significant differefidee ultimate role of the manipulactor

is to create a dialogue between these two patigsdelf.

2.3.2. Co-presence | presence

In the previous section, | have referred to theamobf co-presence to discuss the
relationship of the manipulactor with the puppeétisinecessary to make a distinction
between the co-presence of the performer and thpgtand the visible presence of the
puppeteer on stage that is commonly found nowadayg®ntemporary performances
incorporating puppetry.

In the case of presence, the visible puppeteepidully inscribed inside the
dramaturgy, and he is not present to the charadtére puppet. His visible presence
can be described as a theatrical convention. Asugsed earlier in this chapter, the
visible presence of the puppeteer in Europe isréseilt of a historical trend. The
presence of the puppeteer was justified by the dramical decision to reveal the

theatrical construction of the performance. Theaopymity for puppet companies to
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perform in venues traditionally dedicated to actuais led puppeteers to go outside the
puppet booth and to invent scenographies and dueigies that embrace their presence
with the puppets.

In manipulacting, the performer and the puppet séerbelong to the same
actuality. The bodily presence of the visible perfer on stage is at the heart of the
dramaturgy of this interdisciplinary performancenio A co-presence is established on
stage between manipulactor and puppet, or in otfweds, between real subject and
apparent subject. Co-presence re-positions theonpeef in the dramaturgy, while
carefully maintaining the puppet within this draogly in order to establish a relation
of self to Other between them. The relation of s&lOther can be direct or indirect as
discussed above in relation tdalediction and Eshet The relationship of presence
between the puppet and the puppeteer gives toagaitentity within the dramaturgy of
the piece. Conversely, in the case of visible ptggys, the absence of co-presence
entails that their presence on stage has to berstodd by the audience as a scenic
convention whose usage is not addressed withidrdr@aturgy of the performance.

| suggest that two main reasons explain why theblispresence of the
puppeteer is not translated into a dramaturgicasgmce. Firstly, many theatre-makers
are not aware of the dramaturgical and scenograph&ons that have led puppeteers to
reveal themselves to the audience. The visibleepies of the puppeteer is no longer
used to comment upon the theatricality of the parémce. It has become a theatrical
convention without being perceived as such. Theptger is present on stage because
the puppet needs human beings in order to be amiinbvill takeWar Horse(2007) as
an instance. Produced by the National Theatre Italmaration with South African
company Handspring, and a major success sincee#gian, the piece tells the story of

a horse whose life is disrupted by its forced pgrétion in World War One. The horse
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is a puppet, built in a very realistic manner. ésha complete body, although it is
slightly bigger than a real horse, and all the ssagy joints to move like a real one.
Even the ears and the tail are articuldteld.is elegantly manipulated by three
puppeteers. Two of them are inside the puppet emdhacharge of moving the legs as
well as supporting the body of the horse on thkeousders. The third is next to the
puppet, animating the head through a sophisticatgdystem. Although the puppeteers
are physically present and visible throughout thele piece they do not occupy any
role in the dramaturgy of the piece. They are siamdously present and absent. It
appears that the visible presence of the puppstsals two contradictory messages to
the audience. On one hand, the presence of theepagrp reveals their artistic labour.
On the other hand, the spectator is implicitly esfad to focus not on them but on the
puppet. The bodily presence of the puppeteer isdaically associated with his
dramaturgical absence. Furthermore, the presenteegiuppeteer at the head is even
more contradictory. On one hand he resembles th&opean charge of guiding the
horse. He is in costume, not in blacks, and hdbksrod as if it was a bridle. On the
other hand, such a character next to the horsednsurely not be present when the
animal is supposed to be lost in the forest anddesang on its own.

The second reason relates to the initial trainihgpuppeteers. Puppeteers are
trained to bring forward the presence of the obgt not their own presence, as is the
case for actors. Their visible presence does risé rihe necessity to re-address their
training in puppetry because of their dramaturgi@asence. The co-presence of the
performer and the puppet requires a re-thinkinthefperformance techniques used by
the manipulactor in order to present both himsetf the puppet. In recent years the use

of visible performers trained not in puppetry butrcting has produced performances in

® It is worth noticing that the posters\War Horsedisplay the picture of a real horse and not of oirtae
horse-puppets used in the show although the mixacton of the piece is the presence of the pugppet
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which the presence of the puppet is undermined rbyp\eer-present performer, who
embodies the feelings and emotions supposedly giglgrio the puppet. In such cases,
the puppet appears only as an extension of therpeef and the spectator reads these
feelings through the performer’s face and body, thwbugh the movements of the
puppet.

The difference between co-presence and presencbecaest described as the
fact that co-presence rejects the convention ofwiséle invisible’ puppeteer because
the manipulactor appears as an Other of the pu@eepresence implies a balancing of
the presence of the performer and the puppet ierdadframe the focus of the audience

on both of them.

2.3.3. Manipulacting | ventriloquism

| would like to address why | am not making anyerehce to ventriloquism in this
research. Th€oncise Oxford Dictionary1978) defines ventriloquism as an ‘act or art
of speaking or uttering sounds in such a manndrttigvoice appears to come from
some source other than the speaker’ (1978: 12¥ntrNoquism literally means talking
with the belly. This is of course not the case. tvilaquists do not use their belly to
speak. They perform their art by keeping their g while moving the articulated
mouth of the puppet in synchronisation with thenmanced words.

It is a fact that ventriloquism consists of the presence on stage between a
performer and a puppet. For that reason it cantlyighe considered as a form of
manipulacting. However, | suggest that ventriloquis its mainstream form presents a
rather limited type of co-presence. By mainstrearmf of ventriloquism, I mean
performances that can be seen as belonging taddaian of cabaret and which are

now close to stand-up comedy. In this respect, Indbinclude in my criticism of
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ventriloquism performances that make use of vauism but have departed from the
traditional dramaturgy of ventriloquism acts.

The traditional dramaturgy of ventriloquism is udpdased on an opposition
between the dummy and the ventriloquist. The forssrs out loud embarrassing or
shocking comments, usually about audience membetseoventriloquist himself, of
which the ventriloquist disapproves. The comedyhef situation is that the audience is
well aware that these comments are actually fortedlaby the ventriloquist. A
ventriloquist such as Nina Conti offers a conterappapproach to this dramaturgy. For
instance, in her act with a little glove-puppet ke the latter constantly reminds the
audience that he does not really exist. Conti ésghrson to blame for everything he
says. He also refers to himself as her imaginaend. Although Conti’'s approach gives
a fresh input to ventriloquism by pushing furthee timits of its dramaturgy, her act
remains embedded inside its pre-established catliic.

| suggest that there are three main reasons wigce graditional ventriloquism
outside the scope of manipulacting. Firstly, unlientriloquism, manipulacting does
not hide the process used to animate the puppéhelnvork of manipulactors such as
Tranter and Paiva, whose puppets talk to their muopeerator, the audience can see the
manipulactor’s lips moving when he produces the&af the puppet. The role of the
manipulactor consists of framing the action in orftg the audience to look at the
puppet and not at him when the former is supposegh¢ak, and not to use a trick. The
creative process is displayed to the audience inipu&acting. The dramaturgy of
ventriloquism is based on a trick of which the amde is fully aware. One of the
pleasures in watching Conti’'s acts consists in ppreciation of the skills of the
performer who is able to speak without moving hps.| The audience wishes to find

out how the trick is accomplished but does not sadc The technique used by a
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manipulactor to give the impression that the pugpkds is not so important for the
audience because the performer does not hide théhevproduces the puppet’s voice.
The production of the puppet’s voice is not at ¢eatre of the dramaturgy. Secondly,
the dramaturgy of the ventriloquist is actuallytguimited. Although the character of
the puppet varies according to the ventriloquistowhanipulates it, the character
performed by the ventriloquist is always that o¥emtriloquist. The reason for such
consistency in any act of ventriloquism is onceiragiae to the fact that the production
of the voice is the main aspect of the performariCee example from Conti’s

performance clearly reveals this aspect. Although puppet constantly reminds the
audience that it is she who produces his voice,tiC@mains in the role of a

ventriloquist. She cannot escape the dramaturgyaofentriloquist enacting a

ventriloquist who seems not to be in control of plagpet she is giving a voice.

Finally, as the definition of ventriloquism suggesthis particular form of
performance mainly concerns a co-presence basadryal interactions. Apart from
the puppet’'s head, the other parts of the puppethardly engaged in the co-presence
between the ventriloquist and the puppet. The diredlone of Conti’s acts reveals the
importance of the voice over the other attributest tan constitute the presence of the
puppet. The presence of the monkey is maintaingewehh Conti progressively hides
the puppet from the audience’s vision. It is agh# monkey takes over Conti’'s own
body. At the end of the show, only the voice of thenkey remains, speaking openly
through the mouth of Conti.

Interestingly, however, Nina Conti produced for BBEGur the documentarsx
Ventriloquist’s Story: Her master’'s void@012) about her relationship with her late
mentor and lover Ken Campbell. Throughout the dcenpary there are dialogues

between Conti and different dummies that she hasight with her to an annual
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gathering of ventriloquists in the United StatesAsferica, one being a double of
Campbell. The dialogues established by Conti wigh different puppets escape the
traditional setting of ventriloquism because thg@pear to be taking place between
different parts of herself as a sort of therapyt thelps her to find answers to her
contradictory feelings related to the death of Chefip As a matter of fact, the trick of
the voice loses its central place in this particalantext. What we see is the mourning

process of a woman with parts of herself that hreme disappeared.

2.4. Conclusion

In less than a century, the relation between thmpeuand the puppeteer has radically
changed. The invisible puppeteer has become a milantpr engaged in the fictional
world of the puppet. The originality of manipuladiis its hybrid form, a combination
of acting and puppeteering. The manifold technicgrasting in both performances and
the possible calibrations between them have gesgbra variety of forms of
manipulacting. Manipulacting has redefined thetretaof the performer and the puppet
in a relation of self to Other. Therefore the dlyeof the puppet appears as the central
question about this new form of performance. Nogletts, in order to understand how
the puppet can appear as an Other, it requirasstisd understand who this being is.

In the next chapter, | look at the ontological aguity of the puppet by
examining the outcomes of the four experiments thadive conducted during this
research in order to identify the elements thastturte the alterity of the puppet. | then
analyse these elements by applying a theoretiandwork based on Sartrean

phenomenology in order to define the ontology dredalterity of the puppet.
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CHAPTER I

A PHENOMENOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE

ON THE ALTERITY OF THE PUPPET

The relation between a human being and a puppéifferent from the relation that
applies between two human beings. It is importantuhderstand the ambiguous
ontology of the puppet in order to produce an diffec relation of alterity in
manipulacting. This chapter examines the particalia@rity of the puppet by adopting a
theoretical framework based on Sartrean phenomgynofdomprehending the various
aspects of manipulacting has required on my paragproach that combines practice
and theory. Such knowledge opens the possibilityhef elaboration of a method of
practice for manipulacting which allows getting owhat is too often called ‘the magic
of puppetry’.

This chapter is divided into two sections. Thetfose presents the different ways
and strategies that | have employed to fabricate alerity of the puppet in four
experiments conducted during this inquiry. Thespeexnents aré&easidgPostalgia
The MaidsandUrashima Taro | have decided to circumscribe the discussion3 o
Maids and Urashima Taroto a short presentation and a succinct summargheif
respective outcomes because these experimentsnalgsed in Chapters V and VI

respectively. | identify for each project the elensewhich participate in the failures or
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successes of a convincing relation of self to Ottetiveen the manipulactor and the
puppet.

The second section engages a discussion abouttéhnéyaof the puppet framed
by the theories of the Other and imagination dgwedo by Sartre inBeing and
Nothingnesq2007) andThe Imaginary(2004). | operate a re-functioning of Sartrean
ontology in order to propose a definition of theeaty of the puppet in manipulacting.
The elements that contribute to a conclusive &jterithe puppet are discussed through

key instances of my practice.

3.1. Fabricating the alterity of the puppet

| have explored various possible forms of alteritly the puppet within different
dramatic forms and by collaborating with performé@ned in different disciplines
such as dance, puppetry, physical theatre or $asls-based acting. My aim was to
identify the common elements that shape the ajtaritthe puppet in the different
research projects that | have set up. | would likstress thaSeaside Postalgiaand
The Maids were practice-as-research outcomes intended tbleerexploration of
particular challenges, and that otdyashima Tarohas been developed into a finished
piece, which is why many examples in the secontmseof this chapter are drawn from

this latter experiment.

3.1.1. Seaside
The aim of my research was to explore a form ofimaacting that would combine
dance, puppetry and acting. Dance training requlresacquisition of techniques such

as body-parts isolation as well as understandirtjeanbodying notions such as flow,
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weight and tension which can be fruitful when apglio manipulacting. By combining
dance with acting and puppetry | aimed at exploanfprm of alterity of the puppet
based on corporeality and physical presence.

| undertook two experiments based on extractSedsidg1992), a play written
by French playwright Marie Redonn&easidéells the story of a female dancer, Onie,
who cannot dance any longer due to a hip injury.h@nway to re-open the Seaside
Hotel, her car breaks down in a deserted plac@snded by the sea and a lagoon. She
encounters Lolie, a young girl who lives alone witkr grandmother in a bungalow.
The old woman dies immediately after Onie’s arrivBlhe same night a young man,
who has also lost his way, arrives at the bungalde/reveals that the Seaside Hotel
does not exist any longer. He and Lolie dance twgdiefore they make love. The next
morning, Onie takes to the sea in a small boat afte has buried Lolie’s grandmother.
Lolie decides to become a dancer. She leaves thgabaw after she renames it the
Seaside Hotel.

The first experiment took place in July 2007. | wemt for one week in
collaboration with dancer, choreographer and rebesr Ana Sanchez-Colberg and
puppeteer Aya Nakamura. The project was mentoraddmagh Watson, former artistic
director of Doo Cot, a company which used to corbmuppetry and live art with
different styles of performance such as dance, eoper stand-up comedyseaside
contains lengthy dialogue written in a non-reaigte that gives the impression that the
protagonists are engaged in monologues ratherrd@miscussions. Some of the scenes
that we developed used text while others were antwement pieces. Onie was
performed by Sanchez-Colberg while Lolie was pentedl by Nakamura either through

acting or through a puppet. The puppet of Lolie waginally from Ultra Violet, a
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piece created by Doo Cot, and kindly lent to usAtatson. Nakamura built a prototype
puppet representing the young man. None of thegpgts had articulated mouths.

We encountered different issues depending on whetieewere working on a
dialogue or a movement-based scene. The sceneh Vdaitured dialogue were of two
sorts. One consisted of a dialogue between Sarnchl®erg as Onie and the puppet of
Lolie manipulated by Nakamura. The other was aodia¢ performed by Sanchez-
Colberg who was simultaneously acting Onie and maating the puppet of the young
man. Both scenes suffered from the difficulty ofigg the impression that the puppet
was talking. The production of the voice of the pefs by either Nakamura or Sanchez-
Colberg stressed the presence of the performédrerrttan that of the puppets because
we did not manage to connect the voice of the pupfik appropriate movements. As a
result, the outside source of the voice was tooaulsv

The movement scenes had some more positive resulfgrticular one which
staged the puppet of the young man dancing withe @mid then with Lolie. At the
outset of the scene, Sanchez-Colberg dances wi&hmiin who is manipulated by
Nakamura. Then a shift happens. Sanchez-Colbegs tatintrol of the puppet while
Nakamura detaches herself from it in order to ehatie. They all dance together with
Sanchez-Colberg manipulating the man, up to a peiven Nakamura as Lolie takes
full control of the puppet and carries on dancinthwim. Sanchez-Colberg as Onie is
expelled from the triadic relationship and lookdre couple as they move away from
her. Despite a better manipulation of the puppebdiy performers due to the absence
of dialogue, this scene suffered from the desigthefpuppet as it only had an upper
body. This particular construction did not give thmpression of a third body.
Moreover, when Sanchez-Colberg manipulated the gaman, her presence had a

tendency to overshadow that of the puppet. Her bedyg firmly anchored on the
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ground and her movements were large and powerfuthwgave her more stability and
weight than the puppet.

This first experiment showed the difficulty of aeting co-presence because of an
imbalanced presence between the puppet and tharperf, the lack of an appropriately
developed performance register to create convineidpal exchanges between the
puppet and the performer, and, to some degreeubecaf the weak design of the
puppet.

In June 2008, | worked on a second experiment duasirweek that focused on
balancing the co-presence of Onie and Lolie. Time tl only worked with Sanchez-
Colberg because | found the presence of Nakamamaaturgically difficult to justify.
Apart from the moments when she manipulated thegiupf the young man as Lolie,
Nakamura had only appeared in the first versioa psppeteer manipulating the puppet
of Lolie and not as one of the protagonists. Is #@cond experiment, Sanchez-Colberg
played Onie and manipulated the puppet of Lolieuilt a puppet the size of a twelve-
year-old girl whose head, arms, hips and legs adreulated. To solve the issue of the
voice of Lolie, | integrated inside the puppet &aer that was remotely controlled. |
recorded the voice of Sanchez-Colberg to use asdive of Lolie so she would only
have to focus on the movements of the puppet.

We worked on two scenes, one with speech and anaitieout. The solution of
the recorded voice did not really function becaosee again we did not manage to
create the impression that the puppet was talldatigpough the results were better than
in the first experiment. In order to compensatetha absence of an articulated mouth
which clearly signals when the puppet is suppoeddlk, three different actions had to

be combined together to achieve a convincing disogsynchronisation between
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speech and body movements of the puppet, exchafggsze between Onie and Lolie,
and the spatial relation of their two bodies.

The scene without dialogue achieved a better balaetween the two presences
because Sanchez-Colberg was able to create siroitaly one body rhythm for her
character and another for the puppet. As a dar8anchez-Colberg masters the
technique of body-parts isolation which is a keyl $k manipulacting. She also toned
down her own physical presence in order to giveenpoesence to the puppet.

However, the inability to achieve convincing dialegexchanges between the
manipulactor and the puppet is a major issue wherking on a play which has dense
texts such aSeasideThe experiment did not go further because | sedlithat a play
such asSeasidevas not the appropriate material to be used iera@explore a form of
alterity of the puppet based on corporeality. Ttay pequires spending a lot of time on
gaining the appropriate skills to give the impressihat the puppet talks. | eventually
decided not to carry on this experiment.

This first experiment had shown me the impact thatdramatic register has on
the form of manipulacting that has to be develofped any particular piece. For
instance, a piece such 8gasidewhich is written as a series of long monologke-li
sequences not realistic in style, is not appropriat performers whose strength is in
dance and puppetry but not in acting. As a reshk, scenes which had the most
positive outcomes were the ones without speechedar it is necessary to work with
puppets that have been carefully thought throughhfe particularity of manipulacting
because the design supports the presence of thefpap an Other in relation to the
performer. InPostalgia these two elements have been integrated to geareh from

the beginning.
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3.1.2. Postalgia
Postalgiais a twenty-five-minute work-in-progress that esipeents with various forms
of co-presence between the performers and the pupgpkke SeasidgPostalgiais not
a written play but a montage of some of Heiner B8l short plays and excerpts of
Bernard Marie Koltes’s plaRoberto Zucco

Postalgiais a collaborative work as each performer was ggiravolved in the
elaboration of the dramaturgy, the making of th@pais, and the performance. The
research was presented in February and March 2008ndon at the Shunt Lounge and
the Little Angel Theatre after an eight-week reskaand development periddvly
position in Postalgia is singular compared to the other experiments thakve
conducted for this research as my experience is feo performer’s perspective. |
collaborated with visual artist Monika Kita to decent the work through pictures and
video. A video ofPostalgiawas shot in March 2008 at the Little Angel Theatfihe
perspective given by the video adds to my expeedram the inside and contributes to
my reflection on this performance. The video isatec in Appendix B — DVD 1.

Postalgiawas devised by Zoilo Lobera who was replaced dutire project by
Amadeo Rosenheim, Boris Kahnert and my&dfosenheim is a trained actor who
specialises in physical theatre with experienceask work and puppetry. Kahnert is a
lighting designer with extensive experience in {igh contemporary dance,
installations, and experimental theatre. | am attieedirector trained in acting, physical

theatre and puppetry.

! postalgiareceived support in-kind from the Puppet CentresT,rShunt and the Little Angel Theatre,
and funding from Arts Council England through itsa@ts for the Arts programme.

% This video was filmed during a rehearsal whichktptace a few hours before our performance at The
Little Angel Theatre in order to shoot the samenssefrom different angles and to avoid blurred iesag
as much as possible due to the low level of lightised during the performance.

% Although Zoilo Lobera initiated the original ide& Postalgia he had to pull out of the project because
of other professional commitments and was replédgedimadeo Rosenheim.
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The starting point of our devising process wasntiaking of the puppets and the
elaboration of the scenography. We built a humaeespuppet that was dressed in the
same white uniform as the three performers. Thgpptihas a few special features. Its
arms, legs and head can be detached from the ftsen its jacket is unzipped a cage
is revealed. It is lit by an internal battery-ogedhlamp and it becomes a small puppet
booth where another puppet is trapped. During thews the head of one of the
performers also appears inside this cage. Thaksdsthe puppet of a woman in one of
the legs of the big puppet. She is the final protégt of the life-sized puppet. The
second element of our process consisted of elabgrdite scenography. During the first
half of the piece, the performance takes placeamrkess. The audience sits on the floor
on one side of the stage area. Behind them, weglacge-sized mirrors. They are used
to reflect back the lights coming from torches ubgdhe different protagonists to light
each other. As a result, in most scenes with dimpghe protagonists do not look
directly at each other when they speak but lodkatreflection of their interlocutor on
the mirrors. The darkness of the stage also dezsehg visible presence of the person
in charge of manipulating the puppet although #sinot hide him completely. The next

section presents the themes, the actions and diagonists oPostalgia

Description of the piece

At the outset of the performance, the audience neesnbre guided into a confined
space that looks like the cell of a jail. Insideyif characters are dressed in white. Three
of them are embodied by the performers. The foanth is the human-sized puppet, the
main character of the piece. At the outset of tlezgy the four figures seem to be
guards and they form a unified group. As the actinfolds, the character of the puppet

is rejected by the rest of the group and from tositmn of guard he eventually
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becomes a prisoner. Alongside this rejection, lygiiaes individuality whereas the three
others only exist as a chorus-character.

The piece is divided into nine scenes. The purpdtke dramaturgy is to create
not a clear storyline but a succession of visugdrassions linked together through the
figure of the human-size puppet. For clarity, lereo the character of the main puppet
as the ‘puppet-guard’ and those of the performergaard A’ for Rosenheim, ‘guard
B’ for Kahnert, and ‘guard C’ for me. | use ‘himi ther’ to talk about the puppet as
subject, and ‘it’ to talk about its materiality @lsject.

The characters iRostalgiaare divided into three groups. The first one isnfed
by the three performers, the second by the puppatdgand the last by three little
puppets. | will describe each group and look atréfations that they establish with the
two others.

The three performers can be described as a ‘clabrarscter’. Although we
make use of soliloquies and dialogues, we form radgeneous entity as ‘the guards’.
This identity as a chorus-character is reinforced dur identical costumes and
behaviour. We adopt the same attitude towards ttner @haracters of the piece. There
is no attempt from one of us to show any partictyar individuality. Our relationships
are mediated through the puppets, although inréififeways according to the type of
puppet used. The interaction with the puppet-guard two-way relationship, in the
sense that it also seems to interact with us, velsetfeere is no interaction with the little
puppets.

The puppet-guard is the main puppet of the piecedilcussed above, it is a
human-size Bunraku-style puppet dressed exactly titke three performers. It is
manipulated by one, two or three people, dependmghe action. Its head is always

manipulated by Rosenheim, except at the very enthefpiece when | take over its
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control. It is a very heavy puppet that has a falfjculated body. The back of the cage
is open and a slit has been made in the back ghatiket worn by the puppet-guard in
order to operate the little puppet trapped insidedage. The head of the puppet-guard
is manipulated through a horizontal rod insertedsaback. If necessary, the torso can
be supported by holding a short rod placed in tiveet back of the puppet. Legs and
arms are manipulated by direct grip. The puppetdjirasteracts with the three guards
and the little puppets.

Three little puppets form the last group. Therensg trapped in a cage, another
one that walks along a string in the manner of @olsat, and the little woman dressed
in red, hidden inside the left leg of the humaregzppet. They are twenty-centimetre-
tall rod puppets made out of foam and latex. Thagepets only interact with the
puppet-guard. They do not have any relationshiphwibe characters of the

manipulactors.

Framing the alterity of the puppet

Postalgia displays three forms of manipulacting. The firstain indirect relationship
between the performer and the puppet, the secordiremt relationship without
manipulation of the puppet, and the last a diretationship but with manipulation of
the puppet. Each form of manipulacting differs frtdme others because of the different
calibrations of acting and puppeteering that themlgine. These variations frame the

alterity of the puppet and are examined by lookihgpecific moments of the piece.

Indirect relationship

At the outset of the piece, one scene displays phppet-guard, engaged in a

conversation with guard B. The puppet is solely imalated by Rosenheim as guard A
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but there is no direct interaction between themweiger, the presence of guard A
contains a dramaturgical meaning that affects ¢la€eling of the presence of the puppet-
guard. During the whole action guard A stands kelive puppet, slightly to one side.
The puppet-guard seems to be only concerned widlndgB. The action is framed in
such a way that the presence of guard A is nofgutard. Yet, his discreet presence
behind the puppet can be read as the authoritdigaine that secretly controls the
behaviour of its citizens. If the puppet does négriact with guard A, in contrast, it does
react to guard B.

In this scene, the exchange of gazes between ddiaadd the puppet is not
direct. Due to the scenographic choices that weem#tke characters see each other
through the mirrors placed behind the audience.efgage in a conversation, the
puppet-guard lights the face of guard B through réfeection of the mirrors. In turn,
guard B does the same. The audience can see the &dcthe two protagonists
appearing from darkness. The interaction betweandyB and the puppet reinforces the
individuality of the puppet because guard B re&wis as if it was a human being not an
object. Guard B seems to be wound up by the noitsg¢romments of the puppet-
guard about imagination and perception. His reactmntributes to the individuality of
the puppet that has been initially generated byeRlosim. The presence of Kahnert and

his interaction with the puppet supports the fadiran of the alterity of the puppet.

Direct relationship with no manipulation
During one particular scene, the puppet-guard nesn@dnstantly motionless. However,
guards A, B and C address it as if it was ableegpond to them. The puppet-guard sits
on its own on the floor. The three guards stanéva metres behind the puppet. An

interrogation starts. At first, the interrogati@keés place between A, B and C in relation

79



to the escape of one of the little puppets on latitigpe. They do not look at each other
directly to communicate but light each other’s faegéth their torches through mirrors.
Then a shift happens and the interrogation is thcetowards the puppet. This time, the
torches are pointed at the face of the puppet.tiifee guards press the puppet with
guestions. Their aggressiveness increases, asapegt the same questions in German,
Spanish and French: ‘Who was guarding him? Who reaponsible?’ Their speech
turns into shouts and eventually, as the torchessattched off, their voices become
animals’ cries. At no moment is the puppet touched.

The objectness of the puppet, in other words itdityor state of being an object,
is accentuated by the absence of manipulation. déstpite it being motionless, | argue
that the apparent subjectness of the puppet, ier otbrds its quality or state of being a
subject, retains some presence because the ugegted position of the puppet gives
the impression of a dynamic stillness. The stiknasquires a dramaturgical meaning
because it can be read as the consequence ofathielteby the puppet-guard or, on the
contrary, as a mute disapproval of the aggresssgeé his former colleagues. This
scene keeps the dramaturgical layout that has éstablished at the outset of the piece.
The actions and shouts of the three guards sedra tegitimised by the puppet’s lack
of reaction. The stillness of the puppet is reatlordy as the result of an absence of
manipulation but also as the response of the ctearambodied by the puppet to the
aggressiveness of the guards.

Guards A, B and C never stop behaving towards tippet as if it was one of
them, although it does not show any sign of lifeeyf maintain with the puppet the
same relation that has been established since utsetoof the piece. Because their
reactions are similar to those they would have waithuman being, they contribute to

the apparent alterity of the puppet. In this instarthe puppet appears as an Other not
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through movements that are read on the puppet Hough the reactions of the
performers, which are read as coming from outdidepuppet. Actions are framed to
focus the spectators on the actions of the perfigimerelation to the still object, and to

give dramaturgical meaning to the stillness ofdharacter embodied by the puppet.

Direct relationship with manipulation
This last instance carefully looks at the beginni@ne scene dPostalgiain order to
examine the actions implemented by the three mé&gmrs to display the apparent
alterity of the puppet through a direct relatiothamanipulation.

At the outset of this scene, the three guards Hedr colleague after he has
apparently woken up. The scene is lit by a lantggged above the puppet-guard,
clearly revealing the puppet and the performerghéoaudience. The action starts with
the puppet lying down with its back on the flooheTlthree guards, performed by
Kahnert, Rosenheim and me, sit around the bodiyeoptippet.

Rosenheim is on the right side of the puppet faimgpper body, Kahnert is on
the left side close to the left arm, and | am om tight side of the puppet, next to its
legs. We first manipulate the puppet in order teeghe impression that it is waking up.
Rosenheim holds the rod on the back of its heald kg left hand and places his right
hand on its right hip. With the help of his leftnak he tilts the puppet’s head upwards.
Then Kahnert places his right hand on top of tghatrhand of the puppet and holds its
elbow with his other hand. As Rosenheim moves igist hand under the back of the
puppet to push the upper body upward, Kahnert hibleldeft hand of the puppet down
against the floor and | hold the left ankle of fhgpet with my right hand in order to
slightly bend the left leg of the puppet. We alldze. The puppet looks straight ahead.

Its upper body is slightly upwards, supported ylé@ft hand. From this position, the
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puppet’s head is moved by Rosenheim to the leftlaokls at Kahnert's face. Then, its
head is turned to the right in order to look at &dwim’s face. Then Rosenheim sits the
puppet up by putting his right hand on the leftidter of the puppet in order to pull the
upper body up. In that position the puppet facesanmewe exchange gazes.

In this example, each of us has to focus on spep#irts of the puppet, and
simultaneously we have to be aware of the actidriseotwo other performers in order
to form the impression of a being in motion. EnskEmivork in puppetry always
requires such a double level of awareness. Howdvere is a third level of awareness
required in manipulacting because each of us alswvacts with the puppet as character.
Our interaction with the puppet amplifies the megnof its actions. The manipulactor
is part of an ensemble, and yet he interacts iddaliy with the puppet animated by
this very same ensemble. The manipulactor is irsndeoutside.

The staging of the scene openly integrates theopeers as part of the
dramaturgy. The puppet appears to need the supptie three men surrounding it in
order to move its weak body. The subjectness opthmpet is supported by our constant
focus and by our reactions to the puppet’'s actidiis scene is not about how the
character of the puppet-guard usually behaves wkenakes up, but about the relation
of these three men toward their fragile companion.

The exchanges of gazes establish a relation otséther. By looking at each of
us, it is as if the puppet-guard has integrateihtasits actuality. This mutual awareness
inscribes our presence inside the dramaturgy ostleae. Our visible presence and the
visible manipulation contribute to the impressibtiattthe puppet is an apparent Other
because we all react towards it as we would doyohaman being. In this third form of
manipulacting, the performers and the puppet saar®re equal co-presence on stage

than in the previous two, which put forward eitllee presence of the puppet or the
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presence of the performer. Yet, such a co-presemcde decreased if for instance the
act of manipulation blurs the image we are tryiogteate. | will shortly come back to
this specific issue.

The three forms of manipulacting usedRostalgiadisplay three levels of co-
presence which affect in turn the alterity of thgpet. The degree of co-presence is
calibrated by the manipulactors according to thamrey that is given to the puppet as
an Other. The alterity of the puppet varies in ¢hsee cases because of the different
calibrations between acting and puppeteering. Tu#rdact relationship reveals that
puppeteering is predominant over acting. The defcpgesence of the manipulactor
suggests a hidden form of authority. The manipuigctechnique used in the case of
direct relationship without manipulation relies alsh completely on acting.
Nonetheless, the dynamic stillness of the puppetsigential to its apparent alterity
because it confers subjectness to it. Finally, estroned above, the direct relationship
with interaction balances acting and puppeteeriigs form of manipulacting is the
most difficult to achieve and has been further ttgyed inUrashimaTaro.

The research process has mainly consisted of findimlutions to articulate
together the relationship of the three guards i main puppet, elaborating the
required techniques for achieving each form of malaicting, and developing a
dramaturgy appropriate to manipulacting. Theseetl®lements are closely linked. For
instance, we decided to make the puppet-guard apsea fragile character that could
not walk on his own but had to be supported by ople®ple because the heavy weight
of the puppet-guard made it very difficult to margie especially when it was standing
up. Moreover the performer squatting behind thepetipn order to control the feet
during the walk of the puppet would have lost hissence as one of the characters.

Such an action would not have a dramatic meanitngvould only appear as an act of
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puppet manipulation. In this example, the visiblenipulation could appear as gestures
of care towards someone. The manipulacting teclenftas shaped the relation of the
guards with the puppet as much as the dramaturgyshaped the manipulacting

technique.

In most of the scenes, the three of us were ptrésgather on stage. We did not
work with a fourth person who could have played rible of an outside eye, except at
the very end of the process. Mischa Twitchin, fangdnember of Shunt, worked with
us for two days in order to bring some more cohegdn the dramaturgy. However, his
contribution was not focused on the quality of npaacting that we could achieve. We
were not able to check whether the relation oftmdies with that of the puppet and the
directions of our gazes were affecting the presefidiee puppet. | recognise the lack of
an external eye as an important issue becauseaaouirate body position can create an
imbalanced presence between manipulactors and fmupéch eventually affects the
alterity of the latter. For instance, a significaairt of my directorial work ifJrashima
Taro was spent in giving to Nakamura precise indicaiabout the positions of her
body in relation to that of the puppet, the direet of gazes, and the timing of her
reactions to the actions of the puppet. This werduires a lot of time as the performer
is given constant feedback before being able toceipbhese technical constraints and
then play with them. It also requires from the parfer and the director a lot of
dedication as it can be very tedious and frustgafiinis emphasises the key relationship
between body and gaze in the execution of manipofador these reasons, | decided

not to be part of the next experiments as a pedoimt to pursue my directorial role.

3.1.3. Urashima Taro

Urashima Tarois the only research project that has been degdlapto a full
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production. It had the longest research and dewedop period (sixteen weeks between
September 2007 and September 2009), the more sgowah works-in-progress
(twenty-eight), and has been professionally perémrabout thirty times across England
and France between April 2010 and July 2012.

We developed three distinct versionslashima Taro A detailed presentation
of each of them can be found in Chapter VI. Herdiscuss the logic behind the
evolution of this project, and specifically thedrdction between theory and practice in
the elaboration of this experiment.

This research project can be separated into teeareh phases. The first took
place between September 2007 and May 2008. It deslithe first and the second
versions ofUrashimaTaro. The second took place between January and Septemb
2009. This phase takes into account the issues apjaeared in the two previous
versions ofUrashima Tarobut also integrates a deeper knowledge of Santedédion
of self to Other.

In September 2007, Aya Nakamura and | developddnaminute work-in-
progress based on the Japanese myth of Urashinwatiar was shown at the Shunt
Lounge in London during three nights. This pieceudt in two parts. In the first one,
Nakamura is a storyteller who presents the lifa gfoung fisherman called Urashima
Taro with his old mother and how he dies after @eatally falling into the sea. The
second part does not contain any text. Nakamurgspéawoman who resuscitates
Urashima. They share for a brief moment a loveystottil Urashima decides to return
amongst the dead. The body of Urashima only induléead and two arms while the
rest has been replaced by a fishing net, in omlenaterialise a hybrid being caught
between life and death. The small room in Shuntnigeuwhere the performance took

place was covered by fishing nets in order to ghneeimpression of a spider web where
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Urashima has been caught. The design of the pgtqesises the importance of the gaze
of Urashima as the rest of its body was less ptesdrile still visible, because of the
proximity between the stage and the audience. Attime of this experiment, my
research mainly examined the role of the gazeerotiject-subject relation between the
puppeteer and the puppet. The outcomes of thisriexget seemed to confirm that the
gaze was the main element in the fabrication ofitexity of the puppet. | later realised
this was not completely true.

Between March and May 2008, we developed a seea#t-in-progress of
UrashimaTaro which was thirty-five minutes long. It was onceaagpresented in the
Shunt Lounge but in a much bigger space. We keps#me puppet but increased the
place of the storytelling in the dramaturgy and etanged the relationship between
Urashima Taro and Nakamura’s character. In thei@uevversion, the presence of
Urashima Taro was stronger than that of Nakamurgewh this second experiment
Nakamura’s character became a dominating figure. ddmsequence was a decrease in
Urashima Taro’s presence. The dramaturgical ingarsf the relationship between the
two protagonists has amplified the physical presesfdNakamura’s body in relation to
the hybrid body of the puppet. The result has beenmbalanced presence between
Nakamura’s character and Urashima.

My research residency at the Institut Internatioda la Marionnette in
Charleville-Mézieres took place immediately aftbe tperformances of the second
version ofUrashima Taro It gave me the opportunity to reflect on this esiment by
analysing videos of other practitioners engagethamipulacting. In parallel, | further
deepened my reading of Sartre. The combinatiorotif bhanged my understanding of
manipulacting. At the outset of my research, mydtlgpsis was that the relation of self

to Other between the manipulactor and the puppstfalaricated by the exchanges of
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their gazes. Although this is partly true, | reatighat the gaze played a secondary role.
Instead of focusing on the gaze to explain howlgest appears as an Other to another
subject, | looked at the notion of embodied consen@ss described by Sartre as the
body being consciousness itself and not a screeveba consciousness and the world.
This notion is further discussed in the secondi@edaif this chapter. Between the first
and the second version btfrashima Targ the body of Urashima Taro became less
present because of a change in the scenograpliye liirst version, the exiguity of the
stage area had allowed the audience to focus opujyget. Moreover the use of fishing
nets in the scenography stressed the presenceegbuppet. The second version of
Urashima Tarowas performed on a bigger stage. The scenograpisyoemposed of
too many elements and the lighting design revetiledvhole space instead of focusing
the attention of the audience on the action. Thehination of these different factors
has diluted the presence of the puppet on stagehwdunsequently weakened the co-
presence between the puppet and the manipulactor.

In order to re-establish a balanced relationskigvben the manipulactor and the
puppet it was necessary to give the latter a seopysical presence. Nakamura and |
realised that we had to redesign the puppet ofhilrasin order to give the impression
that he had a full body. We also decided to inclodee puppets in order to multiply
the presence of ‘puppetic’ bodies on stage and ndexdhe physical presence of
Nakamura and we worked on a new scenography atabochted with a new lighting
designer. These changes had a positive impactercdipresence between Nakamura
and the puppets present onstage.

In Chapter VI, the discussion abdutashima Tarofocuses on the ambiguous

relationship of the manipulactor with the puppetl drow this relationship creates an
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ambiguous dramaturgy of the Other. This ambigudg been developed through four

dramaturgical elements: power, duality, intimacg ahadows.

3.1.4. The Maids

Between April 2009 and September 2010 | worked loee iterations of the opening
scene ofThe Maidsby Jean Genet. The first two versions were shownopen
rehearsals and the final one was presented todiarane in October 2010 as a work-in-
progress. The research period was relatively sh®nive spent around two weeks on
each of the first two iterations and a week onl&ise

The action ofThe Maidstakes place during one evening. Two maids, Clanc
Solange, attempt and fail to murder their emplojadame. The opening scene stages
a ceremony where the two maids symbolically perfdinis murder while their
employer is absent. The structure of the ceremsrasifollows. Claire enacts Madame
while Solange enacts Claire. Madame is arroganatdsvthe maid and humiliates her
until the moment that the maid decides to take mgee She insults and slaps Madame
and eventually strangles her. Yet, the stranguiaisonever completed because of the
ringing of an alarm clock which signals the endref ceremony. The maids are back to
their respective identities, Claire as Claire anthB8ge as Solange.

In The Maids the actors play characters playing charactere @utor plays
Claire playing Madame and the other plays Solangging Claire. Genet seems to
deliberately blur the identity of the protagonid#oreover, at different moments of the
scene Claire stops playing Madame and Solange gitysng Claire. The play is
therefore profoundly concerned, at the level ofitaic construction and representation,
with play-acting, role-playing and performance aher. This makes it both pertinent

and challenging in terms of the themes of this\stilithe fact that this scene itself stages
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different levels of performance, and that this isignificant part of my interest in this
particular piece, accounts for the decision onlwtwk on an excerpt rather than the full
play, as | am interested in this structurally aydaay of dramatic construction, rather
than as a full drama in its own right.

In this particular experiment, the actor playingi@ embodies Madame through
a puppet. By adding a puppet on stage, | have ralised the figure of Madame as a
permanent presence. This choice responds in a tansgay to the theme of doubled
presence and layers of role-playing, whilst takimgse a step further. During the scene,
Madame appears as a subject except at specific nismehen she is deliberately
disclosed as an object when Claire or Solange teaatldress each other directly. My
research has been focused on finding ways to hahidlescene about pretence, play-
acting and appearance in which the embodiment ef Qther is materialised by a
puppet. The importance of play-acting in this ekpent has led me to work with
performers initially trained in acting although yhbad little experience in puppetry.
Throughout the whole process, | have collaborateth Wuley Ayres and Kristin
Kerwin, who are Stanislavski-trained actresseswiteenacts the role of Solange and
Ayres the role of her sister, Claire.

The three iterations of the opening sceneThie Maids explore different
dramaturgical settings in order to create diffetemels of actuality on stage in relation
to the ontological ambiguity of the puppet of Madanh have learned through this
experiment that it was essential to establish thgopt as a convincing subject in order
to create dramatic changes when the objectnesfieofptippet is disclosed by the
performers. If there is not enough difference betwéhe moments when Madame is
supposed to be a subject and when she appearsadgeahit is not possible to create

different levels of actuality on stage. Once aghiody and gaze appear as the main
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elements that support the subjectness of the pubpetever they had to be approached
differently than inPostalgiaand Urashima Tarobecause of the central place of the
production of the speech of the puppelimee Maids Although | acknowledge that we
did not fully achieve a convincing subjectness a&ddme, it was essential to aim for it.
If, for instance, Madame had been staged only asbpett treated as such by the maids,
no relation of self to Other between her and the tmaids would have been possible.
The dual identity of Madame as a subject and aeabldjas been the thread of the
experiment because it allowed me to integrate thbiguous ontology of the puppet
within the dramaturgy.

The relation of self to Other between the puppet #re performers is both
indirect and direct depending on which characteeracts with Madame. As discussed
in Chapter 1l, manipulacting is about establishiag co-presence between the
manipulactor and the puppet by giving a dramatatgmresence to the performer.
Although Claire has few direct interactions in dwer with Madame during the three
iterations, she potentially has a dramaturgicalsgmee next to Madame, not only
because she is operating the puppet but also kedsrspresence as a character is
always possible given the performer's presence agest This passive or indirect
presence already exists in Genet’s text when Cégppears at very specific moments of
the scene as herself and not as Madame. Unlikenthiect relation between Madame
and Claire, the relation between Madame and Solémlge plays Claire in this excerpt)
is direct. During the whole scene, they continuatignfront each other. The
combination of these two forms of relations andsprees between the two performers
and the puppet shapes the form of manipulactingpesg during this experiment.

In Chapter V, | discuss how the dual ontology e puppet inThe Maidshas

* As already discussed in Chapter |, | staged in628Gree adaptation ofhe Maidscalled Madame
based on a concept similar to the one developethifexperiment.
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been integrated into the dramaturgy to create rdiffelevels of represented actualities,
which itself entails doubling and role play. Eadhtlee three iterations makes use of a
particular puppet and approaches differently thatimnship taking place between the
two performers and the puppet. | also discuss hoavfabrication of the speech of
Madame has been developed in order to avoid as rascpossible an imbalanced

presence between the puppet and the two performers.

3.1.5 Main outcomes of the experiments

Through these four experiments, | have learnedttfetpparition of an alterity of the
puppet is only possible when the presences of #rdomner and the puppet are
balanced. Yet, their presences are initially imbedal because a human being has more
presence on stage than an object. It is therefecessary to rebalance these presences
in order to achieve any form of manipulacting. Beydhe diversity of dramatic forms

of these research projects and of the training dgrackds of the people who have
participated in these experiments, | have obsetlwatithree recurring elements play a
key part in the balancing of the presence of théopmer and the puppet and therefore
contribute to the fabrication of an alterity of {heppet.

Firstly, the puppet appears as an Other when osethe impression that the
puppet has an autonomous body that seems to actremutl to its surroundings
autonomously from the person who manipulates itadlmeve such an impression, it is
necessary that the apparent body of the puppetssemtached from that of the
manipulactor. This apparent separateness allowsigdlyinteractions between them.
The autonomous body of the puppet contributes & apparition of an embodied
consciousness — in other words, a consciousnessefadées to the world through its

body — which | refer to aBody-as-consciousnesghe second element is the apparent
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gaze of the puppet. By looking at the charactecteiby the manipulactor, the puppet
integrates its human protagonist into its fictionalrld. Yet, a direct gaze between the
manipulactor and the puppet is not necessary. Xtlegamges of gazes can be framed by
a scenographic apparatus such as the mirrors ndedstalgiaor the protagonists can
share an object of vision which mediates their gakenally, speech can be used in
order to establish a relation of self to Other tigio dialogue but is a secondary element
compared to body and gaze. Hence, the fabricatidheoalterity of the puppet is the
result of the apparent presence of the puppet la@dg-as-consciousness, its apparent
ability to see the manipulactor in order for thitedato appear as an Other of the puppet,
and its ability to engage in a dialogue with a harbaing although this last element is
not always needed.

In these four experiments, body-as-consciousngsze and speech are
calibrated differently according to the dramatianfioof each piece and the initial
training background of the manipulactors. For instg inPostalgiathe alterity of the
puppet is fabricated by a combination of body eithith gaze or with speech. There is
no direct exchange of gazes when the charactdregbuppet talks to one of the human
guards because the protagonists seem to see damhtbtough the mirrors placed
behind the audience. The direct exchanges of gamfs happen when there is a
physical interaction between the puppet and theipoéactors. InThe Maids the gaze
plays a role as important as speech because tharmyes of gazes are direct. In this
particular treatment ofhe Maidsthe performer in charge of manipulating the puppet
much more visible than the oneRostalgiawho remains mostly in darkness. The result
is a weakened presence of the puppet of Madameodg-ds-consciousness. In
Urashima Tarothe alterity of the puppet is supported by the sutgl interactions

between the puppets and the performer as well &g ¢lxchange of gaze but not by
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dialogue. Understanding how the alterity is faltedais a necessary stage in order to
understand why body and gaze, and to a lesseralsgesech, contribute to constitute

the puppet as a figure of the Other. The next@eaims at answering this question.

3.2. Alterity and ontology of the puppet in manipulacting

This section examines the relation of self to Othetween the manipulactor and the
puppet by applying a theoretical framework basedSantrean and, to some extent,
Levinasean phenomenology, illustrated by instarfoes the experiments discussed
above. | particularly look at the discussion coridddy Sartre about the Other in order
to understand the fabrication of a co-presence dxtvihe manipulactor and the puppet
on stage. The inquiry specifically addresses tgeraent developed by Sartre Being
and Nothingnesshat the relation of self to Other is the resultoar presence in the
world as embodied consciousness. The inquiry a@ses the issue of representing an
Other by an object. The contradiction of an obgs©Other is discussed by examining
perception and imagination in the spectator's erpee of puppetry. Finally, the
inquiry operates a re-functioning of Sartrean argglin order to propose a definition of

the ambiguous ontology of the puppet.

3.2.1. Construction of co-presence: body and gaze

The fabrication of co-presence suggests that thaipukactor and the puppet are
initially required to appear distinct from one am&t This distinction is materialised by
the fact that they seem to have distinct bodiestage. When the distinction from the
manipulactor is not clearly established, the pupmpgpears as an extension of the

manipulactor, and thus, is mostly present on stsgan object and not as a protagonist.
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The result is a weakened form of co-presence. lex@eriment such ddrashima Targ
Nakamura establishes a co-presence between heharifferent puppets in the piece
by establishing a clear distinction between herybadd that of the puppets. The
puppets seem autonomous from her although thewetally under her control. To
understand why such a distinction is necessaryggiasst looking at Sartre’s definition
of consciousness.

As Frederic Worms argues, Sartre presents consmeasnot as an abstract
property but as ‘the essence of human beings 4 @¥orms 2008: 16). Following the
German phenomenologist Edmund Husserl, Sartre ekefioonsciousness by its
intentionality or directedness towards an objear Bartre, as Sebastian Gardner
explains, ‘the concept of consciousness must bedhsciousness of something which
differentiates itself from its objects and is cdnss of itself as doing so’ (Gardner
2009: 48). There are two possible modes of consoiess for Sartre: pre-reflective and
reflective. Pre-reflective consciousness is immied@nsciousness. Sartre describes it
as impersonal because it is not consciousnessedf. iPre-reflective consciousness does
not need the notion of self. Conversely, reflectteasciousness is consciousness taking
itself as its object. Reflective consciousnessartre is the Cartesian cogito. However,
and this point is very important for the study oampulacting, Sartre does not agree
with Descartes about the separation between bodlyramd.

For Sartre, as Kathleen Wider explains, the bodythe subject of human
consciousness’ (Wider 1997: 112). The unity ofltbhey shows the unity of the subject
with regard to the world. The body is actually cooasness and not a screen between
consciousness and its objects. As Canadian schaaika Langer writes, the existence
of flesh is ‘a vehicle of an interworld in Sartrgdkilosophy’ (Langer 1998: 112). She

argues that the existence of consciousness as ‘bpelys an inevitable and eradicable
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alienation insofar as it engages consciousnessiorka which it continually surpasses,
and confers on it an eternally elusive “being-ftmess™ (Langer 1998: 105). The
distinction of bodies is a key element of the cesgnce between the manipulactor and
the puppet because it confers on the puppet ittngelg to the world as an embodied
consciousness. The performer and the puppet sebmpcesent to one another because
of their presence on stage as subjects. The distmbetween the apparent body of the
puppet and the real body of the manipulactor cbuteis to the epiphany of an apparent
consciousness in the puppet.

To operate a distinction between these two bodmesphysical presence of the
puppet through its materiality is not enough. Iessential that the body of the puppet
moves in such a way that it seems autonomous fnenbody of the performer and that
it seems to deploy an apparent internal logic o@meent. For instance, the uncanny
feeling that spectators may experience when thetchw&lakamura and Urashima
dancing together comes from the impression thatautonomous subjects are present
to each other through the interactions of theirib®dlespite the awareness that one of
the protagonists is actually an object.

The apparent autonomy of the body of the puppéifii€ult to achieve because
of the dramatic function of the manipulactor ongstaThe double focus on the
manipulactor and the puppet can remind the audig¢hat the latter is physically
connected to the former if the manipulation is w®ble which, in return, affects their
apparent separation. Thus, it is necessary notstdode to the audience how certain
parts of the body of the puppet are manipulate@. arms and the legs of the puppet can
be controlled by a visible but subtle grip of thampulactor's hand, or they can be the
actual arms or legs of the performer but partidligden by a piece of costume. For

instance, inUrashima Targ Nakamura places her hand behind the puppet's bénd
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Urashima to hold it discreetly, or she slips hghtiarm through one sleeve of Okoto’s

kimono to create the impression that the puppetdmaarm. Moreover, manipulactors

tend to mask as much as possible the physical ctinonebetween their body and the

head of the puppet. The reason is that the hegubsisghe apparent gaze of the puppet,
which also contributes to the co-presence of theipudactor with the puppet.

The gaze often functions as a key sign of consoess of the puppet. In
Phenomenology of a Puppet Theatlan Mrazek (2005) suggests that the eyes of the
Javanese Wayang Kulit puppet are its ‘power ofovisi.. The eyes give the sensation
of the puppet’s subjectivity and visual agencyppposed to being an object of visual
gaze’ (Mrazek 2006: 35). The puppet is more thémrey that can be seen; it is also an
apparent subject that can see. When the gaze opuppet is not precise as often
happened in the first and second iterationTbeE Maids then the puppet loses its
apparent subjectness. This function of the gaza sign of consciousness is found in
many forms of puppetry.

The gaze of the puppet plays an important partipdo manipulacting: it
reinforces the separateness from the manipulacyorstbessing the dramaturgical
presence of the latter. The visible presence ohthgaipulactor on stage does not imply
that he has a dramaturgical presence. Howevereiptippet looks at the manipulactor
and the latter responds to this gaze, the humdorpesr appears as part of the actuality
of the puppet.

In the third version ofUrashima Targ | used this function of the gaze to
establish a co-presence between Nakamura and gpetpof Okoto when the two enter
the stage for the first time. At the outset of #oene, Nakamura can be seen by the
audience as a visible puppeteer, as the puppéteionly one engaged in an action.

Okoto looks at small paper cut-outs of men thathsee pulled out from a box and laid
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down on a small table while Nakamura is next to, kéghtly behind, looking at the
side of Okoto’s face. After a short moment, Nakaargtops looking at the puppet while
the latter carries on her previous action. Nakanmoaes her head forward to look at
the paper cut-out of one of the men in front of, lerd then laughs at him. At this
moment, Nakamura appears detached from the puppdtienly, Okoto turns her head
towards Nakamura, looks at her and shushes her authoritative manner. Nakamura
looks at her, and then moves backwards, lookingnda®& a sign of submission to
Okoto.
The dramaturgical presence of Nakamura as a clearhes been established

through four related actions:

Okoto has a clear dramaturgical presence but Nakahas not

Nakamura stops looking at the puppet in order terdgaged in an action

distinct from that of Okoto. However, Nakamura'seggnce remains

unclear

the puppet looks at Nakamura and forces the laitezturn her gaze

Nakamura’'s character feels ashamed of her action.
The fabrication of co-presence is progressive tlijrthe two bodies are detached from
one another because they are engaged in diffectiong, and then, the exchanges of
gazes between Okoto and Nakamura disclose thenthassO

However, the gaze of the puppet can integrate tesepce of the performer in

the dramaturgy of the piece even if this gaze duwdsprovoke a strong reaction from
the performer. The fact that the gaze of the puppetturned by the performer is
enough to create a co-presence between the twgsdhor instance, iPostalgig as
discussed above, the simple fact that there areagxges of gazes between the puppet-

guard and the manipulactors constitutes their esguce. It is not necessary for the
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manipulactors to react to the gaze of the pupp#t strong emotions. Yet the reaction
of Nakamura irlJrashima Taroestablished a clearer distinction between the guapd
her than the sole fact of exchanging gazes witlptippet as ifPostalgia

During the making ofPostalgig there was no external eye to supervise the
interactions of the different bodies present ogestailthough the gaze of the puppet-
guard is precise, the relation of our bodies iatreh to that of the puppet can contribute
to a decrease of the puppet’s subjectness. Thisi@gpen when, for instance, the body
of one of us hides the direction of the gaze ofghppet or when the manipulation is
not subtle enough to give the impression that théybof the puppet is autonomous
from ours. This emphasises the interdependenceday bnd gaze in the fabrication of

the alterity of the puppet.

This interdependence is very well demonstrated doyr& in describing the relation of
self to Other. As Langer explains, ‘in virtue of lody, consciousness has an “exterior”
and can experience the other's gaze. This gazeltaimeously reveals the other as
subject and makes me aware of a facet of my owngbwihich, on principle, will
always elude me’ (Langer 1998: 106). For this reaas Langer concludes, ‘my body is
at one and the same time the body which | live taedoody which is an object for the
other (Langer 1998: 106).

Sartre suggests two ideas. Firstly, the Other céylme apprehended by the self as
a subject. Nakamura’s character reacts as if sblkeslat a human being and not at an
object. By pointing the gaze of the puppet towdrdsself, Nakamura signals that her
character is part of the actuality of the puppetdhdly, Sartre positions himself within

a Hegelian standpoint to argue that the Otherasstibject who mediates my relation to

myself. In other words, the Other allows me to Wvar@ of aspects of myself.
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However, Sartre disagrees with Hegel on the pdiat the Other is given to the
self by an explicit act of mutual knowing. If thats the case, that would mean that the
Other would be relegated to the status of a mejecbldn Totality and Infinity(1991),
Levinas exposes clearly why the relation of selbtber cannot be based on knowledge.
He argues that to be an ‘I’ consists of being imahtto myself. Yet this identity is not
static as in the tautology ‘Il am I’ but dynamic.virgas defines identity as follows:

To be | is, over and beyond any individuation tteat be derived from a system of

references, to have identity as one’s content. Tleenot a being that always

remains the same, but is the being whose existingists in identifying itself, in
recovering its identity throughout all that happémd. It is the primal identity, the

primordial work of identification. (Levinas 199163
As Francoise Dastur explains, ‘for Levinas the wdd not something different from
the “I” but a mode of existence for the “I”” (Dast@006: 37). Knowledge is only a
mode of existence of the self that is part of tpaiinic process of identification. The
self takes possession of the world in order to sohidate or extend its own identity’
(Dastur 2006: 37). The subject does not find amglather than itself in the object. The
self gives a meaning to the object, which Levirefens as its finality. For this reason,
Levinas argues that the relation of the subjedt wiijects is a relation of knowledge.

Conversely to the relation of the self with the ldpiLevinas contends that the
Other is not another self. The relation to the ©ikea relation to an alterity which ‘is
not the simple reverse of identity, and is not fedout of resistance to the same, but is
prior to every initiative, to all imperialism ofélsame’ (Levinas 1991: 39). For Levinas,
self and Other can exchange everything exceptdhefaexisting (exister). The self is
alone and has no power over the Other. The Othamatebe an object of knowledge

because knowledge is an identification procesthisfwere the case it would mean that

the Other would be part of the identity of the s&lhich would be problematic for

® The same has to be understood as the ‘I’ or tlie se
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Levinas. In Levinasean phenomenology, there ispposition between the relation of
the subject with objects and the relation of thgjestt with other subjects.

For the same reasons, Sartre claims that theaelbgtween self and Other is ‘a
negative and internal ontological relation, as ggubto a relation of knowledge’
(Gardner 2009: 138). IBeing and Nothingnes$2007), Sartre presents a scene
depicting a person absorbed in spying on someoriediyng through a keyhole. This
scene echoes the previous example fidnashima Tarowhen Nakamura’s character is
caught by Okoto laughing at one of the paper méw. Voyeur hears footsteps behind
him and feels ashamed of his action because somleoke at him. For Sartre, the
Other appears in the pre-reflective consciousndsthe self because the Other is
immediately given to consciousness through theeserihe situation of being looked at
is lived by the voyeur, and not known by him. Visibas no epistemic power because,
as Gardner highlights, ‘the meaning of the Othdotk is instead that of an action’
(Gardner 2009: 139). When the voyeur is caughtitapkhrough the keyhole or when
Nakamura’s character is caught laughing at onéhefpgaper men, they are suddenly
aware of themselves engaged in a specific actiba, specific location, at a specific
time. Through the gaze of the Other, they are #tblgrasp themselves as objects. As
Mark Sacks underlines, ‘I am the very object thas bheen seen’ (Sacks 2005: 288).
Yet, Sacks also stresses that Sartre does not tnaabeing objectivised by the gaze of
the Other implies that | become a mere object heddther is a pure subjéctt means
that ‘I become aware that | am essentially a hunb@mg, an entity that is
fundamentally as much a spatio-temporal object &sa conscious being’ (Sacks 2005:
285). As Langer suggests, ‘the other is not orifjngiven to me as object but as

presence in person, as a subject who reveals tmyneeing-for-others’ (Langer 1998:

® ‘Objectivation’ and ‘objectivise’ are related wasrdnd refer to making an object out of something or
someone (Barnes 2007: 653).
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106). The inter-subjective awareness consists ahamediate subject-subject relation.
The Other is the subject who mediates my relatonmiyself. Nakamura’s
character feels ashamed of her action because rsfmeirgers the phenomenological
gaze of the puppet. She is able to grasp a pdmersklf of which she was not aware, in
this instance her mocking attitude. The gaze alltvesmanipulactor and the puppet to
be aware of each other but also to distinguish foma another. The Other appears as
the one that confirms and denies the ‘selfnesshéooneself, but also as not being the
oneself. Selfness or ipseitipgéitéin French) is defined as the individuality, the sk
all the properties, unique or not, that charactesis individual.

Nonetheless, the puppet is only an apparent sulméttan apparent body and an
apparent gaze and, surely, Sartre never intendethéory of the Other to be applied to
puppets as they are not subjects but objects. Mereas Levinas contends, it is not
possible for an object to be an Other.Tiotality and Infinity(1991), Levinas adopts a
Platonic perspective to compare the perceptioreeing) an object and seeing an Other.
He argues that ‘objects have no light of their owmey receive a borrowed light’
(Levinas 1991: 74). Conversely, the Other doesappear in a ‘light exterior to it. ... It
is by itself and not by reference to a system’ {has 1991: 75). Unlike the object, the
Other is not immanent to the Self but transcendeelf. and Other do not form a totality
because the Other escapes the self. The priorittyeoOther in regard to the self has to
be absolute. Hence the Other is ‘the Absolutelye®t{Levinas 1991: 39) and for this
reason there is an absence of reciprocity betweléarsd Other.

If we agree with Levinas, how can we explain tinat puppet appears as a figure
of the Other despite being an object? For thessores it is necessary to interrogate
what constitutes the experience of the spectatoichiray a puppet in order to

understand what lies behind the presence of thpgiup
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3.2.2. The absent Other
In Marionnettes et Marionnettistes de Frangmiblished in 1947, French scholar and
puppeteer André-Charles Gervais shares his experiaa a member of the audience
watching a glove puppet show. The account of higeggnce brings an interesting
perspective to the discussion about the appardénecuess of the puppet and, thus,
requires full citation.
When | attend a puppet show, | agree to believa lot of improbabilities. The
scenic characters do not have human size, | cgnseel half of their bodies, their
wooden faces are still, their gestures are stiffit amaccurate, their voice is
disproportionate, and their walk is unreal. It @bts with illusion and with the
work of my mind. From time to time, the doll offemse a springboard that my
imagination uses to gather momentum. On this gslexich | can focus thoughts
and dreams in order to invent the scenic chara€tes. work of the mind can be
subconsciously done when | fully surrender to tlestlaetic delectation. | can
enjoy the show and forget myself. However at défér moments of my
experience, a splitting of myself happens whiclovei me to observe the
psychological attitude produced on me by the stgwanalysing myself | enjoy a
superior action, the one happening between thedtafor and the protagonists of
the piece. By acknowledging that my pleasure has lgeiided, | increase it. By
moving from the convention of theatre to the trathmy introspective quest, and
by passing from an external unreality to an inmality, | feel the pleasure given
by the flexible mechanism of my mind and by the rpegvering leaps of
imagination. (Gervais 1947: 35; my translation)
Gervais suggests that the starting point of hisesegpce is perception. His description
first highlights the objectness of the puppet. Rentexplains that the perception of the
puppet triggers his imagination which offers himeav experience: the manifestation of
the subjectness of the puppet. Finally, he acknidgde that his experience as a
spectator is heightened when he is absorbed bgdtiens of the performance, and at
the same time, he is aware that he watches antobjec
Gervais raises the idea of an interplay betweergimaéion and perception. He
also draws attention to the fact that consciousoassbe directed towards the puppet
through two modes of relation depending on whett@sciousness focuses on the

objectness or the subjectness of the puppet. lestggrther exploring the interplay
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between imagination and perception in puppetryanening it through the theory of
image developed by Sartre he Imaginary(2004). | will start this discussion by
presenting the distinction between perception amayination, and then | will focus on

their role in the spectating of manipulactifg.

Defining perception and imagination

Following the German phenomenologist Edmund HusSeritre posits that perception
and imagination are two different ways for conssimess to be related to an identical
object. Perception is an intentional act directedards an object. Perception of an
object is constructed by the plan that the perngiviiewer has of this object and it is
contextualised by its surroundings. The intentidpatloes not necessarily refer to
reflective consciousness. When | look at one sfdeaar in the street | expect the other
side to exist without thinking of it. If it happenisat the other side is absent | will be
surprised. An object is never entirely given toudject by visual perception. One can
only see one side at a time but as Husserl poirttsperception furnishes us with a full
object-consciousness, even though only part opéreeived object is intuitively given’
(Husserl quoted by Gallagher and Zahavi 2009: 96 profile which appears in
perception is transcended by the viewer in ordegrésp the object itself. We see more
than what is actually given by perception throughatvHusserl ‘terms horizontal
intentionality’ (Gallagher and Zahavi 2009: 96). rizontal intentionality implies an

expectation of the absent profile.

" Scholars such as Henryk Jurkowski and Steve Tillise both discussed the role of imagination and
perception in their studies of the spectator's gegaent with puppetry performances. Aspects of
Puppet Theatre(1988), Jurkowski refers to the concept of opélisato explain the spectator’s
experience of puppetry, whereasTiowards an Aesthetics of Puppet Thedfi892), Tillis develops the
concept of the double-vision. However Jurkowski afitlis do not define beforehand the terms
‘imagination’ and ‘perception’.
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Sartre argues that the image is not a thing batadion. He defines the image as
‘an act that aims in its corporeality at an absenton-existent object, through a
physical or psychic content that is given not aslitbut in the capacity of “analogical
representative” of the object aimed at’ (Sartre2@D). What is imagined is an object
that is not present but that we bring back to amsciousness. Imagination does not
have the same knowledge content that perceptiotaicsn ‘In perception knowledge is
formed slowly; in the image, knowledge is immedig§Bartre 2004: 9). The image does
not bring us any additional knowledge of the objiett we already know; perception
always brings additional knowledge. Sartre arguest tthe object is therefore
correlative with a certain synthetic act, whichliuates among its structures a certain
consciousness and a certain “intention” (Sartré@d2011). Unlike the object of
perception that appears in an infinite series dffiles, the object of imagination
‘possesses in itself only a finite number of deteations, precisely those of which we
are conscious’ (Sartre 2004: 16). Therefore, betwssrception and imagination there
is a difference of nature and not of degree. In dhse of perception, the object ‘is
“encountered” by consciousness’ (Sartre 2004:7the case of imagination it is not,

the object is absent.

Non-psychic images

Sartre draws attention to the fact that imageshbmpsychic, such as the memory of
someone, but also non-psychic, such as a photogaagaricature or an imitation. Sartre
argues that the perception of these particularotdjean lead us to imagine absent
objects. Sartre gives an example which is partrbuleelevant to understanding how

puppetry affects the spectator’'s imagination. Hesents a female impersonator called

Franconay imitating a famous artist of his time,uvee Chevalier.
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Sartre first admits that the impersonator makesofisggns in order to create the
image of Chevalier but he argues that there arexigting connections between sign
and image. Sartre specifies that ‘the consciouspésmitation is a temporal form,
which is to say, [one which] develops its strucsuire time’ (Sartre 2004: 26). Talking
about Franconay’s imitation, Sartre points out ittt object Maurice Chevalier is a
weak form that can be either interpreted as ‘Mau@hevalier, or a small woman
pulling faces’ (Sartre 2004: 26). The signs aredus$er guiding the audience’s
consciousness. Sartre argues that sign consciaisreb image consciousness are
bridged through memory and affectivity. As Sartrentends, ‘all perception is
accompanied by an affective reaction. Every feelinfeeling about something, which
is to say it aims at its object in a certain marared projects onto it a certain quality. To
like Pierre is to be conscious of Pierre as likeaffbartre 2004: 28). The concept of a
‘pure’ perception does not exist. As neurosciertistonio Damasio (2000) writes in
The Feeling of What Happen3he records we hold of the objects and everds We
have once perceived include the motor adjustmeatsade to obtain the perception in
the first place and also include the emotional tieas we had then’ (Damasio 2000:
147). The affective reactions attached to percaptjay a central role in the imaging
consciousness.

In Sartre’s example, the audience only perceivaad¢anay at the outset of the act.
Then they read the signs and recognise them asdetpto Maurice Chevalier. What
the audience imagines of Chevalier is what thegaaly know about him. Yet these
signs are limited, rigid and abstract. Even thotlggy have recognised that Franconay
is imitating Chevalier, this knowledge is not enbutp constitute the image of
Chevalier. In the past, the audience has encouhténevalier through posters, movies,

newspapers and magazines. These memories of Girelialle been accompanied by
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affective reactions. These reactions are intentiohbe audience has projected on
Chevalier a ‘certain expressive nature somethiethe essence of Chevalier delivered
to intuition’ (Sartre 2004: 28). When the audiens@tches Franconay imitating
Chevalier, these affective reactions are awakemeld‘iacorporated in the intentional
synthesis’ (Sartre 2004: 28). The affective meanioig Chevalier appears on
Franconay’s body. It actualises a synthetic uniiica of the different signs. The
unification animates the rigid, limited and abstrqoalities and gives life to the signs.
When the audience watches Franconay, they ignaredétails of her body. These
elements are perceived as indeterminate massesudoythese indeterminate aspects
are not eliminated from the imaging synthesis sthey are still needed to represent the
indeterminate aspects of Chevalier. Sartre empdasigt the synthesis is never entirely
achieved. Instead of maintaining a clear distincti@tween the imagined essence of
Chevalier and the perceived body of Franconaygtieinterplay between imagination
and perception: ‘A hybrid state follows, neithellfuperception nor fully image.’
(Sartre 2004: 29)

Sartre establishes a link of intentionality betwgemception and imagination in
the context of non-psychic images. The perceptibrranconay in the case of the
image of imitation is the trigger of the imagindgject, here Chevalier. Discussing non-
psychic images in general, Sartre argues the faligw

These various cases all act to ‘make present’ gecbbrlhis object is not there,

and we know that it is not there. We therefore findthe first place, an intention

directed at an absent object. But this intentiomas empty: it directs itself
through a content, which is not just any conteat,which, in itself, must present

some analogy with the object in question. (Sar@@42 19)

Sartre calls this content an analogon. The analggaes the absent object as it is given

in perception although it does not make real whegpresents. As Sartre writes, ‘In the

imaging attitude, in fact, we find ourselves in ffresence of an object that is given as
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analogous to that which can appear to us in pamep{Sartre 2004: 117). Sartre
stresses the importance of a resemblance betweemdkerial content and the object

which it represents in order to provoke an affecti@sponse from the viewer.

The puppet as an image

| propose to consider the puppet as an analogoaubecit allows the audience to
imagine its subjectness through its present obgsstnl suggest that puppets are non-
psychic images situated between images that bmmgeidiately to consciousness absent
objects such as portraits or sculptures, and imtggsnake use of signs such as those
found in impersonator performances. Puppets appeae or less immediately as
Others depending on their design and the qualitghefr manipulation but also in
relation to the affective response of the audience.

The visual similarities between puppets and theselajects they are intended to
depict can be slight. For instance, in object tieeat in the case of stylised puppets
such as those used by Yves Joly, the audiencehfastto recognise the few signs of
subjectness before they may imagine a characteveZsely, realistic puppets such as
those used itJrashima Taroprovoke a more immediate affective response becatis
their strong resemblance to human beings. Wherok kat the puppet of Okoto in
Urashima Targ | might see a piece of painted papier-maché latth¢o a piece of black
cloth controlled by Nakamura but | also encounterodd and grumpy woman who
treats Nakamura’s character as a submissive seflia@atobjectness of Okoto manifests
itself through its materiality as a thing which lumes its appearance, its design, its
range of movement and the type of manipulation usedrder to animate it. These
elements are perceived. The subjectness of thespappears when the puppet seems to

escape its own materiality as an object and thesise¢o act freely.
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Okoto is not perceived as an old, grumpy and aiilitve character but
imagined as such. In reality this old woman is pmsent on stage. The ontological
impossibility raised by Levinas that an object aatnipe an Other finds its resolution in
the fact that the puppet does not represent anr@ihe as Stéphanie Lefort (2007)
writes in Marionnettes: le Corps a I'Ouvrage'the puppet offers a model of
representation of the absent Other’ (Lefort 200XZ0;1my translation). Beyond its
apparent presence the puppet always points at sened. The only present human
being onstage is Nakamura who is engaged in theipulation of an object that
resembles another human being. The old woman beltmghe imagination of the
spectator.

The transformation of this particular object inte tanalogon of Okoto is the
result of a double triangulation between the madaigtor, the puppet and the audience.
The first triangulation is internal because theiance imagines the existence of the
puppet as subject by focusing on the puppet it§difs triangulation combines the
design of the puppet and the quality of the mamijpoh. For instance, Okoto appears
old because of her wrinkled face, her costumethiarbody and her crippled left hand,
in other words, because Okoto has been built t& ld@ an old woman. She also
appears old because Nakamura manipulates her inasway that the puppet behaves
like an old person. Her body slightly swings froidesto side when she walks as if she
has a problem to balance herself, and she shovWsutties in sitting down or standing
up. She also punctuates her actions by short gmmitsh indicate her grumpiness. The
second triangulation is external because the aodi@nagines the subjectness of the
puppet by focusing on the interactions between ®@kod Nakamura’s character. These
interactions give a certain meaning or qualitylte movements of the puppet, and thus

they also contribute to the existence of the pupgpetsubject. For instance, the
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interactions between Okoto and Nakamura give tofah@er an authoritative quality
because of the violence present in their relatipgngnd the fear she inspires in
Nakamura’'s character.

The sum of these elements is perceived as sighsetes not to the materiality
of the puppet but to the character it represenistidese signs are not enough to give to
Okoto the full appearance of a subject. The affectiesponse of the audience is
necessary in order to realise the signs into thaganof Okoto. Yet, as Jonathan
Webber, the English translator dthe Imaginary points out in his philosophical
introduction to Sartre’s essay, the affective resgoto the same image might be
different from one viewer to another depending arspnal experiences. We can
suppose, for instance, that the puppet of Okot chmt provoke the same reaction in
different audience members because the elementsctrdribute to the imaging
synthesis of Okoto might have various impacts offedint people. Some might
imagine Okoto as an old and grumpy woman becauspraesence and reactions remind
them of the emotions that they experienced in t& vhen they encountered similar
persons. Others might not have such an affectisgorese because the objectness of the
puppet remains too present.

As discussed above, knowledge provided by images$imged and given
immediately while perception offers an infinite nioen of profiles of one object. For
Sartre, imagination involves ‘quasi-observationtdase, as Webber states, ‘there is
nothing that can be discovered about the objeittiasmaged’ (Webber in Sartre 2004:
xxi). For instance, when we look at the portraitied Mona Lisa, the knowledge that we
have of this particular person is limited to whafpresent in Da Vinci’'s painting. We
cannot change our perspective when we look at ohiggit, which means that we will

never know what the figure’s legs or back look li¥¢hen applied to manipulacting, the
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knowledge of the absent Other represented by tippaiuis limited to the elements

created and presented by the artistic team of &cplar production. In this case,

knowledge is bound to the particular image fabdadain stage through the combination
of manipulation technique, movements, design armdacterisation.

The physical distance between the audience anstdige also contributes to the
imaging synthesis because it generates differdettafe responses. For instance, when
| watch Urashima Tarofrom a seat located far away from the stage dheadistance
blurs the ontological differences between Nakanamé Okoto. But when | sit near the
stage, the proximity exposes the materiality ofihppet as well as Nakamura’s labour
to manipulate and interact with it. As a result, affective response to the apparent
subjectness of Okoto is stronger in the first ¢hse in the second.

Nonetheless, | suggest that the crudeness of gms sif consciousness of the
puppet cannot draw the audience away from peragitfia puppet as an object and the
character it interacts with as a puppeteer. Thegethe puppet maintains a distancing
effect because imagination never fully takes ovencgption. Perception confirms the
puppet as a real object while imagination displtnes puppet as an apparent subject.
This dual mode of existence of the puppet estaddish synthetic reality because the
puppet belongs to two different levels of actualitis objectness is real but its
subjectness is not.

In the essay, ‘Notes on Puppet Primitives and titeirié of an lllusion’, Paska
writes that ‘the object must first “become puppbgfore it can start to become a
character’ (Paska 1989: 38). He argues that tls¢ tiansformation is ‘performative’
whereas the second is ‘symbolic’. | suggest thak®actually describes the interplay
between perception and imagination. The objectthidse imagined as a subject before

it can be imagined as a particular Other. The oblbody and gaze is precisely to give
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the impression of an apparent subjectness to thpgttbecause body and gaze allow
the spectator to imagine the object as havingeadiifits own. Once this apparent life is

established, it is possible to imagine a particalaracter.

3.2.3. The ambiguous ontology of the puppet

The purpose of this last section is to offer a mgéin of the puppet through its
ontology. The previous discussion has highlighted dual role of imagination and
perception in the fabrication of the apparent stibgss of the puppet. | propose a re-
functioning of the ontology developed by SartreBeing and Nothingnes007) in
order to articulate the particular ontology of {hapet and to understand the reasons
for its ambiguity. Firstly, | will briefly preserfartre’s ontology, and then | will adapt it
to the puppet. Finally, | will look at the concegft Nothingness proposed by Sartre in
order to identify why the ontology of a human bedifjers from that of a puppet.

Sartre establishes being-in-itself and being-feelit as the two modes of
existence of the human being. The being-in-itselvhat it is. For instance, a rock is
only a rock: its identity is given to it. Anythiripat may happen to it is predetermined
by its rocky nature. In-itself is defined by itsseace, which is what makes it a being of
a particular kind with a particular set of quaktidt is a non-conscious being. Being-for-
itself is consciousness which surges up from beintself. Hazel E. Barnes, the
English translator oBeing and Nothingnesslescribes being-for-itself as a ‘nihilation
of being-in-itself (Barnes in Sartre 2007: 630¥he upsurge of consciousness in
existence appears before it is given any natures€ousness has exist it hasto be

before being defined by its being, before having aart of place guaranteed in the

8 Barnes gives the following definition oféantir: ‘A word coined by Sartre. Consciousness exists a
consciousness by making a nothingness arise betivead the object of which it is consciousnessus'h
nihilation is that by which consciousness exists.niilate is to encase with a shell of non-beihge
English word “nihilate” was first used by Helmut Kmu in hisEncounter with Nothingneg8arnes in
Sartre 2007: 653).
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being. The existence of consciousness is attegtedebthat of its essence is. Therefore,
as Sartre puts it, with being-for-itself ‘existerqmecedes its essence’ (Sartre 1996: 26).
Being-for-itself allows human beings to escapertio@n contingency, their facticity,
which is being-in-itself, and thus to be free. kaut is defined as ‘the For-itself's
necessary connection with the In-itself, hence whhworld and its own past’ (Barnes
in Sartre 2007: 652). The facticity of the beingiself is a contingency which affects
freedom. For instance, the fact of being born witHegs affects one’s freedom to walk.

| suggest a re-functioning of these categoriegdeioto apply them to the puppet.
The being-in-itself of the puppet is its facticigs a thing. Its materiality is the
contingency that defines and thus delineates pea@nce, its range of movement and
the type of manipulation used in order to animatdhese elements are given to the
puppet and thus constitute its facticity. To sagt tthe puppet appears to exist as a
being-for-itself is to suggest that the puppet da®nsciousness on the theatre stage. It
means that the puppet seems to be able to actoatiink autonomously as a human
being would. This apparent consciousness placepupeet at an apparently similar
level to that of the manipulactor, because theynsé® share the same existence as
being-for-itself.

Nonetheless, the puppet does not tear itself aveay the existence of the objects
to integrate the mode of existence of the subjdtteemains an object. The puppet
offers a contradiction between what it is and wihaeems to be. This contradiction
opens up the possibility for a dramaturgy basetherrelationship between human and
non-human beings that is different from the relslup between human beings,
between human beings and objects, and between guppe

Sartre articulates the relation between in-itsell dor-itself as an internal

negation. The for-itself constitutes itself by nigg the in-itself. As Sartre explains, an
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internal negation is a relation between two besgsh ‘that the one which is denied to

the other qualifies the other at the heart of gseace — by absence. The negation
becomes then a bond of essential beings sinceast ¢tme of the beings on which it

depends is such that it points towards the oth®drtfe 2007: 198). Sartre calls

‘Nothingness’ what enables the for-itself to behbs¢parated and bound to the in-itself.
Meyers describes Nothingness ‘as something whiskihgre”, as a kind of presence,

but also as something which, quite simply, is nofThe for-itself is separated from the

in-itself in the sense that nothingness is “sonmgfhiyet bound to it in the sense that

Nothingness is really that — nothing’ (Meyers 2088). Meyers argues that Sartre’s

Nothingness is a figure of liminality because iabBles Sartre to articulate the dualism
of the being as neither continuous nor discontisudusuggest that the asymmetric

relation of in-itself with for-itself also exist®if the puppet but at a different level of

actuality.

Sartrean ontology provides a theoretical framewtwrkunderstand how the
materiality of the puppet as an object and its egapresence as a subject relate to
each other. There is an asymmetry between the tabgs and the subjectness of the
puppet because the subjectness of the puppet isdbimuits objectness through an
opposition. The subjectness of the puppet is plesfibcause it exists as not being an
object and yet its existence as a subject is ples&ibcause it seems to oppose its
essence as an object.

The bond and the separation between objectnessudnéctness are similar to
the Sartrean Nothingness. The materiality of thepetiis nihilatedr{éantin in order to
create a distance from its essence as a thingdiShence allows the manifestation of an
apparent consciousness within the apparent bodlythars, constitutes the existence of

the puppet as subject.
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However, the opposition between objectness andestrigss is not internal
because the nihilatioméantisatiol of the objectness of the puppet cannot be rehlise
by the puppet itself but only by the joint actiarighe puppeteer’'s manipulation and the
spectator’s perception and imagination. Spectatdrerformer nihilate the objectness
of the puppet and constitute the apparent conseesssof the puppet. Unlike human
beings, the essence of the puppet as an obje@dagdts existence as a subject because
the former is real while the second is not. Thegat@ctually presents a reversal of the
Sartrean ontology that applies to human subjects.

The external negation discussed above implies that objectness and the
subjectness of the puppet exist at different lewdlsictuality. InRecherches sur les
Structures et la Symbolique de la Marionn€ft871), Roger-Daniel Bensky points out
that the ‘real signalled by the puppet is not thgctive real, but the real considered
through a subjective and symbolic perspective, thdb say, an unreality which has
been accorded the value of reality’ (Bensky 19771y translation). The asymmetry
existing between the objectness and the subjectfed® puppet results from the fact
that the former is real but the other is not.

In order to remain within a Sartrean phenomenoklgstandpoint, | will not use
the word ‘unreal’ to describe the subjectness ef pappet but instead | will follow
Webber's translation and use the word ‘irreal’.hiis notes on the translation ®he
Imaginary, Webber writes the following explanation:

‘irreal’ and ‘irreality’, ... are not English wordg all. They are my rendering of

the French adjective and noun ‘irréel’, usuallyntiated as ‘unreal’ and

‘unreality’. But these would be misleading herert@és use of ‘irréel’ here seems

to follow one sense of Husserl's ‘irreal’. Sincedsarl’s term is usually rendered

into English as ‘irreal’, my rendering of Sartré&ym preserves this connection.

Further, Sartre’s ‘irréel’ does not denote, as éaalirseems to, the class of objects

that could exist but do not. Rather, an irreal obja this work is an object as
imaged by consciousness. This object may be tealriteal Pierre may be the real
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Pierre as imaged. Conversely, unreal objects tteahaver imaged will never be
irreal. (Webber in Sartre 2004: xxviii)

The irreal pertains to a mode of presentation whteeeabsent consciousness of
the puppet acquires a kind of presence. The sulgsstof the puppet is ‘irreal’ because
the puppet provokes in the viewer similar impressithat one has when one sees a
human being, although the objectness of the pupebt suspended. Okoto is not
unreal because in that case it would mean that her ptesas a subject is nonexistent,
which is not true. In the actuality of the performea, the subjectness of Okoto is
present. It is neither an illusion nor given by iyp@resence but given in an intentional
act via some material intermediary, which is mafithe combination of the materiality
of the puppet, the manipulation technique andnkeractions with the performer.

The dual mode of existence of the puppet estaldishgynthetic reality. The real
Is inscribed in the materiality of the puppet, whimakes the latter exist as an object
while the irreal is inscribed in the apparent freedof the puppet, which makes the
latter exist as a subject. | refer to the matdyiadf the puppet as the representational
body. It is opposed to the body-as-consciousnesheopuppet which | refer to as its
irreal body. The unity of the puppet is constituted its belonging to two modes of
existence and two types of actuality.

The puppet exists simultaneously as both an aohjatt and an irreal subject. It
cannot be just one or the other. Its objectnessecessary for the constitution of its
subjectness and it never disappears from the p@voepf the spectator. There is an

asymmetry of existence between the objectness @ndctness of the puppet because

° Discussing the Husserlian notion of the ‘irredémes Richard Mensch writes|ittrosubjectivity and
Transcendental Idealisitie following.
The individual, temporal being which is not reayt brather irreal, is that of the experiences of
consciousness. Irreality has for Husserl a doubleificance. It signifies that such experiencesrase
subject to the causal determination which charaetsrreal being. It also signifies that the experés
of consciousness are outside of the ‘actual’ orweald which defines its entities through theiusal
relations. (Mensch 1988: 14)
The connection made by Webber between the usatieeafiord ‘irreal’ by Sartre and Husserl seems to
be related to the second significance of the Hiiaserreal proposed by Mensch.
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its objectness is always present and real whilesutgiectness is imaginary and only
exists through the objectness of the puppet. Téymanetry between the objectness and
the subjectness of the puppet is the foundatioth@fparticular alterity of the puppet,

and consequently produces an ambiguous relatiselbfo Other.

3.3. Conclusion

The aim of this chapter has been to offer a newgastive in the understanding of the
alterity of the puppet framed by aspects of Samtr@henomenology. Following
Levinas’s definition of the Other, | have raise@ ttontradiction that exists when one
discusses the alterity of the puppet because afntslogical existence as an object. |
have suggested considering the theory of the intyeloped by Sartre in order to
define the puppet as an absent Other.

| have operated a re-functioning of Sartre’s orgglan order to analyse the
ambiguous ontology of the puppet through the intgvas and oppositions of its real
objectness and irreal subjectness. The outcomtgedfifferent experiments that | have
conducted during this research have highlightechdeessity of balancing the presence
of the puppet with that of the manipulactor in arfte the puppet to appear as an Other.
Achieving such a balance is key in manipulactingdose the presences of the
performer and the puppet are initially imbalancee d¢o their existence as subjects at
different levels of actuality. By examining maniaaling through the relation of self to
Other defined by Sartre, | have concluded thataltexity of the puppet is the result of
the separateness of the real body of the maniful&cim the irreal body of the puppet,
as well as their exchanges of gazes which seemomdirmm the outcomes of my

experiments.
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As Sartre and Levinas contend, a relation of sefdther is a subject-to-subject
relation. The particularity of manipulacting is ththe puppet exists as an image of a
subject and not as a real subject. The puppet @alogon which points the spectator’s
consciousness towards an absence. | would like¢essthis imaginary existence of the
puppet as a subject because too often its exisismbescribed as an illusion of life. If
the puppet were to provoke such an illusion, ite@etion by spectators would involve
a false belief as to its nature. Yet, spectatogsaavare that they do not watch an object
which moves according to its own will for some neygius reasons. The existence of
the puppet as a subject is similar to some degreket experience that | have when |
look at a photograph of a friend. Although | cae sgy friend in the photograph, it does
not make her present. | remain aware that | amihgp#t a photograph which points my
consciousness towards an absence. Because thet pappenly exist as an image of a
subject, the role of the manipulactor is to crethie appropriate conditions for the
manifestation of such an image on stage.

In the article ‘Bad Faith and the Actor’ (2009), thany Fisher examines acting
from a Sartrean perspective. He develops the corafeputo-mimetology’, which he
defines as ‘an analysis of the phenomenon of menesierms of the being for whom
mimesis is a fundamental possibility: “man” ’ (F&sh2009: 2). He suggests that
mimesis is what Sartre names the Imaginary. Appledmanipulacting, mimesis
implies that the imaginary presence of the puppetraOther pertains to the imitation of
the essential qualities that constitute a beingamsOther. The mimesis is realised
through the separateness between the real bodhe gierformer and the apparent body
of the puppet, their exchanges of gazes, the acaod reactions taking place between
the manipulactor and the puppet, and sometimesBp&onetheless it is possible to

argue that there are several ways for a puppeetorbe the analogon of an absent
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Other. For instance, Fisher discusses the ontotdghe actor from a form of acting
mainly defined by Stanislavski. It seems relevargtudy how the puppet can represent
an absent Other by looking at distinct forms ofathe, such as those defined by
Lehmann as dramatic and postdramatic. In ordexpboee a wider hinterland, | will
look at the work of other practitioners involvednranipulacting. The next chapter is a
detailed analysis ofCuniculus by Stuffed Puppet Theatre anbwin Housesby
Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté, whose works belong resedgtto dramatic and

postdramatic theatre.
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CHAPTER IV

CASE STUDIES

TWO REPRESENTATIONS OF THE OTHER

In the previous chapter, | have suggested thatathbiguous ontology of the puppet
pertains to its belonging to two modes of existenobject and subject, and two modes
of actuality, real and irreal. | have proposed aniteon of the ontology of the puppet
based on a reversal of Sartrean ontology that eppd humans. For these reasons, the
puppet is not an Other but an image of an absem¢rOtt remains an object that is
constructed, set in action and dramaturgically #dnby a human being in order to
appear as an irreal subject to an audience. Severa representations of the alterity of
a puppet are possible, | suggest a study of thegmesentations through two forms of
theatre identified by Lehmann (2009) as dramatid @ostdramatic. According to
Lehmann, dramatic theatre is focused on the prinmddire text whereas postdramatic
theatre does not establish a hierarchy betweenetkteand the other elements that
constitute a performance. As Lehmann writes,
[w]holeness, illusion and world representation iateerent in the model ‘drama’;
conversely, through its very form, dramatic thegtreclaims wholeness as a
model of the real. Dramatic theatre ends when these ezie&smare no longer the
;%%Lgatzlgg principle but merely one possible variahtheatrical art. (Lehmann

The differences proposed by Lehmann between thecepd® of dramatic and

postdramatic theatre bring a fruitful perspective distinguish two models of
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representation of the puppet as an Other. Theselsade examined through two case
studies:Cuniculusand Twin HousesCuniculuswas produced in 2008 by the Dutch
company Stuffed Puppet Theatre. The piece was omttand performed by Neville
Tranter. Twin Housesvas produced by the Belgian company Mossoux-BontE994
and is still part of their repertoiréwin Housesvas conceived and performed by Nicole
Mossoux, and directed by Patrick Bonté. Althouglthbperformances are solo shows
and use large-sized puppets, | suggestGuaticulusandTwin Housegsespectively are
instances of dramatic and postdramatic theatrého@fjh the alterity of their puppets
pertain to their body-as-consciousness, their appagaze, and in Tranter’s case, their
speech, the fabrication of these alterities is nwdised differently in terms of
performance, dramaturgy and design in these tweepidn the next sections, | analyse
separately the prerequisite criteria of the refatid self to Other for each piece, and

then examine how this relation is performed.

4.1. Cuniculusby Stuffed Puppet: Talking heads

In the first part of this section, | discuss therngquisite criteria implicitly set by Tranter
by examining his concept of characterisation, tlesigh of his puppets and the
manipulation technique used. In the second pamalyse how these criteria inform the
relation of self to Other performed @uniculus My analysis is based on watching the
piece in Berlin in October 2009, an interview witlmanter conducted on the day
following the performance, and a video of the shBefore engaging in the analysis, it
IS necessary to give a brief account of Tranterdgtaphy in order to understand how
his artistic background has informed his curreacpce.

Neville Tranter was born in 1955 in Australia. Whstudying at Queensland
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University to become a teacher, he took eveningndralasses with Robert Gist, an
American actor who came from Lee Strasberg’s schiivér graduating, he spent two
years as a trainee puppeteer for Billbar PuppetffeeHe learned how to build and
manipulate all sorts of puppets as well as occa#lipoing some voiceover work for
the company’s shows. At the end of his apprentipeste moved to Melbourne where
he set up his own company, Stuffed Puppet. In 18&8)ad the opportunity to perform
at the Festival of Fools in Amsterdam. At that timbis event was the biggest
alternative street theatre and fringe theatrevfakin the world. Tranter never went back
to Australia, and has been living in The Nethertafm more than thirty years. After
moving to Holland, his work focused on the creatwihsolo shows in which he
appeared as one of the characters. He decidecetMuppet-style puppets because he
felt that ‘they were the most direct puppets tarbthe middle of an audience’ (Tranter:
2009)! His first solo showStudies of Fantas§1982), was presented with great success
at the World Festival of Puppet Theatres in ChdieMeézieres. The show attracted
very good reviews from French national newspapiis.second,The Seven Deadly
Sins (1984), a work inspired by the myth of Faust, lesdaed him on the circuit of
international theatre festivals. Since then, hegraduced more than a dozen shows.
Cuniculus (2008) is a piece about survivors living in a wloravaged by
violence and chaos. It tells the story of a smedug of starving rabbits: Lupus, Uncle
Claudius and Sissy. They live confined to their nearto remain safe from a war
happening above them. Every day they wait for Matti old and mute female rabbit, to
bring them food as she is the only one who daregotoutside the warren. Amongst
these rabbits lives a human character performedrapter. This character does not

have a name. He wears a pair of red plastic ra&alog and thinks he is a rabbit. They all

! Interview with Neville Tranter on October, 2009 in Berlin. All other quotes are from this iniew
unless otherwise indicated.
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worship a giant skeleton rabbit that they addrgsghb name of Vatti. Every morning
they pay their respects by greeting him with a Nahite and the utterance: ‘Vatti'.

One day, Mutti brings into the nest a baby ralfhlite asks Tranter’s character to
look after him. As soon as Lupus and Sissy disctiverpresence of the baby rabbit,
they order Tranter’s character to Kill it becauseytdo not want another mouth to feed.
Tranter pretends to follow their order but instégdles the baby rabbit. Later, Randy, a
rough rabbit in quest of food and sex, visits tlestnHe seduces Tranter’s character,
letting him understand that he is a human being raotda rabbit. After the death of
Mutti due to old age, Tranter’s character accegshbmanity. Sissy confronts him and
tells him how she and Lupus have found the babpitabmashed his head and eaten
him. He is eventually expelled from the rabbit n@stUncle Claudius and has to go and

live above ground as a free man.

4.1.1. Prerequisite criteria of the relation of self to Oher

Tranter is part of a Stanislavskian tradition taughhim by Gist during his training in
Method acting. He acknowledges that the Methodhgctiiaining he undertook in his
youth has been very influential in his work withppets. The characters @uniculus
whether performed by him or embodied by the pupgd®se clear intentions in each
scene and have super-objectives for the whole pletyons inCuniculusare developed
through a linear time frame that creates a cleanylgte constructed by the dialogue
between the protagonists. Text is central in Trémtgork. In an interview published on
the website of BIAM 2007 (Biennale Internationaksdirts de la Marionnette), he says
that ‘my creations are truly theatre pieces, witkcapt and characters’ (Tranter 2007).

This remark implies his conception of theatre @selto what Lehmann calls ‘dramatic

2 A video ofCuniculusis located in Appendix C, DVD 2.
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theatre’ as ‘dramatic theatre is subordinated éoptimacy of the text’ (Lehmann 2009:
21). Tranter creates a homogenised world that syisgsohuman society. During our
conversation, Tranter defined the charactefSuniculusas archetypes. They represent
different examples of human behaviour through pshadical characteristics. Tranter
never shatters the universe he has created. Hdaaimairthe dramaturgical subjectness
of the different protagonists present in this pieCee construction of the puppet as a
figure of the Other pertains to characterisatiamppet design and manipulation. Each

element contributes to the alterity of the puppet.

The characters

During our interview, Tranter told me that he waht® play the central role of
Cuniculusbut did not want to be a hero. He defines his character in the piece as an
anti-hero because things happen to him whetherdmsathem to or not. His character
serves the other members of the community. As oeeti above, Tranter's character
does not have a name at the outset of the plagjduebelieves that he is a rabbit. His
physicality on stage imitates the movements ofyaastd clumsy animal. Although it is
obvious that his plastic ears do not make him ldaka rabbit, it seems that the rabbits
believe him to be one of them. Or, at least, thestgnd to believe such a thing. His
presence as an obedient servant appears to beaargnient for them. He serves them
food, cleans the nest, submits to their tantruntsiasults, listens to them repeating the
same old stories and compliments them. He seerbe #® good person although a bit
simple. The presence of Tranter as a servant ismmnto most of his shows except for
one. Undermining his social position in the dramgyu allows him to decrease his
presence in order to stress that of the puppet.plingose is to create a balanced co-

presence.
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There are seven rabbits in total, and Tranter somestmanipulates two puppets
at the same time. The puppets can be divided waogroups. The first group is formed
by Mutti, Vatti and the baby rabbit. Mutti repretsemotherhood. She takes care of the
community. She is mute and only communicates dyéctTranter's character. Vatti is
the image of the father. He is a giant skeletorrshadowing the whole stage with his
still and permanent presence. He is only animatadet First, when Sissy has a
nightmare and the second time after Mutti’'s deAfthough Vatti is supposed to be a
rabbit he actually looks like a wolf. His presemiiscloses a sinister element. However,
he is presented as a hero for having held off tivasion of their territory for eight
seconds by standing in front of the enemy tankg Gdby rabbit represents innocence.
It talks and is looked after by Tranter’s characteno plays the role of a big brother.
Mutti and the baby rabbit only interact with Trantand are less present on stage than
the other puppets. They represent a symbolic fatoiljranter’s character.

The second group of puppets is formed by Lupusyudiles, Sissy and Randy.
They all speak. They represent different aspectsuafian survivors in a war context.
Lupus is wicked and manipulative and survives hysaiy others’ weaknesses. Sissy is
a cruel and selfish female rabbit who gets whatrsezls by abusing or seducing others.
She is very close to Lupus. Uncle Rufus feignslggnin order to appear harmless,
although he understands and knows more than hengieto. Finally, Randy is a more
rustic character. He has a limited range of vocayuhnd an exceptional sexual potency
which he trades for food but, nonetheless, he lggsod heart.

Tranter’'s puppets are made in the image of the afianactor. They express
emotions through text, supported by a general l@ogbyession. Tranter materialises this

Other through design and the manipulation technitpiases. Both elements are closely
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related: a particular design affects the manipoitatiechnique used and a particular

manipulation technique requires a specific design.

Design

Tranter's puppets are characterised by a strongigdlyintegrity. In other words, they
keep the same size and shape during the entire pied they have limited points of
connection with Tranter’s body. The design of epoppet has two functions. Firstly, it
supports the character and quality of the pupféiss. function of the design contributes
to the apparition of puppet as the analogon of ecifip character. For example, the
baby rabbit is a sweet little puppet because diigseyes, its smiling face and its plump
body (figure 4.1), whereas her dropping whiskerd ears, her grey eyebrows, her thin

body and her sad eyes make Mutti appear old aed (frgure 4.2).

Figure 4.1 Tranter and the baby rabbit Figure 4.2 Tranter and Mutti
Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Theatre (2008) Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Theatre (2008)

Secondly, the design dictates how the puppet camdm@pulated. It encompasses the
range of movements that the puppet can make andggaeal relation between the
puppet and Tranter’s body. These limitations, ieherto the specific design of the

puppet, are there facticity as being-in-itself. Atle puppets share the same design
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principles apart from the baby rabbit and Vattwill examine the specific design of
these two puppets before describing the desigheobthers.

Vatti appears on stage more as an effigy than agiignd represents a symbolic
figure rather than an actual character. As preWoogentioned, he has a very sinister
aura. Vatti is a figure two and a half meters higbunted on wheels, which can be
moved up and down the stage. His arms are manguufabm behind. The other parts
of the puppet do not move. Because of his sizesaage he hardly looks like a rabbit.
The baby rabbit is a small version of the otheritsh It is about thirty centimetres
long, and its head and mouth can be moved. Howewdike the other puppets, its
trunk is hollow. It is filled by Tranter’s forearnahich goes through the whole body of
the puppet from the tail to the mouth. The desifgithes particular puppet requires a
greater point of connection between the representdt body of the puppet and
Tranter’'s body than for the other puppetsCuaniculus Here, Tranter’'s forearm is the
point of connection whereas in the case of thergthppets the point of connection is
limited to Tranter's hand. As a result, this pupgatnot stay in an active body position
when it is not animated. Tranter makes the charaspieak through the articulated
mouth of the puppet. The same device is also uzeithé other puppets.

The five other puppets are about eighty centimehigh. Unlike the baby
puppet, they can sit upright on their own withcha tntervention of Tranter to stabilise
them because the trunk and the legs form one stdiient. There are no joints for the
torso, the legs or the feet. The puppet is staullisy large feet and the rear legs. This
feature gives the puppet a low centre of gravityfrdes Tranter's hand that is not in
charge of moving the head of the puppet to maniputene of its arms or another
puppet. All the limbs of the puppet’ body seem ifiett in a dynamic tension. They do

not hang freely even when not animated. The onlyahte parts of the puppet are the
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head and occasionally the arms. The skin of the@ispis made out of fake fur stuffed
with cotton balls. This material gives some flekipito the upper part of the torso and
enables the shoulders to follow the movement ofrébed. The head is the part of the
puppets which contains the most movable partsarit make similar movements to a
human head. The puppets’ mouths are articulatedvaicd as large as Tranter's. They
also have big long ears that shake whenever thegkspr move their head. The result is
an amplification of the movements of the head. Mf@tes are sculpted out of rigid
foam which gives each puppet only one possibleafanipression throughout the whole
piece. The puppets’ eyes are the size of a golfdal are protuberant. A glittering
material that reflects light is used to indicates thupil in order to reinforce its
resemblance to a real eye. These elements supm@oitmpression of a visual agency
which is read as a cognitive activity on the pdirthe puppet. Manipulation is by direct
contact. Tranter places one of his hands insidénéael of the puppet through the back
in order to move the head as well as the mouth.dther hand can directly grip the
wrist of the puppet to move the rabbit’'s arm.

These puppets can stand on their own, speak akdatoihe world around them
but are not designed to move into space. When @rargeds to bring a puppet to a
different point of the stage, he simply lifts ittime air and places it in its new location.
The design contains the ontological duality of plagpet. On one hand, it enhances the
appearance of the puppet as an irreal subject becthe design allows for the
impression that it can speak, look and have cogndictivities through the movements
of the mouth, the head and the ears. On the atepetrified limbs and torso reinforce
the objectness of the puppet by giving it a cortstagidity. The use of colour in
Cuniculusreinforces this duality. The puppets’ bodies rafrgen light to dark grey or

brown. The only body part whose colour contrastthwihe rest is the head. For
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instance, Sissy has a greenish face with thickeygbrows and pinkish ears which
contrast with her dark brown fur. This artificiglitof colour is combined with
anatomical realism. Even Tranter’'s character fodldivs pattern, as his plastic rabbit
ears are painted red whereas he is dressed inTgreydesign of these puppets responds
to the necessity of separateness between theireapphodies and the real body of
Tranter in order to support the fabrication of fuppets as embodied consciousnesses.
The design also integrates the possibility for puppets to ostensibly see and talk.
These elements of design constitute the first stdglee fabrication of the alterity of the

puppets, the second being the manipulation teckeniged by Tranter.

Manipulation

As | have indicated above, the design dictategdahge of movements that the puppets
can make. Nonetheless, it also reflects the imdgene puppets as apparent Others
according to Tranter’s vision, in which their masiportant features are their ostensible
ability to speak and to look. Hence, Tranter hast bloem in order to emphasise the
direction of their gaze and the movements of themuth and head. | suggest that his
puppets can be described as ‘talking hedds'.

Visible manipulation always carries a contradictioy bringing the puppet to
life but revealing to the audience how it is doAeshort discussion between Tranter’s
character and Sissy displays how Tranter deals thith issue. Before talking, Sissy
looks at Tranter, and then looks towards the awdieio deliver her line in a very
patronising tone: ‘You should also change your na@wmod for you’ (figure 4.3). Her
head and mouth movements are very large. Tranbessl is motionless and looking

sideways at Sissy, which makes his face less eigiihn that of the puppet from the

3 It is interesting to point out that Tranter hasdm@uppets for several operas which have only d hed
a pair of hands. Their design emphasises the pyimithe head over the rest of their representation
body.
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audience’s point of view. The movements of his rhaare less important than those of
Sissy’s mouth. When Sissy has delivered her lisks, freezes. It is now the turn of
Tranter to become animated. He laughs and theneaadver, ‘You're crazy! Crazy',

making fun of her while moving his head and expgsiore of his face to the public, as

shown in figure 4.4.

Figure 4.3 Sissy talking to Figure 4.4 Tranter laughing at  Figure 4.5 Sissy menacing
Tranter video capture © Stuffed SissyVideo capture © Stuffed  Tranter Video capture ©
Puppet Theatre (2008) Puppet Theatre (2008) Stuffed Puppet Theatre (2008)

As soon as he has finished delivering his linesysisirns abruptly towards him and

stares him in the eyes. Tranter's immediate readgido start at Sissy’s movement. He
stops smiling and fear can be read on his facé las iealises that he should not have
talked to Sissy in such a way (figure 4.5). He giaa apology. In that situation, Sissy
appears as a threatening character.

This particular example draws out two interestingnfs. The first is to note that
Tranter’'s manipulation is focused only on moving tiead and the left arm of Sissy.
The rest of the body remains still. The lightingsiga accentuates this focus by only
revealing the upper part of the puppet, leavingrdst of its body in darkness. At no
moment in this scene, and more generally throughimeitwhole piece, does Tranter
animate the legs or the torso of a puppet. Thisrashbetween upper and lower parts of
the body is found in Tranter’s body itself. Onlglmead and arms actively play a role in
the act of manipulation. The rest of his body iscduas a support. Tranter applies his

own acting approach towards building characterfh¢odesign and the manipulation of
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his puppets. | suggest that his approach to chaisation which entails a general
physical attitude for each character, the rightespedelivery and intention, and the
display of emotions mainly through the face and ¢fage is shaped by his initial
training in Method acting. The bodies of Trantepgppets are frozen into a very
specific physicality in order to participate to tadrication of the image of a particular
character through the internal triangulation disedsin Chapter Ill. This dynamic
stillness creates the impression of a permanentuhastension that signifies life (the
back is straight up, and their legs and arms arg ibeorder not to hang beside the
body) and also underwrites some of their qualiiecharacters (the fact that Claudius
has one ear up and the other down accentuatestiiéysof his character; Randy’s
permanent erect penis suggests his obsessionexh s

The second point concerns the contradictory coresemps of Tranter's presence
upon the alterity of the puppet. His presence lastiablishes and denies the quality of
Other to the puppet. On one hand, it is an enduramginder to the audience of the
objectness of the puppets because Tranter simmlgslaonore alive than they do.
Moreover, Tranter’s visible labour to manipulate fhuppets and produce their voices
amplifies their objectness. On the other handyibible presence and labour of Tranter
establish the puppet as an Other. In the above @ea8issy appears as a threatening
character because of Tranter's reaction of feaanfer creates an incomplete logical
chain of events in which missing parts are fillgdtbe audience’s imagination. If we
pay closer attention to Sissy, it appears thatdsies not look at Tranter angrily when
she abruptly turns her head to confront him. Hee falways looks the same because it
is a mask. Rather, immediately after her actiomniar's face changes and goes from
laughing to fear. Sissy’s anger cannot be percetredher face. It is imagined by the

audience because of Tranter's reaction. His reacti®longs to the external
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triangulation taking place between the audience, tfanipulactor and the puppet. It
completes the internal triangulation in order tbiage the fabrication of the puppet as
an analogon of a specific absent Other. Tranteewes that revealing how the voice is
produced frees the audience from wondering abowtitbis done, unlike ventriloquism.
By accepting the convention, audience members becoore eager to understand the
puppets as subjects. By his presence and readiranier enhances Sissy’s alterity.
Nonetheless, it is worth pointing out that althoughanter does not hide the
manipulation process, he is very careful to ditbet attention of the audience away
from it.

The above discussion discloses that Tranter'sitrgimm Method acting has led
him to create performance that belongs to drantlagiatre, which in turn has shaped the
representation of the Other that he constructs utfivo his puppets. Tranter’s
achievement pertains to his ability to materialibess particular image of the Other

through careful and thoughtful choices in termsg@gign and manipulation techniques.

4.1.2. Performing the relation of self to Other inCuniculus

In order to understand the embodiment of the puppé&tanter’s work, | have analysed
Tranter's prerequisite criteria of the relation s#lf to Other through his concept of
characterisation, the design of the puppets andrtaeipulation technique used. The
discussion now looks at Tranter’'s performance & thlation through the perspective

of the dramaturgy, the body and the gaze.

Dramaturgy

The dramaturgy o€uniculus unlike Malediction(2008) by Duda Paiva for instance, is

not intended to impose ruptures in the telling loé¢ tstory in order to remind the
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audience that they are actually watching a manimdggn his own with inanimate dolls.
Tranter never breaks the universe that he createsi$ puppets and his character.
However, what the dramaturgy does is to enable tératm embody the puppets as
apparent Others through different modes of perfowea He is usually one of the
protagonists and sometimes only a manipulator. t€raswiftly passes from one mode
to another without breaking the continuity of therfprmance. Most of the time, the
puppets appear as subjects because Tranter maegpulem in order to give the
impression that they are alive. Nonetheless, Traspenetimes stands a few metres
away from one puppet and builds a dramaturgicalasin in which the puppet is
treated as an Other although it appears on stage asanimate object. A particular
extract ofCuniculuscontains these different modes of embodiment.

It is morning time. Tranter’'s character wakes upcldrClaudius and Sissy in
order for them to get ready to eat, as Mutti walbs come back with food for everyone.
He brings them to the dining table, where platesadready set. Figure 4.6 presents the

setting for what follows.

Figure 4.6 (From left to right) Vatti, Tranter, Sissy, Claudius
Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Theatre (2008)

Each puppet stands at one end of the table. Tranémpulates only Sissy. He is
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positioned on one side of her, leaving a gap batvee and Claudius. Dramaturgically
speaking, Tranter's character is not involved instnof the scene but appears as a
discreet witness. Sissy attempts to get the atteraf Claudius. Dialogue and stage
directions are as follows.
sissy  (She faces the audience. She turns her head akd &idClaudius. Then
she turns her head back again towards the audi¢nkk. Uncle
Claudius!
(She pauses. She looks at Claudius who does nad. rBtve turns back
towards the audience\WWanna have the day of your life?
(She pauses again. There is no reaction from Claaidbissy looks again
at Claudius, and then moves her head back to iigliposition in order
to face the audienceWyould you like a blow job later?
(Another pause. She looks back at Claudius butdseshill not reacted.
She eventually turns her face towards the audiemtkespeaks angrily)
You old fruit cake!
TRANTER (Suddenly looking at herJissy! Stop it(Sissy looks at him, and then
turns her head away.)
(He turns his head to stage righitypus! Lupus!
sissy  (She looks in the same direction of Trantdmjpus! Lupus!(Tranter
leaves Sissy motionless on the table to go antugmis.)

In this comical scene, the fact that Claudius it atoall animated when he is
addressed by Sissy does not give the audiencenghression that Sissy is talking to an
inanimate object (although this is what happenhk)s §cene is built on information and
events that happened previously, which give a &iggense to Claudius’ lack of
reaction. Prior to this scene it has been estadlishat Claudius is half-deaf and senile.
Hence, it appears plausible that Sissy could saeyefiuing obscene to Claudius without
him reacting to it, because of his physical and talecondition. In other words, the
audience understands that Claudius is alive in shiene although Tranter does not
touch him. Moreover, it suggests that an audieacestill consider an inanimate puppet
as an Other, once it has been established as suteipast and within the right

dramaturgical framework. Tranter plays with theabogical dualism of the puppet by

deliberately deciding not to manipulate Claudiusl atill having the audience not to
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consider him as an object. The puppet retains dnohgracteristics to be considered as
an analogon of Claudius. This is rendered posdibteause of the particular design of
this puppet. Tranter would not be able to createmalar dramaturgical setting with the
baby rabbit because without Tranter’s forearm itldacollapse on itself and look dead.
Tranter has used this dramaturgical device in previpieces such &alomé(1996).

During our interview, he acknowledged that he waly faware of this mechanism.

Body

The body position of Tranter in relation to his pats signals whether or not a relation
of self to Other has been established betweenvibebeings. As mentioned above,
Tranter does not always have an active preseneecasiracter irCuniculus The co-
presence between him and the puppet is indirethese moments, he positions himself
behind the puppet in order to have as little assiptes visible presence from the
audience’s point of view. The only being to haveaative dramaturgical presence is the
puppet. Tranter stands behind the puppet in a stdhyposition whereas the body of the
puppet moves. The body of Tranter appears as amdyod the elements that surround
the puppet. Moreover, Tranter’'s position means thatpuppet cannot ostensibly see
him. In that case, Tranter and the puppet do nems® belong to the same actuality
and, thus, there is an indirect relation of seli® Other.

On most occasions, Tranter is located next to tngoet. This body position
gives him an equal presence with the puppet. Ih $btding, he becomes part of the
surroundings of the puppet because not only is beemuisible from the audience’s
point of view, but also the puppet can potenti&dlge’ him. A direct relation of self to
Other is thus possible. Henceforth, the spatiati@h between the two bodies indicates

in which level of actuality Tranter is more likelp be located. | have used the
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expression ‘more likely’ because Tranter alwaysndsain between two different

actualities even though he can appear to belong meoone than the other according to
the dramaturgical situation. | suggest that it & possible to get rid of a certain
ontological ambiguity.

As Sartre suggests, the separation of the bodg®gents the separation of
consciousnesses because consciousness is alwagdiechWhen applied to puppetry,
this means that a clear separation between the biothe puppeteer and the ‘body’ of
the puppet represents one of the elements thatitaes the puppet as an Other of the
manipulactor. In the case of Tranter’'s puppetSumiculus | have highlighted that they
are designed to have a strong physical integrityeifTbodies are not completed by any
body parts of Tranter. However, Tranter's handstaionan ontological ambiguity
because, as a point of connection between him l@dotippet, they simultaneously
belong to Tranter and to the puppet. The hand argeh of moving the head of the
puppet is not visible by the audience. During auerview Tranter admitted that his
hand becomes the character. It has its own rhythanrange of movements which are
different from the rest of Tranter's body. The handnipulating the arm of the puppet
has a more ambiguous position because it can lbebsethe audience. Tranter’'s hands
contain an ontological duality by being both seitlaDther. If Tranter was to be seen
performing with an invisible puppet, it would loas if he were interacting with his
own hands, as if they were not part of his bodyeswn They are the locus where the
puppet's subjectness and objectness are mediatehtef’s mouth contains an
ontological duality similar to his visible hand.idtthe actual source of the voices of the
different puppets but it also appears to only ke gburce of the voice of Tranter’s
character because the puppets ostensibly prodageothin voices.

Although Tranter creates the condition for the gstence of different levels of
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actuality on stage, he does not cross them fronramaturgical perspective. The
dramaturgy does not reveal that the puppets aireaiktly manipulated by Tranter. The
puppets do not realise that Tranter is actually imgpthem, nor does Tranter treat them

as pure objects.

Gaze and voice
Gaze is essential in Tranter’'s work for settingti relation of self to Other between
him and his puppets. Tranter's character becomésogbahe actuality of the puppet
from the moment he enters their fictional world. ridg our interview, Tranter
suggested a reason why the character of the pigpjadive’ on stage.
You have the sense, when you watch him, that heeiy aware of his
surroundings. He sees and reacts to the surroumding | am a part of the
surroundings. So when he sees me, he reacts tdhmeaudience has to see him
reacting to me, otherwise there is nothing. Heoikhimg. (Tranter 2009)
In order for the puppet to see him, Tranter habehysically positioned next to the
puppet he manipulates and not behind it, becawseuppet’s visual agency structures
what it can or cannot ostensibly see and therefordgributes to the fabrication of its
apparent gaze. One scene between Mutti and Trardbédracter reveals how the gaze
constructs the relation of self to Other. | willsti describe what the audience sees and
then the actions performed by Tranter.

Multti sits on Tranter’s lap. They rub their nose® @gainst the other as a sign
of affection (figure 4.7). Then Mutti puts her heaghinst Tranter's chest. Tranter says:
‘Lupus says my ears will fall off’ (figure 4.8). Mitiilooks him in the eyes (figure 4.9),
and then looks at his ears (figure 4.10), finallyning her head away from him and

laughing (figure 4.11). Tranter joins her and lasigho (figure 4.12).
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Figure 3.7 Tranter and Mutti Figure 3.8 Tranter talking to Figure 3.9 Mutti looking at

rubbing noses Mutti Tranter's eyes
Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Video capture © Stuffed Puppet
Theatre (2008) Theatre (2008) Theatre (2008)

Figure 4.10 Mutti looking at Figure 4.11 Mutti laughing at ~ Figure 4.12 Tranter laughing at

Tranter’s ears Tranter himself
Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Video capture © Stuffed Puppet Video capture © Stuffed Puppet
Theatre (2008) Theatre (2008) Theatre (2008)

Mutti’'s body faces the audience whereas Trantslightly angled. His left hand
controls the puppet’s head and his right hand tigget’s right arm. Tranter performs
the following actions in this scene. He turns tlkead of Mutti towards his face in order
for its eyes to be positioned in front of his egssif they are staring at each other. He
moves its face towards his face so the puppet tmsghes his nose. He applies short
lateral movements on the puppet’'s head so its ndsehis nose. He does not move his
own head. He moves Mutti’'s head back, keeping yleecentact, he turns its head away
from him in the direction of the audience and repk it against his chest. Tranter turns
his head slightly towards the audience and looks the distance. His gaze is not
focused. He delivers his line. When he has finistedturns Mutti’'s head back to its

previous position. When its head has reached tegi@o, Tranter immediately turns his
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head towards its face. There is a brief eye confduwtn Tranter tilts its head up, the
eyes pointing towards his plastic ears. It staygsettfor less than one second. Tranter
moves its head down again, with a short punctuatiben its eyes are at the same level
as his eyes in order to mark another eye contaentdr moves the puppet’'s head
downwards until it faces the audience. Then Trajiggies the puppet’'s head up and
down in synchronisation with the sound of its laigghthat he also produces. At the
same time he has moved the arm of the puppet ier dod its hand to be in front of its
mouth. Tranter has also moved his head down, wémnables him to hide his eyes and
his mouth from the audience. As Tranter stops sigpkiiutti’'s head he ceases its
laughter. Tranter tilts his head up, facing theiaock and starts to laugh as his own
character.

This twenty-five-second scene is technically compkexcept for the heads and
the right arms of Tranter and the puppet, the ségheir bodies remains still. The head
moves because it supports the gaze. The facultyosing supposes a physical activity
of the body. This scene contains five differentgesaof the gaze:

mutual acknowledgement, when Mutti and Trantek labeach other;

staring at a specific point, when Mutti looks a&iter’'s ears;

looking into space without focus, when Trantekgaabout something that

worries him;

looking away to break eye contact when Mutti stéstlaugh;

eye contact with the audience, when Tranter’'satttar laughs at himself.
These usages of the gaze form a dramaturgicaldhwééch constructs the relationship
between Tranter's character and Mutti. Only ondessre is pronounced in this scene.
Most of its meaning is conveyed through the exckangf gaze between the two

characters. This scene shows a moment where Trappsars to be very concerned
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about Lupus’ remark. By looking into the distaniece,seems to be fully immersed in his
feeling of anxiety. At that moment, Tranter’s claea is pure non-thetic consciousness
who does not occupy any position in the object-diquérceived. The way that Mutti
looks at him is very important. She makes a sudagencontact with him, then looks at
his ears, then makes another eye contact andyfitzalghs at him. By her gaze, Multti
objectivises Tranter’s character. The consequendtieat Tranter becomes conscious of
himself and of the nonsense of his anxiety. The tla&t he laughs at himself suggests
that he has discovered an aspect of his beingabdé&en able to consider himself as an
object of his own consciousness because of theafddatti.

Dialogue plays an important role in the constructd a relation of self to Other
between Tranter’'s character and the puppets he talkf Tranter does not manage to
give the audience the impression that the voiceesoout of the puppets, the latter
would only appear as extensions of Tranter andasoOthers of him. This aspect is
important even though the audience is fully awaeg Tranter produces all the voices.
Tranter is able to synchronise the words that bersitvith the movements of his hand
in charge of manipulating the mouth of the puppiwever, unlike puppets used in
television programmes such as Spitting Image whleeepuppeteers are hidden, or
unlike ventriloquists who are able to conceal tharse of the puppet’'s voice by not
moving their lips, Tranter's mouth movements argble. A careful look at the strategy
used by Tranter to achieve the plausibility of alajue between him and a puppet
reveals that the direction of the gaze as wellh@smovements of the head structure
these dialogues. In the scene with Sissy threajehianter, it appears that the one who
speaks is the one who moves. The character engagespeech displays his mouth and
eyes to the audience. When Tranter makes the wbioae of the puppets, he positions

his head in such a way that it is less visible fithen audience’s point of view. His head
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is either tilted sideways and looking down or pthbehind the puppet’'s body. He keeps
the opening of his mouth to a minimum and he occadly uses the hand of the puppet
to mask his own mouth. Moreover, the direction loé gaze also indicates to the
audience which character is talking. When Tranteharacter talks he always looks at
the face of the puppet, except when the puppet doesook at him. When a puppet
talks, just before delivering the lines it looksTaianter’'s face for a very short moment
but then delivers the line towards the audiences Thordination of the directions of
the gaze between Tranter and his puppets contsilsigaificantly to the construction of
a relation of self to Other.

The gaze transforms a relation of oneself to dheg#e an apparent relation of
self to Other. If we watclCuniculusonly focusing on Tranter’s performance, it appears
that he enacts all the characters of the piece. dutdence can read the supposed
emotions of the puppets on his face. Tranter cahiget them because he is fully visible
on stage but what he does consists of framingdherain such a way that he guides the
gaze of the audience towards the puppet and nartsahis face. If, for instance, a
puppet wants to look at a particular object, Traulieects his gaze to the side of the
puppet's head, and he directs the gaze of the pupp&rds the particular object it
wants to look at. In other words, the gaze of Teams mediated by the gaze of the
puppet. Most of the time, Tranter is positionedibélthe puppet, a little way to the
side. The puppets either stand on a table or theyeld by Tranter but in both cases
they are below him. Tranter directs his gaze towdh@ side of the puppet’s face. It is
as if his gaze follows a high-angle movement fram dyes to the puppet’s head and
then ‘exits’ the puppet through its eyes. By madathis gaze through the puppet,
Tranter directs the gaze of the audience towarddabe of the puppet and not to his

face. The coordination of his gaze in relationhe trreal gaze of the puppet enables
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Tranter to build a relation of self to Other, anttiangular relation with the audience
through the puppet. Thereby, the puppet is thecbljeat attracts the gaze of the
audience through the careful mediation of Tranter.

The construction of the puppet by Tranter as aréigaf the Other is framed by
the settings of dramatic theatre. The constructibthe puppet as an irreal Other of
himself is mainly established through gaze and dpethe body playing more of a
supportive role although it clearly indicates aaapeness between Tranter and the
puppet. In the next section | examimain Houseg1994) by Compagnie Mossoux-
Bonté, whose work, | suggest, is an instance ofdoasatic theatre. The outcome is a
construction of the alterity of the puppet thatadically different from that created by

Tranter although also based on the body-as-conswess and the gaze of the puppet.

4.2. Twin Housesby Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté: Thinking bodies

Created and performed by Nicole Mossoux with hergiterm collaborator Patrick
Bonté, Twin House$1994) offers a model of representation of ther#it of the puppet
shaped by visuals, soundscapes, materiality ancements. Produced by a company
with a reputation for creating performances thah @t the unconsciousness of the
spectator,Twin Housegresents a series of isolated situations betwaennmman and
five life-sized puppets. The form of theatre proelliby the company can be described
as postdramatic because of its emphasis on sceriggraound and bodies, and the
absence of text and logical narratives.

In the first part of this section | discuss the liwip prerequisite criteria that
inform the construction of the puppet as a figur¢he Other by examining Mossoux’s

concept of characterisation, the design of the ptgppnd the manipulation techniques

141



used. In the second part, | analyse how theseiaritdorm the relation of self to Other
as performed by Mossoux ifiwin Houses Before starting this investigation, it is
necessary to understand how Mossoux’s and Boni&goounds have shaped the
elaboration of Twin Houses My analysis is based on seeing the show at London
International Mime Festival in January 2006 andMsnipulate in Edinburgh in
February 2009; on a first interview with Nicole Maosix that | conducted on the day of
her performance in Scotland, and a second condwetedthe phone in October 2009;
on other published materials; and on video extractee piece.

Mossoux has been dancing since she was a childst8tied ballet from the age
of six, and then contemporary dance at Maurice Bgjdudra School in Brussels.
Mudra was a higher education centre of training segkarch in performance. The
programme of study encompassed dance, singing,cnthgory and theatre. An
important influence there was Fernand Shirren, w@ught her eurhythmicsHowever,
she reports that she became conscious that sh@atasiited to be an interpreter of
other people’s works. She felt the need to seascindér own artistic language, looking
for inspiration in disciplines outside dance. Ir8%9she met Patrick Bonté, who came
from a theatre background. His interest was orlyinen Grotowski and physical
theatre. After studying philosophy and literatuas, well as acting, he worked as an
assistant director in Belgium and Quebec for tleeatrd radio. He also wrote many
plays, film scripts and adaptations. His encountgth the Belgian Grotowski-
influenced group Opus Theatre led by Pierre Winbtles been influential in his
approach to theatre. He worked for the company laghting designer and dramaturg.
He learned from this company about the meaningesfuge and about the search for a

method of training. He also acknowledges the imfageof Kantor's texts and shows in

* German manipulactor llka Schonbein also studigtygbmics before training in puppetry.
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his directorial work as well as the Butoh compamni&i Juku. Mossoux and Bonté
have been collaborating together since they met, fthmer as choreographer and
performer, and the latter as director and dramaflingir first production was the solo
piece Juste Ciel created in Brussels in 1985, which toured vergnsm the rest of
Europe and in Africa. To date, they have creatagktteer more than twenty-five
performances and four films.
Mossoux and Bonté (2009) define their work asdtheedance’. Bonté describes
this practice as follows:
The particularity of theatre-dance pertains to atsility to create gestural
languages — that are neither coded nor imitatitleat-act like an autonomous and
understandable language, structured by the rhetdribe form that supports its
readability. What is at stake is the mental beifthe actor-dancer, his complex
imagination, his contradictions, his impulses, Arsiway of focusing and reacting
to the needs of the situation in which he finds $ethimmersed. His movements
respond to an inner narrative. They are naturaltean$posed. It is possible to see
from this combination of dramatic tensions and ewons for gestural languages a
theatre of behaviour. (Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté 200%evised translation by
P. Piris)
Theatre-dance is a hybridisation of theatre anaeamot a juxtaposition of one with the
other. The order of the words, with ‘theatre’ bepigced before ‘dance’, is important. It
indicates the theatricality of their work. Danceused as a tool which articulates their
theatrical work. According to Bonté again, theatesce is articulated through
‘propositions of actions and intention that lea@ tberformers towards movement’
(Bonté 2009: 8). IrL.’Actuel et le Singulie(2006), a book of conversations between
Mossoux and Bonté with Anne Longuet Marx, Mossoxgl&ns that for both her and
Bonté interest lies in the creation of innovativenis, not for the sake of innovation as
such but to compensate for the fact that the sdanguages which they studied did not

allow them to express themselves. Defining theirkywdvossoux explains that it

consists of the following:
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to reveal the ‘sensitive’ and, inevitably, the tauto deface and shift the real in
an attempt to disclose it. These forms of perforreaare concerned with the
presence of the body rather than its mechanicts@xipressiveness. We explore
what hides behind presence: emptiness, or, on ¢tmrary, excess? (Bonté,
Longuet Marx & Mossoux 2006: 19; my translation)
She suggests tha@tvin Houseslso engages with presence, with the desire &b Vidat
may be called the presence of the world, in ordemdvertheless recognise oneself as
alive’ (Mossoux 2006: 20). About her solo showse sipresses the need to find ‘stage
partners, towards whom [her] actions will be omht(Mossoux 2006: 71). These
partners can be her own shadow, akight (2003), found objects, as Kefar Nahum
(2009) and, of course, the puppetsTofin HousesUnlike Neville Tranter, Mossoux
and Bonté do not normally use puppets in their wéart fromKefar Nahum Twin
Housess their only performance integrating puppets.

The company describdsvin Housesas ‘a multiple monologue [which] presents
Nicole Mossoux and five articulated mannequins, sehbodies are intertwined in such
confusion that it is no longer possible to know thee it is the performer or the
mannequin who manipulates the other and has thieotofCompagnie Mossoux-Bonté
2009: 10)° During a discussion after a performance at thekihspCentre’s Festival of
International Puppetry in the USA, Mossoux and Bastied some light on the origins
of the show:

Mossoux’s father had a twin brother, and the tworred two women who were
sisters, lived in two halves of the same house,thadame number of children at
roughly the same intervals, and even drove the dgpeeof car. ... the company
took this concrete example of existence as a twith expanded it to make a
universal portrayal of how all of mankind is suljéc a bitter internal conflict
between its differing impulses. (Scott 1996: 10)

The puppets materialise the different voices thhabit one single person which draw

to our attention that the Other represented bythmpet is ultimately another oneself.

® All the following quotes fromL’Actuel et le Singulieare my own translation.
® A video extract offwin Housess located in Appendix C, DVD 2.
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Twin Housesconsists of a series of situations, separated lagkbuts and
without any utterance, that invoke a woman surrednioly beings which resemble her.
Original music by Christian Genet is constantlyypld throughout the piece. The
absence of dialogue and narrative connections leeivtlee different scenes helps to
define the piece as postdramatic. A general feetihgppression emerges from the
performance. Most of the time, the puppets seeoomirol the character performed by
Mossoux. There are five puppets. Four of them ameafe or androgynous. The fifth is
a tall, bulky and bald man. All the puppets are entdm a mould of Mossoux’s face.
At the end of the piece Mossoux is on her own withemy puppets. Her face is without
expression. Her right arm starts to act as if is watonomous. Suddenly, her arm takes
the shape of a snake and grips the left arm asvilag a prey. The two arms seem
independent of each other and of Mossoux (figui8)4.This final scene is perhaps the
key to perceiving the meaning of the whole piedeing the audience to understand
that the previous scenes were maybe the halluomatof a mad woman who was

always on her own.

Figure 4.13 Mossoux alone on stage
Video capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)
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4.2.1. Prerequisite criteria of the relation of self to Oher

The position of Mossoux as a performerTiwin Houseds ambiguous because she is
caught in between theatre and daniogin Housess neither a dance piece nor a piece
of theatre in the way th&uniculusis, for instance. However, it is certain that shew
would not exist without Mossoux’s physical abilias a dancer. To understand the
origin of this ambiguity, it is necessary to be fen with Mossoux’s concept of
character, and to understand the way in which ¢biscept is materialised in terms of

the design of the puppets and the manipulatiomigole used.

Characters and personae inTwin Houses

During my discussion with Mossoux, it appeared ttiet ambiguity of the piece is
reflected in her ambiguous concept of charactethcdigh she considers herself as a
character in the piece, she is reluctant to conglie puppet as such. Instead she uses
the word ‘being’ to define it. She argues that distinction between the two pertains to
the fact that, as a human person, she always sdnmee own personal experiences
whereas this is not the case for the puppet. Acegrd Mossoux, the dancer — but she
could say that about any sort of performer — ifaioited, not by his dance, but by a
being, another of himself who takes hold of histges during the time of a
performance’ (Bonté, Longuet Marx & Mossoux 20082).71t is important to
understand that dance for Mossoux is not an endaboeans that allows the body to
exist more fully, a kind of ‘revealel’ an ability to create language’ (Mossoux 2006:
70). During our conversation, she referred to Heinrvon Kleist's textOn the
Marionette written in 1810, in which a dancer admires a @igpr its grace. Mossoux

argues that Kleist puts forward the quality of ‘@abse’ of the puppet, and the fact that

" Mossoux uses in a metaphorical sense the Frenah ‘réwélateur’, the chemical product used in
photography to develop photographs.
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this quality should be applied to the performer antito the puppet. The movements of
the marionette are perfect because the latteotishittered by muscles, intentions, or a
previous meal, in other words, by personal expegeiiMossoux: 2009. Mossoux
does not conceive the puppet as a character bedadses not act anything. It is
already what it is. It does not have any persorpégence that it needs to overcome.
The question of absence on stage is central invtdr& of Mossoux and Bonté.
She mentioned to me that she and Bonté talk a Boutabeing absent on stage.
Nonetheless, their notion of absence is also ansbigult is about absence while being
present on stage. As Mossoux explains, ‘we ar@anall absent. It is the result of a very
dense presence which makes you think that you eraatimpression of absence in
which the spectator can enter’ (Mossoux: 2009). dlence as defined by Mossoux is
the ability for a performer to give space to theaptor's engagement in the piece.
Because of this focus on absence, the performer tbaavoid psychology and
expressivity. Bonté defines expressivity as ‘thalmeof first degree ... that kills the
emotion’ (Bonté 2006: 33). The absence discussed/ibgsoux does not refer to a
dramaturgical absence since she is present on atagecharacter who is an Other for
the puppets of the piece. Interestingly, Mossouxnited that she has to apply
psychological intentions to the puppets in ordeertbance their presence in relation to
her as a character. On one hand, her charactedsapsichology and expressivity in
order to stay in the background, whereas, on therdtand, the puppets make use of

them in order to exist on stage.

The following section describes the different pgotaists present ifwin Houses|

have decided to refer to Mossoux as a charactetobuse the term ‘persona’ and not

® Interview with Nicole Mossoux on February! 2009 in Edinburgh. All other quotes are from this
interview unless otherwise indicated.
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‘character’ for the puppets, as it is close torb&on of ‘being’ favoured by Mossoux.
It also establishes a distinction between the &gaf the Other represented by the
puppets offwin Housesand that represented by Tranter’s puppetSuniculus

The main character of the piece is Mossoux, phes fiuppets which 1 will call
the Androgyne, the Lady, the Double, the Witch, #m Man. Mossoux looks like her
puppets, wearing make-up and a synthetic wig t@aeod her resemblance to them. Her
face remains still but not neutral. There is argjeamixture of sensuality, innocence and
surprise about her. Throughout the piece, shedisnainated figure overpowered by the
puppets. She reacts to what they do. When shesstteescene with two puppets, she is
even less present, and seems to be a witness mdl#te®nship that takes place between
the puppets. In the scene with the Man, there iernmeraction from Mossoux because
what is at stake is a relationship between a manaamoman. It is interesting to notice
that both Mossoux and Tranter have decided to laatacters that are submissive in
order to give more presence to the puppet in oelato their own characters. This
strategy contributes to the decrease of the ontmbgnbalanced relation that exists
between a human being and a puppet on stage.

The persona of each puppet is shaped by the nedaijp it develops with
Mossoux’s character. The Androgyne, the Lady amdNfan are figures that clearly
dominate Mossoux. They exercise different formslafmination over her. Mossoux’s
relationship with the Androgyne is that of a masteth a servant, the puppet telling
Mossoux’s character what to do. The Lady seem®tsider Mossoux as a rival. She
tries to overpower her by displaying how elegantl qumetty she herself is or by
executing impossible actions. She constantly putsddux’s character to the side as
soon as she tries to interfere. The Man uses hisigdd potency to treat her as a sexual

object. He keeps on kissing her, touching her caedteventually making love to her,
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although it is not very clear whether or not Mossswharacter consents to it. The
Androgyne and the Lady are attached to Mossouxy like conjoined twins. The fact
that their heads are strapped to one of Mossowdsilders creates an impression of
unity and division: unity, because both the puppetd Mossoux share the same body,
and division, because the puppets appear very amous. The Man is either joined or
not. The relationship between the Double and Mossatharacter appears peaceful at
first but the puppet gradually becomes more andendmminating over Mossoux’s
character. She and Mossoux play a lot of mirrogages. She has a complete body and
considerably resembles Mossoux. The Witch is the @haracter who does not
acknowledge the presence of Mossoux. Her sole corisewith the preparation of a
magic potion, Mossoux being kept in the backgrouStie is placed in front of

Mossoux’s body and is joined to her arms.

The design of the puppets

In Twin Housesthe design of the puppets allows Mossoux to esgptie intentions of
the puppets’ personae through the movement of @aels whole representational body.
To schematise their construction, they can be dextras a head prolonged by a piece
of cloth. The puppets were built not by a puppekenadut by Belgian make-up artist
Jean-Pierre Fillotor. Mossoux wanted her charaatel the puppets to share an equal
presence. Fillotor suggested that their heads dHmibuilt from a cast of her own head.
Then each head would be reshaped according toettserm of the puppet. Finally, he
suggested that she would be made up to resemblaufiyets. Because of the realistic
features of the face, the eyes are not made edfipgmaminent and so do not reinforce
the direction of the gaze. The puppets do not spEagir faces do not have articulated

mouths (as mentioned earlier, there is no texiwin Housep These puppets have a
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large range of leg and arm movements, as these fertly actually belong to Mossoux,
but they collapse on themselves without the suppfdviossoux.

The design of the puppets varies depending on whdtiey are fastened to
Mossoux’s body or detached from it. The Androgymel ghe Lady share the same
design principle. Their head is prolonged by a nsggported by one shoulder. This
shoulder is strapped by elastic to one of Mossosktulders. They wear half of a long
dress which vertically covers one side of Mossolnddy depending on which shoulder
the puppet is attached to: the right side for thelrdgyne and the left side for the Lady.

They only have one arm, which is actually Mossoaiw (figure 4.14).

Figure 4.14 Mossoux and the Androgyn&ideo  Figure 4.15 Mossoux and the Ladyideo
capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)  capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)

The Androgyne shares her legs with Mossoux’s charathe Lady has a fake leg held
by Mossoux’s right hand, so that the entity forngd Mossoux’s character and the
puppet has three legs. The right leg of Mossounsid as a support in order for the
other two, the fake and Mossoux’s left leg, to perf impossible actions such as the
ability for the puppet to float in the air with hewo legs stretched out, as shown in
figure 4.15. The heads of these puppets have glinnange of movement because they

are manipulated by the shoulder.
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The Double has a more complete representationay.b8tde has a head, a
complete shoulder girdle, and two arms and wedma@dress which hides the fact that

she does not have any legs (figure 4.16).

Figure 4.17 A reflectionVideo capture ©

Figure 4.16 Mossoux and the Double dancing
Video capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994) Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)

As shown in figure 4.17, this puppet is identioalMossoux. The arms hang freely
beside her body when not being manipulated. Thigaed this puppet renders possible
the choice between several points of connectiomndmt the puppet and Mossoux.
Mossoux can control it through a direct grip of lend on the neck of the puppet.
When Mossoux lies on the floor, she can hold treukter plate with her legs and the
puppet’s arms with her hands.

The Witch is a small figure dressed in black (figdr18). Her head and shoulder
girdle form one solid block and are placed in fronMossoux, at the level of her chest.
Mossoux’s arms go through the shoulder plate of ghppet, and then through the
sleeves of the puppet’s costume to become the afrtise witch. The puppet’'s legs
belong to Mossoux. They appear when the puppéehdstap her dress to sit down. Her
face is an aged and shrunken version of Mossoux.

Finally, the Man is probably the most complex pupfiigure 4.19). Like the

Androgyne and the Lady, he has one head and omysbaulder but he has a complete
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outfit, brown overalls. His head can be attacheMéssoux’s right shoulder, held from
the neck or placed on top of Mossoux’s head. Massolegs are fitted inside the
costume of the puppet. The costume is not closdldeirmiddle, which allows Mossoux
to put either one arm, two arms or no arm at athugh the sleeves of the overalls. In

the first case, she shares the upper part of hay With the puppet, in the second she

disappears inside the puppet and in the last ¢esdaes not share her upper body.

Figure 4.18 Mossoux and the WitchVideo Figure 4.19 Mossoux and the Marvideo capture
capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)  © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)

Manipulation technique
The form of manipulation developed by Mossoux iafdd to the type of puppets she
uses in the show. The visible manipulation is akveyegrating within the dramaturgy.
Each movement has a meaning. The manipulation doedelong to any implicit
convention that has to be understood and acceptetiebspectator. When Mossoux
holds a puppet, the gesture is part of the dramgtiror instance, Mossoux holds both
hands of the Double as if she and the puppet ddengoeach other. When Mossoux and
the Double share the stage with the Androgynedtier is the one who seems to be
holding the hand of the other puppet, as showigurés 4.20 and 4.21.

Mossoux employs two main techniques of manipulationthe first one, she

holds the neck of the puppet with her hand. She tisis technique to control the
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Double and sometimes the Man. This technique allprgsise movements of the head

but limits the other body parts of the puppet tbah be manipulated. The second

technique consists of controlling the head of thpget with the shoulder.

Figure 4.20 The Androgyne and Mossoux Figure 4.21 The Androgyne and the Double
looking at the DoubleVideo capture © looking at each otherVideo capture ©
Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994) Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)

This is a unique technique developed by Mossouxiviis a limited range of movement
of the head but allows Mossoux to share her arnsdan her character and the puppet.
She uses it for the Androgyne, the Double and siomestthe Man. The scene with the
Man contains the different manipulation techniqused by Mossoux, as detailed in the
following description of this particular scene.

Mossoux wears a corset-like top, which enhances férinine aspect and
reveals her skin, and a skirt whose hem hangs fotlteoleft side of the man’s outfit.
The skirt covers the left leg of the Man’s costuMessoux’s body is vertically divided
in two distinct halves. At the outset of the sceste is lying down on a wooden block
as if she is asleep. The Man is above her lookirwea (figure 4.22). At this moment,
only Mossoux’s legs are inside the costume of tingppt. She holds the puppet’s neck
with her right hand. The Man wakes her up with bBrupt, long and intense kiss. They
detach from each other and Mossoux’s characterugisfacing the audience. The

puppet is on her right side. She looks dazzledmmedthless. She turns towards him and
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as their eyes meet, she starts. The Man approdutresgain and kisses her. His
movement forces her to pivot on herself. When shgack to her previous position she
has slipped her right arm through the right slee¥ehe puppet costume and has

attached the head of the puppet to her right skeoulfhe Man has now an arm, as

shown in figure 4.23.

Figure 4.22 The Man looking at Mossoux while  Figure 4.23 The Man awakening Mossou¥ideo
she is asleeideo capture © Compagnie capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)
Mossoux-Bonté (1994)

He stands up, forcing Mossoux to follow him, aneythvalk together. Mossoux
looks behind her as if she wants to escape buimie brings her head back towards
him. He cannot look at her eyes because of thepukation with the shoulder that does
not allow such range of movement. There is somgthibit grotesque and exaggerated
in his walk which looks like a caricature of milyasteps. His arm and his legs are
engaged in over-exaggerated movements whereas Mdssarm is still and placed
alongside her body. She looks at him as if faseshat frightened. They kiss each other
once again. The kiss is followed by a tango, then naking the lead. As they stop
dancing he places his hand on her chest. Mossa@hgsacter looks at him and pushes
his hand away. He does it two more times. On eadasioon, she looks at him and

removes his hand. He stops annoying her and thékyagain.
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All of a sudden he takes her head in his hand aakkemher pivot on herself as
he pushes her down on the floor. He lies on topeof hiding her body completely from
the audience’s vision, and they make love. Theylenty stop and roll on their backs.
They remain still for a moment as if they were plag. Then, as the Man remains
motionless, Mossoux’s head raises and turns towdresman. In a sudden gesture
synchronised with the sound of thunder coming frG@net's soundtrack, the Man
pushes her chest down with his hand. She is obdk again. After a few seconds, her
head raises again. This time she looks in the opdsection to the man in an attempt
to escape as he sleeps. The puppet jumps on hey.rdlh together on the floor. During
this action, Mossoux puts her left arm through #wailable sleeve of the puppet

costume, places his head on top of hers, and cthse®p of the overalls. This change

is done with their backs to the audience.

Figure 4.24 The Man looking for Mossoux Figure 4.25 Mossoux hiding inside the Man
Video capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté  Video capture © Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté (1994)

A pause. The Man sits up, still with his back te thudience. He is alone.
Mossoux’s character has disappeared. He looksdnrfinst on all fours (figure 4.24),
and then walking up and down the stage. Throughottening of his costume, the
audience can glimpse Mossoux hidden inside himu @ig4.25). The only element
remaining of her is a piece of her skirt that hangs of his costume. He looks at it,

presses it against his chest, and then tucksiddrss costume.
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He walks towards the wooden block on which Mossauas sleeping at the
beginning of this scene, and sits on it. He seeamiset waiting impatiently for her to
come back. As nothing happens, he takes a pacigaifettes from one of his pockets,
gets one cigarette out and throws away the paslyiirritated by the situation. Then
he looks for a lighter in his pockets but as hencarfind one he angrily throws the
cigarette away. He stands up and exits the stage.

A few seconds later, Mossoux’s character and the kappear together. This
time, no part of her body is inside his costumes Bblds his head with her hand and his
costume hangs next to her. As they walk acrosstidnge, he shrinks in size. He turns
into a little boy walking next to her, then intobaby that she holds in her arms and
finally he becomes a baby bump against her belghadeaves the stage.

Mossoux uses the dance technique called ‘body-psotation’, as described in
Chapter I, in order to perform a relation of delfOther with the puppet. She identifies
the parts of her body that belong to the puppet ianthtes them by giving them
particular rhythms and movement qualities thatdafferent to the body parts belonging
to her character. To clearly differentiate the nmeats of one of the puppets from
those of the character, the persona leading thenaltas larger movement than the other
one. This is a similar technigue to that used anfer when he wants to indicate who
the speaker is, except that the movements aramipéd to the head of the puppet but
encompass its whole apparent body. She also cotstam imaginary centre to the
puppet from which all its actions are generateds Tentre is located at the point of
connection between the body of the puppet and Mossdody. Mossoux describes
this as its ‘vital point’ or ‘Ki, although | prefer using the term ‘metaphoricaitog in
order to stress its artificiality. The metaphoricantre has to be located at a central

point of the representational body of the puppéek aot in a peripheral area such as the
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hand in order to diffuse all the movements of thgpget to the rest of its body.
Moreover, it has to be a part of the puppet whiabs8bux can control. For instance, it
cannot be located in the torso of the puppet becddsssoux cannot initiate any
movement from there, as this part of the puppeniy a piece of fabric. For all the
puppets appearing ifiwin Houses the metaphorical centre is the neck of the puppet
because it is central and can be controlled. Theapherical centre of a particular
puppet remains always the same but the body pad hg the performer to control it
can change during the course of the performanceinstance, Mossoux successively
controls the metaphorical centre of the Man with trend, her shoulder, and finally her
head when she is inside him. By changing the bayspwhich control the puppet’s
metaphorical centre, Mossoux also changes the tgquatid the range of movement
available to the puppet. When it is her hand thahipulates the head, the latter can
move like a human head but the arms of the manty lm@annot be animated. By
swapping the manipulation from the hand to the kleuthe Man gains the use of one
arm but its head movements become more limited. ifstance, it cannot look at
Mossoux’s character any longer. When finally, iesath is placed on top of hers, the
Man has a complete body although its head movennemtsin limited.

The representation of the Other displayed by Masgsbwugh her puppets is
informed by her training as a contemporary danaed by the performance register
elaborated over the years with Bonté. The desightla@ manipulation technique focus
on the body as the main apparatus to disclosedla¢ian of self to Other between
Mossoux and her puppets. Mossoux’s constructidgh@puppet’s alterity privileges the
body; its movements give the audience the imprastgiat they are in the presence of
someone with volition. Mossoux speaks of ‘thinklmagies’ to describe the state of her

puppets. The head of the puppet does not get the attention of Mossoux’s
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manipulation. At many moments in the scene with Memn, there is no eye contact
between the two protagonists. One can see hereteriatigation of Mossoux and
Bonté’s reluctance to employ expressivity that bareasily read on a face. As Mossoux
(2006) suggests, ‘the face is the most expressvieqb the body. This is the reason we
avoid giving it the role of bearing the emotionbhoge, as it can only be reduced on the
face to a given meaning’ (Bonté, Longuet Marx & dosgx 2006: 33). However, the
face of Mossoux does not become a mask withoutessmn. Her face is ‘lived
through, impregnated but not frozen in a neutréituale which anyway would be

deluded’ (Bonté, Longuet Marx & Mossoux 2006: 33).

4.2.2. Performing the relation of self to Other in Twin Houses
This section explores the performance of the mhatif self to Other by looking at the

way Mossoux and Bonté approach dramaturgy, bodae gad presence.

The dramaturgy
Unlike Cuniculus Twin Housess not constructed as a logical sequence of ewelnitsh
reveals the deep-seated motives of each charddterscenes that formwin Houses
resonate with each other because they explorereliffeaspects of the relationship
between a manipulator and her self through fivepetgp by means of action instead of
speech. These scenes ultimately sketch the outbhethe character performed by
Mossoux, a character inhabited by her own doubles.

Mossoux is always part of the dramaturgy. Her attaradoes not draw back
from time to time as Tranter does, for instancehédgh the scene with the Witch
appears to be in contradiction with this dramatalsetting, if we carefully look at it,

it appears that Mossoux maintains a certain presehtier own character. The Witch

158



never acknowledges the presence of Mossoux. Ndes#)eMossoux’s character
displays discrete reactions with her body to th@as of the Witch. Small details such
as a sudden movement of her shoulders or the @osdf her head suggest that
Mossoux is concerned as a character by what thehwdibes. The relation of the two
bodies is significant of this understated relatiops Although Mossoux holds the
puppet in front of her own body, her face is neadyisible as the puppet’s face. They
both face the audience. There is no attempt to hatepresence from the audience.
Mossoux never enacts the supposed feelings of pgbulpor instance, she hardly reacts
to the puppet through facial expressions which woallow us to understand the
feelings of the Witch. The only possible readinghd relationship between her and any
of the five puppets is done through the interagtiontheir bodies. The relation of self
to Other between Mossoux and the puppets is cahstaresent throughout the piece
but there are variations in the modes of embodiroétttis relation.

The dramaturgy allows a modulation of the physaggearance of the puppet as
an Other in relation to the course of the actidme Other inTwin Housesloes not have
a fixed shape. It is a fluid entity whose form cfpasm according to the nature of its
relationship with the character of Mossoux. Thigasticularly the case in the scene
with the Man. As the scene unfolds, the growing @owof the puppet over Mossoux’s
character is materialised by the fact that he dssorore and more parts of her body, up
to the moment that she completely disappears. |alossoux operates a
deconstruction of the Man by playing his life baekds, starting from a male adult and
ending up with him as a foetus inside her. Thedftyiof shapes of the irreal Other is
performed by changing the point of contact betwé#ss puppet and the body of

Mossoux.
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To balance her presence with that of the puppetsblos has ‘puppetised’ her
own body. The make-up and the wig make her facembte the puppets’ faces. Her
movements are stylised in order to have a pupketeuality. The dramaturgy dfwin
Housesoperates a reification of Mossoux’s character takenher appearance less
human. This dramaturgical choice is manifested drigular work on body and gaze.
Other examples of ‘puppetised’ performers can hmdoin the work of artists such as
Arianne MnouchkingTambours sur la Digye Giselle Vienne $howroom Dummigs
or Philippe DécoufléTricode®. Nonetheless, these performances only containahum
actors who move like puppets. The particularity Tefin Housesis to offer to the

spectator the confrontation between a ‘puppetipedormer and a puppet.

The body
The relation of self to Other between Mossoux d&pguppet does not follow a unique
schema of embodiment but varies significantly adicwy to the type of puppet she
manipulates. | will look at these relations whee puppet is either attached or detached
to Mossoux’s body by examining her relationshipghwhe Lady, the Double and the
Man.

In the case of the conjoined twin puppets, it appédaat we are confronted with
a hybrid being made of Mossoux and the puppetjrsipéine body of Mossoux. The use
of body-parts isolation by Mossoux in order to ¢eeaithin her body distinct rhythmic
and movement qualities, gives the impression teabbdy is split lengthways into two
parts with a head at the top of each half. These twlf bodies can move
simultaneously but with distinct gestures. The nsbsking example is to be found in a
scene in which Mossoux and the Lady play a couplmaurners. In that scene, the

puppet is attached to the left shoulder of Moss@oth Mossoux’s and the puppet’s
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heads are covered with veils which hide their faaad shoulders. It is therefore
impossible for the audience to know which head hgdoto whom. They seem to form
one entity and one does not look more or less dfiga the other. It is only during the
following scene that the audience can distinguisiciv half of the body is occupied by
the puppet, because the veils have been takeflodf.fact that two beings share one
body is highlighted in the course of this particutgene. At one moment, the puppet
lifts her dress up, which reveals Mossoux’s legradd with stockings and suspenders.
Mossoux’s character, realising that her leg is leixéd to everyone, has an argument
with the puppet because she wants to hide herdeghe Lady keeps on lifting up the
dress. The puppet appears as an Other that ihedtdo the self. The Other has taken
hold of a part of Mossoux’s body as if she has tEmmated from a part of herself. The
Other is similar to a parasite that emerges from g&lf and confiscates a part of its
body. Other examples of parasite relationship @folnd inL’Ecole des Ventriloques

by Point Zero and i®ide Shoviby Ulrike Quade.

The relationship of Mossoux’s body with the Douisleather different from that
with the Lady. This puppet is detached from Mossoaxd has a complete
representational body. The most recurrent actiomssist of the performance of
mirroring movements between the two, which reingotice impression that the puppet
is a reflection of Mossoux’s character.

It seems at first that we are in the presence efsangular being that is present
in two distinct bodies. The puppet seems to mdiseianother self of Mossoux located
outside her. The puppet is a split of the selfif dse reflection of Mossoux in a mirror
has taken life and become autonomous. The selbles@rve itself in action as if outside

its own body. There is an auto-objectivation of siedf. It is able to see itself as it sees
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any object. Yet this double of the self looks batkself and, in turn, considers the self
as an object. Thus, from a split of the self sungesan Other who has the power to
objectivise the self. The relation between Mossamnd the Double follows this
evolution. As the action unfolds, the mirroring gesnbetween the two protagonists
cease. The puppet becomes more autonomous towarsksolk’s character and begins
to dominate her. When Mossoux keeps on shakinghees, the Double asks her to
stop moving by placing its hand on them. Laterisity exchanging gazes that the
Double asks Mossoux to stop shaking her whole bBghythe end, they both lie down
on a wooden block. While Mossoux’s character seasghsep, the Double raises itself
up, and observes Mossoux, before lying down agasnif making sure everything is
under control. This double of the self has becom®ther and escapes Mossoux. Like
Goliadkine, the hero of Dostoyevsky’'s novidie Double the puppet gradually gains
autonomy and confidence to finally take controlroM®ssoux.

The Man is either joined or not to the body of Mmsss character. This is the
only character engaged with Mossoux in an eroticrstationship. As described above,
the Man absorbs more and more of Mossoux’s bodis plrsuggests that the Other
consumes the selfhood of Mossoux, going as faiss®lding her identity, through the
disappearance of her body. Towards the end ofstteése, Mossoux comes back with
the Man next to her. The Man ends up as a foetsglanher. Similarly, this
transformation can be interpreted as the slow gesamance of the Other as a lover,
because Mossoux’s character identifies herself msther and no longer as a mistress.
The Man, as the Other, is expulsed and replacexdbyid.

ThroughoutTwin HousedMossoux performs different forms of embodiment of
the puppet as an apparent Other. Her dance sk#sinstrumental to support the

construction of the alterity of the puppet. Mossaeems to reverse the mimetic
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relationship set between puppets and human belingigad of creating a figure of the
Other that moves like a human person, she embtheelimitations of the object and
makes herself move like a puppet. This particulay ¥o engage with the alterity of the
puppet becomes even more noticeable when one labker approach to gaze and

presence.

Gaze and Presence

Mossoux uses her gaze and the apparent gaze gufiget in many different ways
according to the available range of movements afhepuppet and the specific
dramaturgy of each scene. Although Mossoux can kio&ll the puppets, not all the
puppets can look at her. When Mossoux uses hetdd#rsito manipulate a puppet, she
cannot turn her shoulder inward enough for the eyéise puppet to meet her own eyes.
Moreover, the shoulder does not allow fine movemiefithe result of that is the
inability of the puppet to precisely focus its gawethe objects that surround it. Hence,
many puppets have a rather limited range of heacements and a poor ability to look
precisely at objects. Out of five puppets, Mossoar create the impression of a gaze
similar to that of a human being only for the Daubhd the Man when she controls its
head with her hand. The restricted ability to fotus gaze of most of the puppets can
appear as a real problem. In puppetry, the gazgspakey role in creating the
impression that a puppet is an apparent subjedtjsasead by the audience as cognitive
activity. An imprecise gaze reinforces the objestheof the puppet. Moreover,
objectness can be heightened by the presence adduosext to the puppet because
she has the ability to look with precision at herrgundings. To counterbalance the
combined issue of gaze and presence, Mossoux kakgded a particular strategy that |

will present by analysing the opening scen@win Houses
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Mossoux’s character shares the stage with the Ayytiea They stand behind a
desk that hides the legs of Mossoux. In this scBtussoux’s eyes are half-closed as if
she is very tired or half-asleep. A book is operramt of them. They both look at it.
The puppet flicks over the pages of the book with hand. When this action is
completed, the puppet stands back, looking aheaxdsbdux does the same but with a
slight delay. She turns her face towards the puppehot enough to be able to look at
its face. Then, they both tilt their heads downomtder to look back at the book.
Suddenly, the puppet makes a sharp movement hghdaing its neck up and moving
its hand in the air as if it has an idea. Its gazgirected to the front. Mossoux turns her
head slightly towards the puppet. The puppet pairtis its finger to a specific line on
the book. Its gaze is also focused on that padicsibot. Mossoux looks down in the
same direction. The puppet gives the impressiarading by moving its finger across
the book from left to right with synchronised mowamh of its head. Mossoux follows
its finger moving across the page by also movinghead from left to right. When the
puppet has finished reading, it stands back stidking at the book and makes a hand
gesture to invite Mossoux to write something in tlo®k. Mossoux has not moved her
look away from the book. She produces an overspgattil and writes on the page.
Mossoux looks neither at the pencil when she ethibnor at the lines she writes, as if
she is not able to focus precisely on the objeactfrant of her. The puppet follows
Mossoux’s action by moving its head from left tghti. When she stops writing, the
puppet stands back, makes another hand gestuks, dogvn in the direction of the lines
and reads the words written by Mossoux, followihgnh with its finger. Mossoux
decides to do the same. When the puppet finishesaiding, Mossoux resumes writing.
The puppet follows her action with its head lookishgwn at the book. As Mossoux

raises her pencil up, the puppet quickly looks puy, one finger on its mouth as if
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thinking about something. At the same time Mossagain turns her head slightly
towards the puppet. Then the latter looks downtants the page. Mossoux follows the
hand of the puppet on the book looking at the nagep As the puppet turns the page, it
also turns its face to the left, in the directidrtle book, but it looks above the book.
Then the puppet hits the page with its hand instee way that a pianist would hit the
keys of a piano in rage. Its focus is not on thekhbdossoux seems to be affected by
this sudden act of impatience. She first turnshead in the direction of the puppet but
without looking at it and then turns her head ie thpposite direction. The puppet
moves its hand off the book and gently pats thketatith its head looking down. Then,
it moves its hand up. Simultaneously, Mossoux gilser hand and turns her head
towards the audience. They both put their elbowshentable and they gently tap their
respective cheeks simultaneously.

Two observations arise from this description. thirgt appears that neither the
puppet nor Mossoux look each other in the eyesaviehalready explained that the
limitation of movement due to the technique of npaiation prevents the puppet from
sufficiently turning its head towards Mossoux’s dadHowever, Mossoux has the
physical capacity to face the puppet, and yet sf&s shot do so. Instead they both look
at the book which is at the centre of the actiamtdddly, it appears that both the puppet
and Mossoux display an unfocused gaze. For instamben Mossoux writes in the
book she does not look at what she is doing bgh#ji above the book. This is not
normal human behaviour when writing. People usutdhd to look at what they are
writing. However, the inability to get a correcttes for a puppet is a frequent problem
in puppetry. | suggest that the unfocused gazestlamdavoidance of eye contact are
deliberate choices made by Mossoux that reveapasicular relation of self to Other.

Firstly, the fact that there is no direct eye contaetween them but that their mutual
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gaze is mediated through the book seems to indibateMossoux built a relation of self
to Other based on what the protagonists are pHlsidaing together. One can see in
that choice a major difference from the use of glage by Tranter. In his case, the
relation of self to Other is based on what theedédht protagonists are saying to each
other. Physical interaction is limited because fhppets that he uses are mainly
designed to talk. Secondly, Mossoux’s ability tokas similar to that of the puppet. It
seems that they share the same limitation of moaerhsuggest that these two choices
have been deliberately made in order for Mossouxalance her presence with that of
the puppet. Decreasing her capacity of gazinguwsag to avoid the puppet losing any
chance to be solely considered by the audiencenaar@ object. It seems that Mossoux
loses parts of her human nature in order to sh@arequal grounding with the puppet.

The alterity of the puppet requires a ‘puppetisatal Mossoux herself.

4.3. Conclusion

It appears that the form of theatre chosen by €raand Mossoux influenced the
construction of a particular representation of @teer through a puppet. Tranter, who
favours a dramatic writing that focuses on dialggogentions and storyline, fabricates
an Other that exists through language. His chaiceserms of dramaturgy, design and
manipulation respond to a relation of self to Othased on verbal exchanges. In
Cuniculus the shape of the irreal body of the puppet remalways the same. It also
appears autonomous as it can stand on its own wtithmsing its subjectness.

Conversely, Mossoux and Bonté do not use verbdianges in their representation of
the Other.Twin Housess a theatre of situations built through the pbgbactions that

occur between the puppet and the manipulactor.Gther inTwin Housess intimately
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linked to the self. The irreal body of the puppesubjected to possible variations, as in
the case of the Man. It is also dependent on Mossdwody, as the puppet is partly
constituted and supported by her body.

Tranter shapes the puppet to behave like a humisng.bde concentrates his
manipulation on the head of the puppet and represiudtuman-like movements.
Mossoux shapes herself to behave like a puppet.e8pleres the whole body of the
puppets and integrates their limited range of mamnto her own performance. The
dramaturgy ofCuniculusis mainly conveyed through the verbal interactibappening
between the different protagonists. There are ngtaations as such. For instance, the
murder of the baby rabbit is not performed but dbsd by Sissy after it has happened.
The fact that Randy and Tranter’s character make i suggested by the dialogue as
an act that is going to take place or that hasntgitace. Actions occur in the past or in
the future but never in the present time of théquarance. InTwin Housesactions take
place in the present. For instance, the Man andsMoss character make love during
the performance.

Nonetheless, beyond their different training baokgds and the forms of
theatre that they produce, the interest of thesetpioners pertains to their choice about
who the Other is in relation to them. Although tHmyth perform a relation of self to
Other with puppets, they have made different denssiabout what constitutes an Other
and how the self relates to it. Ultimately, Trarded Mossoux do not refer to the same
Other.

Tranter presents with brio the relationships betwdauman beings by
materialising different aspects of human naturdsagccruelty, fear, weakness, empathy
or love through the different puppets Gliniculus Although these Others have the

shape of rabbits they symbolise a group of humains.fact that the rabbits hate human
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people constitutes the character of Tranter ag thlémate Other. Dramaturgically
speaking he is not a rabbit, and ontologically kpephe is the only one not to be an
object onstage. Tranter subtly succeeds in integydhe dual ontology of the puppet
within the dramaturgy ofuniculus In Tranter’s work, the Other is the one who is
different and whom one can be tempted to elimingkere is an ethical dimension of
the relation of self to Other iGuniculus Sissy and Lupus do not hesitate to murder the
baby rabbit in order to get food. Sissy takes plea telling Tranter’'s character how
she killed the baby rabbit and even nearly manamest Tranter eating it. Through the
relation of self to Other, Tranter evokes the retabf an individual facing the rest of
society. In that sense, the Other represented @ytdiris close to the Other presented in
Postalgia In Cuniculus the human being is the one rejected by societgrads in
Postalgiait is the puppet. The puppet needs to appeartag@mous to materialise the
separation between self and Other and represerstanSelf. The alterity displayed in
Tranter’'s work foregrounds the commitment of thé smvards the Other as described
by Levinas inTotality and Infinity(1991). The rabbits have made the choice of agusin
the Other and eventually destroying him in ordesuovive. They embrace the cruelty
implied by their decision. Conversely, Tranter'sacdcter makes a different choice. He
places the Other at a higher level than him. Heifsaes his own food to feed the
rabbits and he takes risks to save the baby rabist.devotion to the Other bluntly
indicates that the actions of Sissy and Lupus arelpimmoral and that they cannot be
excused because of circumstances beyond theirot@uoich as a war.

In Twin Housesthe puppets materialise different aspects of tharacter
performed by Mossoux. She interacts with herselfhm manner of a schizoid person
confronting the different personalities that intidier, which explains the variations of

shape of the Other as in the case of the Man. &flianter’'s character, who eventually
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separates from these Others when he leaves thenyas he finally accepts his human
nature, Mossoux cannot escape them because theysate her. When at the end of the
piece there are no more puppets on stage, thérelatself to Other is still present but
this time inscribed on her very own body. The Otiseno longer autonomous but an
excess part of the self which emerges from the lwddlge manipulactor or appears as a
clone next to it. This is an inner Other that degsi the self of its physical and
psychological integrity.

The two representations of the Other have in comthemesistance of the Other
to the self, the fact that it always escapes tlievaeether it is an inner or an outer
Other. It is important that self and Other are nmrged, otherwise the dialogue
between the manipulactor and the puppet is losé pérticularity of manipulacting
pertains to this irreal dialogue. The work of Texreind Mossoux also discloses that the
relation of self to Other requires that both eesitexist on apparently close ontological
levels: Tranter’'s puppets are humanised to app&aiagically close to a subject, while

Mossoux reifies herself to appear like a puppet.

Through the study ofCuniculus and Twin Houses | have identified two distinct
approaches to fabricating the alterity of the pupethe next two chapters, | return to
The Maidsby Jean Genet andrashima Tarato focus the research on the dramaturgical
possibilities offered by the ambiguous presencehef puppet as an object and an
apparent OthefThe Maidsexplores the ontological ambiguity of the puppetelation

to levels of actuality on stagélrashima Tarolooks at the ambiguous relationship
between the puppet and the manipulactor to creatmmaturgy of ambiguity which
invites the audience to reassess their percepfitrearreal subjectness of the puppet.

The next chapter looks in detail at the ambiguont®logy of the puppet as a
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potential dramaturgical device to create differsgresentations of actuality on stage
throughout three iterations of the opening scenelloé Maids | also discuss the
necessity of having a particular approach to baaly gaze in manipulacting when it

involves the production of the speech of the puppet
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CHAPTER YV

THE MAIDS

ONTOLOGY, DRAMATURGY AND SPEECH

The series of iterations based on the opening suEhlee Maidsby Jean Genet allowed
me to explore different relations of alterity thagrtain to the dual ontology of the
puppet as a real object and an irreal subject.pBncularity of the staging of this scene
relates to the inclusion of a puppet on stage whekerialises the figure of Madame, a
character within the drama, as a permanent presérnsdnteresting to note that this is
a step beyond the dramatic construction of the,playhat Madame is arguably more
absent in an orthodox staging of Genet’s pieceiliyer of being played by one of the
maids. Here she is more present by virtue of baipgppet manipulated by one of the
maids. However, the experiment is pertinent becé@usejuires a close engagement not
just with manipulacting but with registers of pnese, alterity and performance. Yet,
the presence of Madame differs from that of the twaids (played by actresses)
because Madame is disclosed either as a subject object. The dual ontology of the
puppet becomes a dramaturgical device which intéadsssociate the two forms of
existence of the puppet with different levels ofuatity. As discussed in Chapter I,
there are two levels of play-acting in Genet’s t@gtthe actors play characters playing
other characters. In this experiment, each levgblay-acting is related to a different

form of existence of the puppet. Its existence amulgject is intended to disclose a
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relation of alterity between Madame and Solangd,sometimes between Madame and
Claire. The existence of Madame as an object enaed to disclose the relationship
between Claire and Solange. The form of manipuigctised inThe Maidsdoes not
consist of a direct dialogue between the puppetisnohanipulator, as was the case in
Postalgia and Urashima Targ but rather of an indirect interaction like theeon
described in Chapter Il when discussing the pEesigetby Israeli company Etgar.

This experiment also explores speech when a ralatiaalterity is established
between a human being and a puppetstalgiaalready contained some scenes with
dialogue. However, their setting in terms of sceapgy did not put forward the
presence of the performer in charge of manipulatiegpuppet and producing its voice
because he remained in the half-light. | have a@splored the issue of speech in
Seasideas discussed in Chapter Il aMhdame a piece inspired byhe Maidsthat |
directed in 2006, but in both cases their outcomese not satisfactory in terms of
techniques and co-presence between the perforrmefstree puppets and therefore
needed further research. The Maids the manipulactor is as visible as the puppet,
which implies that the source of the puppet’'s vagalso visible. For this reason, the
manipulactor’s presence has an important impac¢herfabrication of the alterity of the
puppet. The purpose of this particular experimeith Whe Maidshas been to look for
strategies that integrate the voice without weakgnhe alterity of the puppet. In the
time available and given other areas of focusdlrmbt choose to work on a solo piece
containing dialogues between the puppet and thepulactor because | knew that it
would be too difficult to achieve. Neville Trantepent many years practising such a
technique in order to master it. For this particl@atment of Genet’s play, | also chose

not to have Solange involved in the manipulatiorthed puppet in order to keep the

! See discussion page 60.
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original setting established by Genet. In the pMgdame is only played by one of the
maids at a time and not by both.

The research consists of three iterations of thenimg scene offhe Maids
developed in April 2009, April 2010, and SeptemB64.0. Each experiment is about
twenty-five minutes long. | refer to the three aéons asviaidsl Maids2andMaids3?
| collaborated with Juley Ayres, who plays Clailaying Madame through a puppet,
and Kristin Kerwin, who plays Solange playing Géair

This chapter is divided in two parts. The firspkxes the ontological duality of
the puppet as a dramaturgical device to createrdift levels of actuality while the

second discusses the elements that contribute tprdduction of Madame’s speech.

5.1. Dramatising the ontological duality of the puppet

The three experiments conducted around the opestage ofThe Maidsexplore the
dramatic potential of the ontological duality ofetlpuppet as a real object and an
imaginary subject in the relationship taking pldbetween Claire and Solange. | define
Ayres as the performer playing for the most parditae but sometimes appearing as
Claire and | define Kerwin as the performer playBwmange who pretends being Claire.
| was particularly interested in exploring the dedit presence of Ayres playing Claire
in moments of interaction between Claire and thepetiand moments when Madame’s
alterity is deliberately removed. The next sectiprssent briefly each experiment and
discuss how the ontological duality of the puppeisvintended to affect the dramatic
presence of the performers. The design and theactesisation of Madame vary from

one version to the other.

2 A video of each iteration can be found in Apper@jDVD 1.
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5.1.1. Maidsl

Madame is portrayed as young, whereas the two matielsin their mid-forties, as
shown in figure 5.1. The costume of the two maiisststs of black skirts, blouses and
tabards. They look like contemporary cleaners, tnaditional ladies’ maids. Ayres
wears a pair of long white gloves that is moreblesithan the rest of her costume. This
particular feature supports the reading of herdeft as being that of Madame and not

hers.

Figure 5.1 Ayres and Madame irMaids1© Adam Hypki (2009)

The puppet is first disclosed to the audience asbgect that Claire and Solange
assemble in order to give it the role of Madamee Phppet was built from different
parts of disused mannequins. Madame’s head and toes papier-méaché casts of a
female shop-window mannequin. The head is a masg&sdd with a wig and painted
with light make-up. The eyes are prosthetic, wignles them a realistic feel. Eyelashes
have been added to enhance Madame’s feminine a3pectower part of its body is a
wooden stand that belonged originally to a dresamskmannequin. It allows the
puppet to stand by itself and it takes some ofwtbgght of the upper part of the puppet

away from Ayres. | borrowed the idea of the stamwinf Tranter after watching videos
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of his shows during my research residency at tegtin International de la Marionnette
in 2008. The lower part of the right arm, includitige hand, is a cast of the arm of
another shop-window mannequin. A long white everghaye is fitted on the lower
arm. | fixed a tube to the lower arm to conneto ithe torso of the puppet. The arm, the
head, the torso and the wooden stand are removidigdeft arm of Madame is actually
the left arm of Ayres, which matches the right arfthe puppet, as they both wear long
white evening gloves. Ayres holds the head of Magldwg passing her right arm
through a hole located at the back of the torshv@fpuppet, up to another one located at
its neck. Then she seizes the head through a pséeted inside it. Her wrist forms the
neck of Madame.

The appearance of Madame changes throughout the,dcecoming more and
more human-like. After being assembled, her remtesienal body looks like a
hybridisation between a human body (torso, hegtht forearm, left arm) and an object
(a wooden stand instead of legs, a tube insteaah ojpper arm). When Madame sits on
the chair, she loses the wooden stand. Her longsdievers the absence of legs, which
enhances her human-like appearance. Finally, whensis on Claire’s lap, Ayres’s
legs become her legs.

The purpose of staging the preparation of thenseny is to establish Ayres and
Kerwin as Claire and Solange from the outset ofsttene. Throughout the rest of the
scene, Ayres deliberately suspends the alterityMadame by re-establishing its
objectness in order to appear as Claire when simswa directly address Solange. At
the end of the scene, Madame is disclosed as acttdy Solange when she pushes
away the puppet to strangle Claire. Although one say that there is little direct
manipulacting going on in this iteration ®he Maidsbecause Ayres does not have a

direct relation with Madame except on one occasfynes’s dramatic presence is of
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two sorts. She has an active presence as Clairehwhilinked to the existence of
Madame as an object. Madame has to lose her wliaribrder for Claire to engage
directly with Solange. She also has a passive poesdue to the fact that she has been
established as a character during the preparatioiineo ceremony. Although some
members of the audience may not acknowledge thim fif secondary presence, it is
there.

In this first experimentation, the objectness ohddme was too present
throughout the scene to really create dramatic gémnwhen its subjectness was
suspended. The perception of the puppet materiafitythe fact that the manipulation
was not sufficiently precise did not allow the aamtie to imagine the existence of
Madame as an Other. For the second experimentideatkto approach differently how

the dual ontology of Madame is displayed in relatio Claire and Solange.

5.1.2. Maids2

In Maids2 Madame is portrayed as a hysterical charactee ®htains the hybrid
appearance that she hadNtaids1 but the young woman has been turned into a bald
monster (figure 5.2) with dilated eyes, rough make-frantic movements and a

cockney accent. Kerwin and Ayres wear pale greesastuniform.

Figure 5.2 Madame inMaids2© Monika Kita (2010)
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Apart from the head, the design of Madame in tleision is very similar to that
of the previous one except for two changes that reghtive consequences for the
manipulation of Madame. Firstly, Ayres’s arm islooger used to join Madame’s torso
and head. Instead, Madame’s head is attached teshef its body by a neck made out
of foam and covered in white fabric. Ayres’s haadcolding a rod inserted inside the
puppet head directly from behind the back of thadhestead of passing her arm
through the torso of the puppet in order to regésthéad. The puppet can then stand on
its own without being headless. Secondly, | fitta$tors under the wooden stand in
order for Ayres to wheel Madame, which allows mor@vements across the stage. For
this reason, Madame and Ayres are the same hdigbtposition of Ayres’s body in
relation to the puppet has changed as she haartd behind the puppet and not next to
it in order to manipulate it. Because Madame isghme height as Ayres, the latter is
hidden by the puppet. These changes have an iropaitte manipulation of Madame,
as Ayres has lost much of her control over theot@sd cannot focus the gaze of the
puppet precisely as she cannot see its directiera Aesult, Madame’s gaze is often off-
focus, which affects its subjectness. The hybrigeapance of Madame evolves towards
a more human-like shape, as was already the cadaids], but it happens at an earlier
stage in the scene. Once the puppet is dressetlldbeconnecting its right forearm to
its shoulder is partly hidden by a fur wrap andwweden stand by the red dress. When
Madame sits on Claire’s lap she also gains a pja&gys.

This second iteration ofhe Maidstakes a different direction from the previous
one because it intends to show Madame as a sulpetcthe outset of the scene. There
Is no staging of the preparation of the ceremongddne appears out of darkness alone
on stage. Ayres is hidden by the puppet while Syaenters the stage pretending to be

Claire only after Madame says her first lines. Ayeacknowledged by the audience as
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a manipulator up to the moment that she is givelnamatic presence as Claire by the
puppet. Madame invites Claire to step forward iteorto appear next to her by tapping
on Claire’s shoulder. They exchange gazes and tiadame asks her: ‘My dress!
Quick!” There is another exchange of gazes betwkem. Then, Claire looks towards
the direction where Solange has just exited tottalker directly: ‘Claire, are you there?
Claire!” When Solange comes back, Claire looks eat with a reproachful gaze. Yet,
Solange does not acknowledge Claire. She only l@bk&e puppet. This is the only
moment in the scene when direct manipulacting dieg. During the rest of the scene,
Ayres appears six more times as Claire but soldigrwthe alterity of Madame is
suspended. These moments take place when Madamkmdtagn argument against
Solange and Claire wants to show her disapprov&8diange, when Solange refers to
herself as Solange instead of Claire, and whenn8eldoes not seem to be listening to
Madame. The scene ends with a blackout before wesea Solange’s attempt to
strangle Madame. In this second iteration, the abgss of Madame is not revealed by
Solange.

Unlike the previous experiment, Ayres is hardlyibs when she manipulates
Madame because she remains most of the time bé&menduppet and not next to her.
The change of body position which had been dicthtethe redesign of the puppet had
a negative impact on the relationship between €laind the puppet as well as between
Claire and Solange. The dramatic presence of Ayessreduced because she lost most
of the passive presence that she potentially haderprevious experiment. As a result,
the relationship between Claire and Solange wasglearly shown as mediated by the
presence of the puppet. This loss of ambiguity wepshed the dramaturgy of the
scene as Madame and Claire could not have antgplggmultaneously. Moreover, the

loss of control by Ayres over the puppet did ngymurt the fabrication of Madame’s
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subjectness. Thus, it appeared necessary to chthegdesign of the puppet and to
improve the manipulation technique, as well as bd#istaing a clearer relationship

between Claire, Solange and the puppet.

5.1.3. Maids3

In this last experiment, Madame is portrayed as@er-middle-class lady, of the same
age as the two maids, and elegantly dressed. di$ is6from the puppet used aids2
but the face has been repainted, and eyelids hewe &dded to enhance its feminine

aspect and give it a sort of blasé look (figure.5.3

Figure 5.3 Madame dancing with Solange iMaids3© Monika Kita (2010)

The puppet wears a black wig which completes thmirfme aspects of its
appearance. The upper right arm has been changedlén to look more real. A left
upper arm has been added. Below the joint of thevela short extension can be tucked
inside the glove worn by Ayres in order to connleet left lower arm to the puppet.
Madame wears a black top with sleeves which colkerarms. The stand has been
removed. Instead, Madame always sits on Ayres’s T lower part of its body is

made out of black gauze that covers Ayres’s leggeé and Kerwin are dressed in
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traditional maids’ costumes, that is to say, bldoésses, long white aprons and white
cuffs.

From the outset, this third experiment displaysplresence of Ayres as Claire.
Unlike the first experiment, Ayres’s dramatic prese as Claire is established through
the subjectness of Madame and not through its tiiges. Ayres and Madame appear
together engaged in a physical interaction. Thegrestiogether a silent moment of
intimacy. They look at each other, Madame tendstigking Claire’s hair. Solange is
upstage looking at them. As soon as she approdlces Madame gently pushes back
the head of Claire. A few moments later, Madamé&sdaagain at Claire, who then turns
her head towards Solange to talk directly to hle purpose of this particular staging is
to establish the presence of Ayres next to Madas@laire and not as a puppeteer. The
use of manipulacting from the start of the scenetended to inscribe Ayres’s presence
within the dramaturgy of the piece through a relatof alterity with the puppet. This
dramaturgical choice potentially gives an ambigumesaning to the relation between
Claire and the puppet and between Claire and Selargen Ayres is only engaged in
the manipulation of Madame. Moreover, Ayres is tangy visible next to the puppet
because Madame is not placed on a stand but sAyra@s’s lap.

There is no more use of direct manipulacting dutimg following part of the
scene. Madame’s alterity is suspended three timesgl the whole scene at key
dramatic moments. The first moment occurs when rig@laasks: ‘Are you ready?’
Ayres pushes Madame to the side as done in theopieexperiment but this time she
takes more time to complete this action. She f&win directly and answers back as
Claire: ‘Are you?’ Solange replies ‘I am’. Her aresws not addressed to Madame but
to Claire. The second moment happens when Madasugctness is suspended by

Claire because Solange refers to herself as Solastgad of Claire. As already done in
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Maids2 Claire suspends the alterity of Madame to telaBge off by looking directly
at her sister while she turns the head of the puppay from Solange. This time,
Solange looks back at Claire and not at the pudpet.third and final moment happens
when Solange ceases Madame’s alterity by pushiegtippet to the side in order to
strangle Claire, as already doneMaidsl

Unlike the previous iterations, Madame’s objectnissacknowledged by both
characters and not only by Claire. Kerwin playsaative role in the dramatic presence
of Ayres as Claire because she responds to Clantenat to the puppet when Claire

addresses her directly.

5.1.4. Outcomes

The Maidshas contributed to deepening my awareness ofréggify of the puppet’'s
subjectness. In order to integrate the ontologhality of the puppet within the
dramaturgy it is necessary that Madame’s subjestiefirmly established, otherwise
the puppet is mostly perceived by the audiencenasbgect. The alterity of the puppet is
the result of technical skills as well as a caréfaming of the moments when Madame
loses its subjectness.

The main issue encountered throughout this resealeltes to the difference of
presences on stage between the puppet and therper$o In the last experiment, the
moments when Madame’s subjectness is bracketethhmag opinion a stronger impact
than those in the two previous experiments fordheasons. Firstly, the apparent body
of the puppet resembled the body of a real humarghehile in the other versions she
was a hybrid being. Secondly, the direction ofgéze improved and it was supported

by a better coordination of Ayres’s and Kerwin’szgs. Finally, we developed better
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skills to give the impression that Madame was talkialthough these skills were far
from being perfect.

These actions were intended to fabricate a bettagé of Madame as an Other in
order to increase the affective response of théeaud. As it appeared, it was only by
reducing as much as possible the ontological diffees between the puppet and the
performer that the moments revealing Madame’s obgss could create dramatic
changes and disclose the relationship betweeneCdamid Solange. One key instance of
such dramatic changes happened when Ayres pushved tthe puppet of Madame in
Maids3in order to appear as Claire directly addressiigrgye.

The decrease of ontological differences was alsoréisult of having developed a
particular restricted form of acting. The perforsyéirad to calibrate their expressions,
had to stand or sit at precise points of the stagd, had to reduce their movements
across the stage. These choices reduced the spiyptamd the freedom of the
performers. As a result, the performance lost sofée violence and theatricality
present in Genet’'s text and Ayres’s presence aseOl best described as a persona
rather than a character. The Maidswere to become a theatrical production, it would
require improving the technical skills of the marngzctor, and adding more moments of
interaction between Claire and the puppet, foraimste, by increasing their exchanges of

gaze, in order to increase Claire’s presence with@akening that of the puppet.

5.2. The voice of Madame

In Chapter 1, 1 have presented speech as a secprelement participating in the

fabrication of the alterity of the puppet, compareth the primacy of body and gaze.

However, when a puppet is supposed to talk, spbeclhmes a major constraint in
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manipulacting because the production of speecheeaily imbalance the presence of
the puppet in relation to its human protagonistisTéection presents the different
elements that frame the elaboration of Madame’'sedpeby looking at speech

movement, body position, characterisation and gaze.

5.2.1. Speech movements

The puppet used iffhe Maidsdoes not have an articulated mouth, which meaats th
alternative solutions had to be found in orderreate the impression that it is talking. |
already used the same type of puppets in the pasih wworked in 2006 oMadame
and when 1 developed the research projSeasidewith Sanchez-Colberg and
Nakamura. To partly solve the problem of the abseot an articulated mouth, |
adapted some of the manipulation techniques usethbifional Bunraku puppeteers to
support the impression of Madame’s speech. Watchidgos of traditional Bunraku
performances, | noticed that the puppeteers termddodinate speech with puppet head
movements that follow the shape of a bow tie oigaré of eight laid on its side. We
used these movements for the speech of Madame.mphasis specific words in
Madame’s dialogue with Solange, the flowing movetmainthe head was broken by
sharp back-and-forth head movements in order tetpate the text. This is demanding

technical work that requires extreme precision faeds, which we partially achieved.

5.2.2. Body position of the performer

The position of Ayres’s head in relation to the peprequires consideration. The
direction of her gaze is an important indicatorftame the speech of the puppet. It
indicates who is talking and it enhances or dinmess the perception of the

manipulactor's face by the audience. Maidsl, Ayres’s sideways body position in
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relation to the audience diminished the visibilitiy her mouth. This puppet was also
shorter than Ayres which meant that Ayres lookedrat the puppet. The position of
Ayres’s body gave a clearer indication of the diget of her gaze than if she was the
same height as the puppet. Moreover, the differefdeight meant that Ayres’s face
was slightly away from the field of vision of thedience when they looked at the face
of the puppet. IMaids2 Ayres hid behind the puppet, so her face didcootpete with
that of Madame. However, this position did not wallber to control precisely the
direction of the gaze of the puppet. Because oftldition of castors under the puppet
stand, Ayres appeared to be the same height asnvadaring the few moments when
she stood next to the puppet. The direction ofgage was not as clear as it was in the
previous experiment. IiMaids3 | changed the body position of Ayres in relation
Madame. Instead of having them both standing, le@sRyres to sit on a stool
positioned at an angle of about forty-five degrieems the audience while the puppet sat
on her lap facing the audientélthough both faces were at the same height, the
directions of both gazes were distinct from onetla@o Ayres looked at the side of the
face of the puppet while Madame looked in fronhef. In this configuration, Ayres’s
face was less visible than that of the puppet bezthe audience only saw the side of it.
| also asked her to tilt her chin down, which fertldiminishes the visibility of her
mouth. This new positioning of Ayres also decreatesl visibility of the emotions

shown on her face as she produced the voice of Mada

5.2.3. Characterisation and voice
The production of voice implies the necessity forés to go through different types of

emotions such as anger, fear or tenderness. Yet) whe says something with any sort

% This position is similar to the position used hyfiter with Mutti as described in Chapter IV.
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of emotion it is usually translated into physicehctions on the body and above all on
the face. In manipulacting, performers and puppttsd next to each other. Therefore,
audiences can see the face of the manipulactor tiegnlook at the face of the puppet
because both faces appear inside their field abwisFor this reason, audiences can
read on the face of the actual speaker and nothanh df the puppet the emotion
contained in the voicéThe face of the performer appears immediately rative than
the still face of the puppet which contributes toimbalanced presence between the
puppet and the performer.

It is therefore difficult for Ayres to restrain hattitude while producing the
voice of Madame. This is an important matter toveollf emotions heighten her
presence too much the attention of the audienatirected to her instead of the puppet,
which inevitably decreases the alterity of Madafa:. instance, ilMaids2,the frantic
movements of Madame and the fact that she wasagedras a hysterical person did
not help Ayres to control her level of emotionswadl, as it required her to produce a
style of speech for Madame whose pace was very Aast result, Ayres’s presence
was too strong and the puppet was too difficulin@nipulate. Eventually Ayres could
not connect the voice of Madame with the movemaitshe puppet because the
production of Madame’s speech was beyond her wpbilihe puppet’s head was only
moving back and forth without much punctuation loé text. The transformation of
Madame from a hysterical characterMiaids2to a manipulative and composed one in
Maids3 helped Ayres to achieve a better voice of the ptippladame did not have
excessive emotions, which reduced the expressiaiscould be read on Ayres’s face.

The slower pace made it easier for her to conrectmMords with the movements of the

* As highlighted in Chapter IV during the discuss@mCuniculus the emotions present in the puppets’
voices can be actually read on Tranter’s face. fErams developed a particular strategy in ordéodas
the attention of the viewer on the protagonist wehsupposed to talk.
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head and the torso. However, such choices haveupedda very controlled form of

acting because Ayres had to constantly hold baclkemmetions and gestures.

5.2.4. Voice and gaze

The speech of Madame is also supported by the agehaf gazes between the puppet
and Kerwin. If the puppet does not look exactlyha&t person it is supposed to be talking
to, the speech is not convincing. For this reasenspent a lot of time finding the
sightline of the puppet when Madame had to looBa@tnge. It is important that the
face of the puppet is visible from the audiencessspective most of the time. If the
spectators cannot see the puppet's eyes, and acm@rgBqthe direction of its gaze,
Madame’s apparent consciousness decreases. Thtiatiref the gaze of the puppet
plays a major role in the imaging synthesis operdig the audience through their
visual perception of the puppet. It is less impatrthat the audience cannot always see
Kerwin's face because as a human being she alwagimtains her subjectness.
However, | aimed to have her face as visible asiptesin order to reinforce her co-
presence with the puppet.

The exchanges of gazes between Kerwin and the pupeee particularly
difficult to achieve when their physical distancasagreater than one metre.Ntaids3
we produced satisfactory exchanges of gazes betwemmpuppet and Kerwin by
developing the following strategy. Firstly, duringpst of the scene Ayres stayed in the
same place so we could determine a series of foounds related to the movements of
the puppet on her lap. Secondly, Madame and Kestaad close to each other, which
made it easier for Ayres to find the right focumafy, Kerwin had to stand at very
specific points of the stage when she was not ipogtl next to the puppet. These

decisions improved the exchanges of gazes betweepuppet and Kerwin but they

186



also forced the performers to remain static onestag most of their movements had to
be choreographed, which eventually reduced thedlfnr@eand the spontaneity of their

performance.

5.3. Conclusion

This series of experiments allowed me to developkmywledge of the alterity of the
puppet by exploring two aspects of manipulactingt thave been less present in my
other experiments: the integration of the ontolabduality of the puppet as an element
of the dramaturgy and the production of the spedehpuppet.

Playing with the two modes of existence of the gmiprequires that its
subjectness is firmly established, otherwise thenerds when its subjectness ceases do
not have enough impact on the audience. As destiib€hapter Ill, the subjectness of
the puppet is established by its body-as-conscesssand its gaze. These two elements
are related to the level of technique achievedheypderformers and the design of the
puppet.

The manipulation skills irMiaids1 and more particularly itMaids2 were not
sufficient to establish the puppet as an autonorbeusy but they improved iNaids3
The design of the puppet usedhtaidsl andMaids2stresses too much its materiality,
which did not support its subjectness when compacedhe real bodies of the
performers standing next to Madame. The desigh@puppet used iklaids2also had
a negative impact on the precision of the gazehefpguppet. The puppet design in
Maids3 improved the subjectness of the puppet becaus®iie closely resembled a

human being. Yet, it would have been a better ehticdress Madame in a different
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colour than black in order to improve the sepamdserbetween the puppet and Ayres,
who was also dressed in that colour.

During this research, the fact that Madame wagasgd to speak entailed a
reconfiguration of the way that the body-as-conssi®ss as well as the gaze of the
puppet were established by the performers. Speeeblves emotions as well as
additional physical activities from the performaraharge of its production. These two
elements increased the presence of the perfornmrechvihad a negative impact on the
alterity of the puppet as it imbalanced its presean stage. | have realised that the
characterisation of the puppet has to be caretulbyght out in order to rebalance the
presence of the puppet.

This experiment has also stressed the role of Keiw the fabrication of
Madame’s subjectness and alterity. In Chapten lhave suggested that the imaginary
presence of the puppet as an absent Other is shé of a dual triangulation between
the manipulactor, the puppet and the audience fif$tes an inner triangulation which
entails that the audience has the impression hiea¢xistence of the puppet as a subject
seems to come from the puppet itself because th@poiactor effaces as much as
possible the act of manipulation. Inner triangwiatmainly pertains to the materiality of
the puppet and the manipulation technique. Thergkt® an external triangulation as
the audience has the impression that the pup@esisject because of the interactions
between the puppet and the performer. During thipeement, the external
triangulation is mainly performed by Kerwin. Heaotions as Solange give a particular
meaning to Madame’s action. When we started workimjhe Maids Kerwin found it
difficult to perform in such a way. As an actresise is used to receiving emotions from
her fellow actors and then to react to them. Yethis particular staging, Kerwin cannot

feel emotions from Madame except when she is dioseer, because then she can feel
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the energy and warmth coming from Ayres and seehier-realistic eyes of the
puppet. My work with Kerwin consisted in examinimgch emotional state of the
puppet in order for her to react to them. | carioed a similar work irlJrashima Taro
as it appeared that Nakamura’s reactions to thegiupcreased its imaginary presence
as an Other. The length of the research and dewelopperiod — over nearly two years
— and the fact that the final version Wfashima Tarohas been performed more than
thirty times between 2010 and 2012 has allowedusgfine and increase the reactions
of Nakamura in relation to the actions of the pupp&he next chapter further explores
this aspect of manipulacting by looking at the agubus alterity of the puppet in

Urashima Taro
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CHAPTER VI

URASHIMA TARO

AN AMBIGUOUS DRAMATURGY OF THE OTHER

In the course of my research, | have searched ffactipal solutions to incorporate
implicitly the ontological ambiguity of the puppas an Other into the dramaturgy. In
the previous chapter, | have examined how this guity of the puppet could be used
as a dramaturgical device ihhe Maidsto explore levels of actuality on stage.
Manipulacting produces another form of ambiguithated to the ambiguous relation of
the manipulactor with the puppet. However, thisntturgical ambiguity inherent to
manipulacting can be easily overlooked. When th&ppens, we recognise an
impoverishment of dramaturgical meaning in the potign.

In close collaboration with puppeteer and puppekan@dya Nakamura, | set up
the research projedtrashima Taroto explore through practice a dramaturgy of
ambiguity in order to achieve two main purposese Tibst is to establish a balanced
relationship between Nakamura, the solo perforaued, the puppets she interacts with.
The second purpose consists of incorporating thelagical ambiguity between the
manipulactor and the puppet in the dramaturgy tyinofour dramaturgical elements:
power, duality, intimacy, and the use of shadowse $tructure of this chapter follows
these two objectives. The first part presents ifferdnt stages of this research project

that were concluded by the elaboration of a one-lpeece. It focuses on the different
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choices of relationship that were tried out betwgenmanipulactor and the puppets. It
also tackles practical issues related to the edlwor and acquisition of manipulacting
skills to achieve such a dramaturgy. The secontl taies a close look at the final
staging ofUrashima Taroto examine the four elements that | have usedckpioee the

dramaturgical ambiguity of the manipulactor-pupghelity.

6.1. The development ofUrashima Taro

Urashima Taro is the name of a fisherman, the loérone of the oldest Japanese
legends.Urashima Tarowas developed in three stages. In order to cledigiinguish
each version obrashima Targ as well as the variations within each of thencall
themUT1.1, UT2.1andUT2.2 andUT3.1andUT3.2 The three main versions of the
piece were produced in September 2007, May 2008 $@gtember 2009.The
elaboration of the first two versions took placeing the first phase of my research
while the third version during the second phases Tdtest version has been shaped by
the theoretical findings that | have presented aier Ill. Nakamura and | designed
the scenography, devised the storyline, and manhe s the elements of the set. The
specific role of Nakamura has consisted of makimg puppets and performing the
piece, while mine has been directing and writing thece, as well as designing the
video projections and the soundtrack. Bob Fritlistie director of Horse and Bamboo,
a theatre company specialised in mask and puppgtsywmentored us for one week
during the elaboration of the third version of Urasa Taro. His support was

instrumental in the reshaping of the dramaturgyhef piece. Before describing each

! Videos of the three main versions can be fourdigpendix B, DVD 1.
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main development of the piece, | will give an aatoof the myth that has inspired this
research project.

The myth tells the story of a poor fisherman callédshima Taro, who lives
unmarried with his old mother. As a reward for sgvia turtle, he is invited to the
underwater palace of the Dragon’s daughter, alsavknas Otohime. When he reaches
the palace he is greeted by Otohime and is serghkcialis meals and entertained with
dance and music. After three days, he asks for igsiom to leave the palace as he
misses his village and mother. Otohime agrees ares ¢im a box as a keepsake of his
stay. However, she tells him in no case shouldgenat. When he arrives back home,
Urashima Taro does not recognise his village. @ldsr stand where his house used to
be. He understands that time under the oceanfesetift from time on earth. Desperate,
he ignores Otohime’s warning and opens the boxddnise finds a mirror reflecting his
face. Suddenly white smoke escapes from the boxhAsmoke vanishes, the mirror
reflects the face of a very old man, and a momatdr I[Urashima Taro dies and is
transformed into a crane, which symbolises lorgyilif Japan.

There are several explanations of the meaningisfrtlyth. However, there is a
common Japanese expression known as the ‘Urashama dffect’. It refers to the
impression of strangeness felt by someone whorretiome after many years abroad,
similar to the story of Rip van Winkle. The follovg sections describe each stage of the
project by examining the co-presence between Nakarand the puppet through the

dramaturgy and the design of the puppet. Nakamuthasacter is referred as Otohime.

6.1.1. UT1: Otohime, a sporadic presence

This first version, developed and presented dusimgweek at Shunt Lounge in London

in September 2007, is ten minutes long. It follownedworkshop undertaken by
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Nakamura with llka Schonbein at the Institut Intdronal de la Marionnette in
Charleville-Mézieres in August of the same yeaacknowledge this early stage of the
research as a form of manipulacting largely infeezhby puppetry, in the sense that the
presence of Urashima prevails over that of Otohifrfee puppets and masks used in
UT1.1 were made from casts of Nakamura’s own body awd.faheir construction
followed Schonbein’s puppet-making technique. Nakammade them during the
workshop with Schénbein. We used them for the ektimn ofUT1 andUT2

The piece is structured in two parts. The firstibegvith Nakamura narrating a
story loosely based on the legend of Urashima Tandike the original myth, Urashima
Taro is not invited by Otohime but drowns in the &g accident while fishing on his
boat. Otohime encounters him as dead. At the oofstte piece Nakamura stands in
the dark, her face only lit by a candle. As she dawn, she reveals a half-mannequin
next to her. Figure 6.1 shows Urashima Taro bdimeleath. It is a solid block made in
papier-maché that has no articulation. Urashima'$another appears as a mask on the

other side of the mannequin.

/ \

Figure 6.1 Urashima Taro with his mother© Monika Kita (2007)

The second part does not contain any storytellling lighting reveals the whole stage.

The half-mannequin lies flat on its face in a rocovered with fishing nets. Nakamura
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as Otohime stands upstage right. She walks towdrdsbody, kneels down and
eventually makes a prayer before falling asleepsiAs sleeps, the soul of Urashima
Taro emerges from the dead body. He looks at Otehihe wakes up and looks back
at him. He rises in the air to reveal himself d&l-human half-fishing-net being. He is
a ghostlike figure that seems to be caught betviéerand death, as shown in figure
6.2. He moves around the space trying to find dugre he is. He eventually discovers
his new appearance and turns towards Otohime €igu8). They seem to be attracted
to each other. After a moment, Urashima looks atrttom again and sees the half-body
on the floor. He moves towards it, replaces ittgnimitial vertical position, and realises
that he is actually looking at his own corpse. Sudig Otohime pulls him away from
the petrified figure as if she wants him to stopkiog at his own image. There is a short
struggle between them. Urashima eventually forezgdlet him go. He approaches his
double and slowly disappears behind it. Otohimes saghort prayer and then mimes a

bird flying away from Urashima.

Figure 6.2 Urashima Taro in Figure 6.3 Urashima Taro facing Nakamura
UT1.1© Monika Kita (2007) © Monika Kita (2007)

The piece remains mostly focused on Urashima Tiagdooa the way he reacts to

his surroundings which include the presence of ybeng woman. Otohime is not
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strongly characterised in this first version. Mareq there are many moments when
Nakamura does not appear as Otohime but remaiopgepeer. There is a discontinuity
in her dramaturgical presence on stage. Thus,ellagian of self to Other between her
and the puppet is not constant during the piece 3écond stage of the research

focused on the dramaturgical presence of Nakanmuoedier to balance co-presence.

6.1.2. UT2: gaining presence, losing ambiguity

Nakamura and | continued the experiment, aimingrigate a longer piece in order
further to explore the presence of Nakamura as i®&@hWe did not change the puppet
of Urashima Taro but experimented with other forafispuppetry: Kamishibai and
shadow theatre. Kamishibai is a traditional Japarfiesn of paper theatre that consists
of illustrating a story by showing a series of prets that depict each action (figure 6.4).
Kamishibai is a potentially interesting combinatioh puppetry and storytelling. We
integrated two forms of shadow theatre. One camsistback-projecting on a screen
paper cut-outs, water in motion, and plastic shasiisg an overhead projector (figure
6.5). The second type of shadow was simply crebteglacing Urashima Taro and

Nakamura in between a lantern and the screen €ig@).

Figure 6.4 Kamishibai inUT2.1 Figure 6.5 Shadows created by Figure 6.6 Shadows created by
© Monika Kita (2008) using an overhead projector  using a lantern
© Monika Kita (2008) © Monika Kita (2008)

% This research and development project has begrosted by the Great Britain Sasakawa Foundation
and the Puppet Centre Trust.
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| was particularly interested in this second forinsbhadow theatre because the two
protagonists are transformed into images.

In this second stage of the research, Urashima ifanaunted by the image of
Otohime, which he sees on the surface of the seanwle is fishing on his boat by
moonlight. One night, he decides to catch the imagefalls in the water and drowns.
Otohime finds Urashima’s corpse and resuscitatessbul. Otohime appears to be a
malign character who gives drugs to Urashima Tarorder to control his feelings so
he will stay with her. During his sleep, Otohimsits him at night and secretly devours
his soul. Urashima eventually remembers his oldhertand his village. He also
understands that Otohime is dangerous and de@deave her. He finds his inanimate
body and reunites with it. Otohime sends him baaié in his boat. On his return, he
finds a modern city instead of his village. He diéi®r he opens a box maliciously left
on his boat by Otohime.

Urashima is always seen in interaction with therati@r enacted by Nakamura.
To that extent there is a constant relation of tmedther between the performer and the
puppet. | decided to have Otohime as a malevoleatacter in order to create dramatic
tension between the two protagonists. However ctieacter of Otohime became too
dominating over Urashima as she constantly appetggag to control him. Their
relationship was imbalanced because of the exaepsesence of Nakamura on stage as
a character and a performer. Another dramaturgcablem arose in relation to
Nakamura’'s presence on stadgdT2.1 intertwines moments of storytelling with
moments of action throughout the performance. Theyss told by Nakamura using
the Kamishibai while actions are performed througgmipulacting and shadows. This
dramaturgical choice did not appear to be effedbeeause it created confusion around

the presence of Nakamura as a character and aedterylt also put an emphasis more
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on the telling of the story than on the interactlmtween Otohime and Urashima. In
September 2008, we presentdidi2.2 at the In/scisions Festival at Central School of
Speech and Drama, a variation of the piece whem ofdhe storytelling was cut. This

choice gave some more clarity to Nakamura’s presasca storyteller and a character
because the storytelling only took place at therregg and the end of the piece. Yet
the presence of Nakamura still remained prepondarahundermined that of Urashima

Taro.

6.1.3. UT3: Re-establishing ambiguity

UT3.1 and UT3.2 were respectively created in April and Septemt@$93 UT3.2 is
about one hour long. We introduced new puppetsderao diversify the manipulactor-
puppet relation. Although Urashima still appearsbéo manipulated by Otohime, the
latter is in turn manipulated by an old woman matesed by a puppet which could be
seen as her mother. She is called Okoto. She takatecisions that used to be taken by
Otohime in the previous version. We also introdu@aeneo, a baby, half-human and
half-turtle, born from Otohime and Urashima’'s passiTo some extent Kameo also

manipulates his mother through his tantrums.

Figure 6.7 Otohime and Okoto Figure 6.8 Kameo and Otohime
© Monika Kita (2009) © Monika Kita (2008)

% The last stage dfrashima Tarareceived support from Arts Council England, Theat Centre Trust,
UK-Japan 150, Central School of Speech and DrameseHand Bamboo Theatre, Shunt and The Little
Angel Theatre.
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Like Urashima, the puppets of Okoto and Kameo hbgen built from casts of
Nakamura’s body. Okoto, Kameo and Urashima Taroliteesized puppets, although
Kameo is slightly different from the other two astmas an articulated mouth.

To further explore the ambiguous presence of th@peuas an Other, we built
Urashima Taro and Otohime in such a way that tleeydcchange appearance on stage.
Urashima Taro was dressed with a long kimono taaeghe impression that he had a
complete representational body (figure 6.9). Hibrid/appearance was only disclosed
when Otohime undressed him (figure 6.10). This ireguNakamura to redesign the
puppet. As to Okoto, the puppet was built with thee of Otohime hidden under the
mask of an old woman. The mask was only removecdartdsvthe end of the piece
(figure 6.11).

Because the apparent body of Urashima looked likeah human body, its
presence next to Nakamura increased because itfi@ohphe affective response of the
audience. The redesign of this puppet had anotbgitige impact on its presence on
stage. In the two previous versions, Nakamura vadgirig the puppet through a rod
inserted horizontally behind its head, as showfigare 6.3. The audience could see
Nakamura’s hand controlling the head of the pupjmethe third version otirashima
Taro, the manipulation was done through a rod thaicadly prolonged the neck of the

puppet and that was concealed by the costume giupgeet, as shown in figure 6.9.

Figure 6.9 Urashima Taro in Figure 6.10 Urashima Taro Figure 6.11 Two Otohimes
UT3.2© Monika Kita (2009) undressed® Monika Kita (2009) © Monika Kita (2009)
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The audience could not see the connection betwedsarNura and the puppet, which
increases their apparent separateness.

We went back to the original myth and wrote a néwydine. At the outset of
the piece, Otohime wants a man and begs Okotmtbdne for her. The old woman
chooses Urashima Taro, who lives in a small villagi& his angry mother. One day, he
saves a turtle and is subsequently thanked foadtisn by being invited to spend one
day at Otohime’s palace. Once he is in the palheejs seduced by Otohime and
promised a life of eternal pleasure. However, heoisallowed to return home. Kameo
is conceived from their union. After his birth, @tme ignores Urashima. One day he
tries to possess her but he is violently rejeci#te image of his mother reappears,
accusing him of having abandoned her. As he taesstape from Otohime’s palace, he
is stabbed by Okoto. Okoto reveals her real idgntiten she takes off her mask. She
appears as another Otohime. Before dying, Urasfiiara has a last dream where he
finds himself lost in a modern Japanese city, Ingkfor his mother's house. He
encounters strange characters. When he wakes apin@t undresses him. Except for
his head and arms, the rest of his body has beeradunto a fishing-net. He looks like
the Urashima of the previous versions. Otohimet@svhim for a last dance. At the end
of it, Otohime seems to be about to give him a kigs instead blows on his face.
Urashima Taro collapses. He is no more than aninmate puppet hanging from
Otohime’s hand.

The use of language is limited in this version. &lakra’s character as Otohime
hardly speaks except to make the voices of therghpatre characters. The only sound
that is heard from Urashima Taro is him crying rafte has been rejected and beaten by
Otohime. Okoto and Kameo do not speak but punctinatie actions by grunting. The

two moments that do not take place in Otohime'sigalare performed with the paper

199



theatre. Nakamura is no longer a storyteller buthie, who manipulates small paper
puppets of the different protagonists. A light @rmed towards her face to remind the
audience of her constant presence. We used thesKdrai box that we had dT2 but

altered it to fulfil its new purpose (figure 6.12). UT3.2we added the recorded voice
of Juley Ayres, who acts as a narrator, in ordeslaafy the storyline but also to create

a clear distinction between the storyteller andptetagonists of the piece.

Figure 6.12 Kamishibai in Figure 6.13 Setting ofUT3.2
UT3.2© Monika Kita (2009) © Monika Kita (2009)

The stage represents the inside of a Japanese hadses divided into three
zones (figure 6.13). The Kamishibai where Otohimanipulates the little paper figures
is located downstage right. Otohime’s main roomc&htre stage. It is delimited
downstage by the audience and upstage by threenscréd/e use side lighting to focus
the attention of the spectator on the stage arédcacreate shadows on the front side of
the screens. In the middle of the stage theresshall table. The main screen, placed
upstage centre, is the third zoneUm3.1it represents the bedroom of Otohime and is
used to back-project life-sized shadows of Otohi®koto and Urashima Taro, as well
as little shadows made with paper puppets comiogn fihe Kamishibai. IlJT3.1the

shadows were produced in performance using the sachaique already described in
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the previous section. Live shadows were only uge8hant Lounge in April 2009. In
UT3.2 performed for the first time in September 200% wtopped creating the
shadows during the performance (except for thie [ghadows) and instead we filmed
them and projected them on the front of the scragrseen in figure 6.13. In both cases,
real shadows inJT3.1 and projected ones iWT3.2 are images of Urashima and
Otohime. The means of their production, a videggator or a lantern, does not change
the affective response of the audience, as the @mdgok similar. After each
performance, audience members often ask us if thesemore than one performer on
stage because they thought that the shadows weaedrduring the performance. They
seem not to have noticed that these shadows werallgdilmed images.

Nakamura constantly interacts with the differenpgets. Her presence does not
undermine those of the puppets. We have carefuthated a balanced relationship
between Otohime and Urashima, and have deliberatelwn her character dominated
by Okoto. By transforming Okoto into a double ofoitne we have dramaturgically
turned a relation of self to Other into a relat@foneself to oneself. To achieve such a
relation, we have developed a form of manipulactingt was appropriate to the

dramaturgy and to Nakamura’s skills. | discuss ithie next section.

6.1.4. Adapting manipulacting

The manipulacting technique that we have develogedng this project aims at
integrating Nakamura’s character within the ficabrworld of the puppet without
undermining its presence. The puppet can only appsaan Other if, in turn, the
performer appears as an Other of the puppet. Wetbtor different technical solutions
to establish their relationship when we started &xperiment. It was the first time that

Nakamura had performed as a manipulactor. As agiappshe has been trained to put
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forward the presence of the puppet while maintgriier own presence at the back.
Nakamura is aware that a loss of control of her emergy can decrease the presence of
the puppet. The challenge for her has been to gient to enact a character while
maintaining the presence of the puppetUIRl.], the transition from puppeteering to
manipulacting happened through a shift in the pwsiof her body in relation to that of
the puppet. From being placed behind the puppetcame in front of it in order to be
‘seen’ by Urashima. Yet she had to negotiate helyhaosition and that of the puppet
with the audience. To face Urashima she has tcabefud not to hide the puppet from
the spectator's gaze. The setting of a relatiosedf to Other in a solo work such as
Urashima Taronecessitates that the manipulactor is constantigrex of her body
position in relation to the puppet and the audierBm®cause Nakamura did not have
previous training in acting, she found it challemgito enact Otohime. IWT1.1it is
more accurate to describe Otohime as a personaathancharacter because she brings
most of the attention to the puppet.

Another difficulty that we encountered is relatex the interaction between
Otohime and Urashima Taro when they were both ngpeaitross the stage. Nakamura
did not have any problem when she was only puppateeShe could easily move the
puppet across the stage and remain stable. Théepraimly occurred when they were
also interacting together. This issue was not wesbturing the first stage tfrashima
Taro and reappeared during the next development. THecully that Nakamura
experienced in order to negotiate her body with tiadhe puppet increased wr2.1
andUT2.2as there was a constant co-presence between Tiinesnwas particularly the
case during the dance sequences. Nakamura hadlentsnto lose her balance when
she had to move across the space with the pupplet wteracting with it. | understood

that Nakamura behaved as if Urashima was an aptrabn who could support her
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weight. In order to move the puppet across theestdge was projecting her weight
towards the puppet. Inevitably she lost her balance

Nicole Mossoux offered me a solution to the isstimstability encountered by
Nakamura. The problem was that Nakamura did nd fuanage to physically ground
her body. Mossoux told me that her work with th@mmets ofTwin Housesconsisted
first of finding her centre of gravity in order tground her own body. Then, as
described in Chapter 1V, she searched for a metagahaentre for the puppet which
must be easily controllable and from which moverseare impelled to the rest of the
representational body of the puppet. Duda Paivdirooed to me during an interview
that he uses a similar technique to negotiate by bin relation to that of the puppet.
He first grounds himself by knowing where and has/ltody is located in space. Then
he looks for what he calls the ‘fake axis’ of thgppet, which can be understood as a
metaphorical centre. To balance Nakamura with hpppts, | devised a simple exercise
that consisted of Nakamura first finding her cemtrgravity as Otohime. Then she had
to find the metaphorical centre of the puppet byvimg it around her while she
remained in the same place. Finally, she movedsadite stage while maintaining the
metaphorical centre of the puppet. The problemnapslly solved.

The calibration of the level of co-presence betwdakamura and the puppets has
been a long process. WTr'l.1 Urashima had too much presence over Nakamura while
in UT2.1 andUT2.2 it was the opposite. Finally, idT3.1 andUT3.2 we reached a
balance between the presence of the different gootats as a result of new
dramaturgical choices, changes in the puppet desidnthe elaboration of appropriate
manipulacting skills. In the second part of thigpter, | present and analyse the four
main dramaturgical devices that | have used in roftde explore the ambiguous

relationship between the manipulactor and her pppe
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6.2. Performing ambiguity

The ambiguity of the interactions between the malaigtor and the puppet is inherent
to manipulacting because of the ontological diffiees between these two beings. This
ambiguity is shaped by the dramaturgical meaningrmito the presence of the puppet
as a figure of the Other. The ambiguity of the rpalactor-puppet relation taking place
in Urashima Taras shaped by four dramaturgical devices:

1. The relation of power between the manipulactor thedouppet

2. The puppet as a doppelganger of the manipulactor

3. The degree of intimacy between the manipulactorthaguppet

4. The use of projected shadows of the protagoniddutoontological differences
These four elements are presentUin3.1andUT3.2 The first (relation of power) is
found throughout the three stages of the resetlrelsecond (doppelganger) only in the
latest stage, while the third and the fourth ometsnjacy and shadows) are found from
the second stage. | present each element indilydaald discuss its dramaturgical

impact.

6.2.1. Relation of power

In UT1.1there is a mutual attraction between Nakamuraesasttier and Urashima Taro.
However, Nakamura’s character does not succeeéddpikg the soul of Urashima Taro.
The latter chooses to return to his body in orderest forever in peace. Nakamura is
simultaneously confronted with an Other that shemsenot to be able to control —
someone who escapes her — and with an object tiatpsrfectly controls. The

ambiguity that stems from their co-presence enscti® meaning of the piece. For

instance, it could symbolise the unconscious felalNakamura’'s character about
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Urashima Taro’s love. On one hand it seems thafisherman is the one who decides
to leave her, but on the other hand Nakamura imately the one who takes that
decision as she controls Urashima Taro. The audienfree to take this ambiguity into
account, but nonetheless it exists.

The nature of the relation between her and Urashiara changed itUT2.1
She became a dominating figure who put a spell asmslima Taro to control him.
Otohime constantly dominates Urashima Taro excdpttha very end of their
relationship when he decides to leave her. Themotsmuch difference in terms of
meaning in the dual role of Nakamura as a manipalad as Otohime as she controls
Urashima Taro in both cases. The puppet as antodmpecan Other is subjected to her
domination. Therefore, Urashima Taro does not levapparent freedom which would
be opposed to Nakamura’s character. Until the dnitheo piece, she places Urashima
Taro in the order of objects because, as Levinptaars, she is the one who gives him
his finality. The result is an impoverishment ofrgyolic meaning due to a decrease of
ambiguity in the co-presence of the manipulactar e puppet.

The co-presence between the manipulactor and hpgrepsis balanced inJT3.1
and UT3.2 Otohime is both a manipulative and manipulatedratier. She appears
dominated by Okoto, who acts in place of the Ot@httmat appeared in the previous
version. InUT2.10tohime is the one who sets her cap at Urashima, W&o lures him
to her palace and who puts a drug in his drink.UM3.2 Otohime asks Okoto
permission to be given a new man but it is thefattho decides who that man shall be.
When Okoto selects Urashima Taro, Otohime disagweiis her choice. Yet she
eventually has to submit to Okoto’s decision beeahs old woman uses violence upon
her. Okoto is also the one preparing the drug thashima Taro will drink in a later

scene. Otohime appears almost a servant of OkatoetNeless, it is Nakamura who is
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actually controlling Okoto. There is an interesticgntradiction between the apparent
control of Okoto over Otohime and the fact that @kis controlled by Nakamura. |
have already mentioned this point when discus€ingiculusandTwin Housesas both
solo performers play characters submissive to theppets. InUT3.1 and UT3.2
Otohime does not appear on her own on stage buatyalwith one of the puppets. She
also has less initiative than in the previous staigihe research because of the role of
Okoto. There is a clear distinction between Nakamas a performer who perfectly
controls all the puppets and Nakamura as Otohime submits to Okoto, endures
Kameo’s tantrums, and protects herself from Uraatsrattack.

The ambiguous relation existing between the maagial and the puppet in
Urashima Taro can be understood from the different meanings loé tvord
‘manipulation’. Firstly, ‘manipulation’ is defineds the ability of the manipulactor to
handle her puppet so that it appears as an irtdggec and potentially as an irreal
Other. Yet, the Other escapes the self while tkfeceatrols the object. In other words,
the Other cannot be controlled even in extremdiogiships, such as those of a master
and a slave. This opposition is at the heart of imdacting because the audience is
always aware that the relation of self to Otherngkplace between the two beings
sharing the stage is not actual, as there is n@rOtBecondly, ‘manipulation’ also
describes the influence of one person over andihegain a benefit. The relation
between the manipulactor and the puppet offersnamguous dramaturgy of the Other
because it combines these different meanings of wioed ‘manipulation’. One
manipulates a puppet because one desires the a@bjeqpear as a subject. Through
manipulation it becomes an irreal Other. One mdatpa the Other because one

ultimately refuses its alterity by treating it aseowvould treat an object.
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UT3 is intended to go one step further than the prestages of the research
project because it integrates the contradictiotheftwo meanings of ‘manipulation’ in
the dramaturgy of the piece by revealing Okoto metteer self of Otohime. The
ambiguous relation of the manipulactor and the pujg materialised by transforming

the puppet into a doppelganger of Nakamura.

6.2.2. The doppelganger
The revelation of Otohime’s double takes place wbdwto removes her mask. This
scene depicts an uncanny moment in which the sufgjees herself. At that instant, the
Other turns into another Self. The revelation ob@kas the doppelganger of Otohime
is not an event that is isolated from the resthef dramaturgy. Alongside the apparent
submission of Otohime to Okoto, there are cluesutnout the piece which indicate
that Okoto and Otohime are actually the same person instance, after a shadow
scene during which Otohime and Urashima are engayseéxual intercourse, Okoto
appears on stage relaxed and content, smokingaaetig as if she has been the one
making love with Urashima. When Okoto picks up frahe floor a paper puppet
representing Urashima Taro and brings it behind sheeen, it is Otohime who
concludes the action in shadow by putting the papepet in a cage. This cage is later
brought on stage by Okoto. When finally Okoto reeswher mask, there are two
Otohimes on stage: one made of flesh and bloodoaedmade of papier-méaché. The
two Otohimes look at each other, and then the hA€&wahime lays her head on the
shoulder of her double. Finally, the irreal Otohim@mforts the actual Otohime by
stroking her hair, as in figure 6.14.

This scene reveals simultaneously two differentoast Firstly, we see two

women sharing a moment of tenderness. Secondlyseeea woman on her own
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stroking her hair. There are two beings on stageobly one person. The revelation of
two Otohimes raises three remarks. Firstly, thenscsuggests that Otohime has always

been in control of the situation and that the ctimraof the old woman does not exist.

Figure 6.14 The two Otohimes sharing a
moment of tendernes® Monika Kita (2009)

Secondly, this scene also explicitly suggests thatpuppet was never an Other. The
apparent interactions between Otohime and Okotoirdezactions of Otohime with
herself. By taking off her mask, the puppet sigigfinat the Other is the self. The caress
of the hair can be read in two different ways. Ifebd this action as the double of
Otohime stroking the actual one, | consider thebiof Otohime as a subject. If | read
it as the actual Otohime stroking herself, themnsider the double as an object. This
possible double-reading of the action places the @rNakamura making the action of
the caress in a liminal position: it is her arm &nd not her arm. In fact, my reading of
the situation depends on the object of my consaiess If my consciousness is directed
towards a present object, in this case the armatfaura, it means that | am engaged
in an act of perception. Thus, | perceive the deutfl Otohime as an object. If my
consciousness is directed towards an absent olipecgrm of the double of Otohime,
than | am engaged in an act of imagination. AlthHotige imaging synthesis is never

complete because many details remind me that | amching an object, my
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consciousness is only directed towards an absermt present object but not both.
Finally, the relation of oneself to oneself betwe@tohime and her double is only
apparent because the latter remains a puppet tdedtiwy Nakamura. The double of
Otohime is an irreal self. Moreover, instead ofaiidsng this relation as a relation of
oneself to oneself, it is probably better to adslieas a relation of the self with another
self. Consequently, the other self remains a figidiraterity.

The ambiguity of the manipulactor-puppet relatititi prevails even when it is
dramaturgically exposed. As discussed in ChapilerbByond its irreal presence the
puppet always points at an absencdJT8.2 each puppet forms with Otohime a series
of couples: lover/mistress between Urashima Tard @tohime, mother/daughter
between Okoto and Otohime, child/mother between éaand Otohime. The relations
between Otohime and them are based on conflicty Bine always concluded by the
submission of one of the protagonists to the otieough violence: Okoto beats
Otohime, Otohime tells off Kameo, Otohime drugs dhiena Taro, Urashima Taro
attempts to rape Otohime. Although Otohime is erdag different forms of relations
with the three puppets, she remains the centratdigf the piece. Everything revolves
around her. Nakamura is alone on stage, surroubgetbubles of herself that she has
made.

The relation of self to Other between Otohime dmal guppets hides a relation
of oneself to oneself. The apparent conflicts betweétohime and her doubles
materialise different forms of this relation of se# to oneself performed by
Nakamura. Nonetheless, Urashima, Okoto and Kamemat explicitly disclosed as
doubles of Otohime. To disclose the actuality &f tblation between Nakamura and her

puppets, it has been necessary to bring on stagpuibpet of Otohime. The apparition
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of the doppelganger discloses that Otohime’s itiestias a mistress, a mother, and a

daughter are fake. These Others do not exist. @aregpbsent Others. She is alone.

6.2.3. Intimacy

To accentuate the ambiguity of the relation of menipulactor and the puppet, | have
experimented with different degrees of intimacywsstn Otohime and Urashima Taro.
Unlike the two previous versions of the pieceUin3.1 Urashima Taro does not appear
on his first entrance as a ghostlike figure. Wherahrives at Otohime’s palace he is still
‘alive’. His appearance and his way of moving asrbe stage are very human-like.

Urashima Taro and Otohime get more intimate asatit®n unfolds. At first,

Otohime gently lays her head on Urashima Taro’sulsles and places her hand on his
chest, which seems to give him a lot of troublguife 6.15). Later, he will stroke her
hair and will attempt to kiss her. She invites liona dance which will be concluded by
a long kiss (figure 6.16). Their intimacy goes apsfurther when they appear as
shadows and make love. For this particular momé&uwbhime fully undresses. The
audience clearly sees the shadow of the naked toNgkamura before the two lovers

consummate their passion (figure 6.17).

Figure 6.15 Otohime Figure 6.16 Otohime and Figure 6.17 Naked Otohime
seducing Urashima Taro Urashima Taro kissing © Monika Kita (2009)
© Monika Kita (2009)  © Monika Kita (2009)

Yet, the couple formed by Otohime and Urashimaoisam ordinary one, as the

latter is an object. The more intimate their relaship is, the more uncanny it looks.
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One cannot help thinking that Otohime is actualsing a puppet, not a human being.
The intimacy produced by the nudity of the perforraed the performance of a sexual
act with Urashima Taro affects the consciousnesthefspectator. The existence of
Urashima Taro as an Other is shattered and thengtagruptly displays the relation of
oneself to oneself performed by Nakamura throughpilipppet. Nakamura is alone. She
actually makes love with herself.

| suggest that there are peaks and troughs indbeeds of intimacy taking place
between a manipulactor and a puppet that affecintieeplay between imagination and
perception in the consciousness of the spectatwe.ifiterplay between perception and
imagination is at risk of ceasing when Otohime amdshima Taro make love because
their level of intimacy at that moment goes beytimeke limits. The perception of the
puppet by the spectators no longer triggers timefiging consciousness in order to aim
at the absent being that Urashima Taro is. Insteeyl only see a woman engaged with
an object. This phenomenon is comparable to theeminof the Uncanny Valley
developed by Japanese roboticist Masahiro Mori @L9¥lori describes the Uncanny
Valley as the moment when the appearance of annra@ being, such as a robot, a
prosthetic hand or a puppet, becomes so humatl#tdttinspires an uneasy feeling in
the people watching, whereas a less humanlike appea does not provoke such
reaction.

The puppet is not an ordinary Other because ofoliectness. Too much
intimacy removes the action happening between énfopmer and the puppet from its
dramaturgical context and presents it in its crregdity. Although the performance of
moments of intimacy between two actors can be timgetfor audiences, it is not
comparable to those happening between a human bath@ puppet. There is a scene

in Malediction (2008) by Duda Paiva Company where one of theopmers is having
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sex with a frog lady. The man is so absorbed inabigon that he does not realise that
the puppet is falling to pieces. The scene turttsammasturbatory act witnessed as such
by the other performer (and the audience) whiclatese a break in the dramaturgy.
Interestingly, Nakamura told me that during momesftantimacy (she was discussing
the scene where she seduces Urashima Taro) shielaig@t she was performing some
sort of public act of masturbation. Intimacy papgates in the disclosure of the puppet
as an absent Other because it breaks the imagintpesys taking place between
imagination and perception. Of course, the degifemtonacy necessary to stop the
imaging consciousness varies from one spectatandther.

Yet the love scene i0T3.2is not directly witnessed by the audience. They on
see the shadows of the two lovers. In the nextigect discuss the effect of the
perception of their shadows instead of their achaalies on the consciousness of the

viewer.

6.2.4. Shadows

In UT2.1we introduced some sequences in which UrashimaCdaadime appeared as
shadows. Nonetheless, it was Wr3.1 and UT3.2 that we used this technique
extensively. The shadow sequences often followrecqde a scene performed in front
of the audience and therefore they create a dragie&li continuity between a direct

perception of their bodies and that of their shaslow Chapter Ill, | have argued that
the puppet is an analogon as defined by Sartfd@lmaginary(2004). Urashima is an

irreal subject because he is not present to conmscess. What is present is the
representational body of the puppet set in motignNakamura. When Urashima
appears as a shadow he remains an image. As tarakashe is an actual subject

because she is encountered by consciousness. Howdnen she appears as a shadow |
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do not perceive her but instead encounter an ind&der. She is no longer present to
my consciousness. This is so true that the shaddvidrashima Taro and Okoto are
video projections inUT3.2 As discussed above, several spectators told tee thfe
show that they thought that the shadows were madeeiformances up to a certain
moment. We have deliberately introduced confusiboua the nature of these filmed
shadows by adding actions that were not possibbl®&&kamura to achieve as it meant
that she had to be simultaneously at two locatidvekamura does not need to be
present on stage when these shadows appear onctbens These shadows are
analogons of Urashima and Nakamura. Nonethelessnany occasions Nakamura
performs the voice of the projected shadows of (dtehand Okoto from behind the
screen. Unlike her body, her voice is present agestThe final result is a synthesis of
the actual (the voice) and the irreal (the bodyhisTsynthetic reality blurs the
ontological differences between Nakamura and fieesized puppets. The ambiguity of
the relation of self to Other between the manipola@nd the puppets decreases in
relation to the diminution of their ontological fdifences. Yet, the ambiguity is never
totally removed because the audience always kniwas Wrashima is a puppet and

Nakamura a human being.

6.3. Conclusion

The ambiguity of the relation between the manipiolaand the puppet is based on the
ontological nature of the puppet — an object wrapipears as a subject endowed with
consciousness. The couple formed by the puppettia@dmanipulactor contains a
dramaturgical meaning that two puppets or two actoteracting together would not

have. In manipulacting the animate and the inareraa¢ face to face, as if they belong
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to the same world because the puppet appearsudgexts The ambiguous presence of
the puppet next to the manipulactor creates tweel$éevof relation between the
manipulactor and the puppet: an irreal subjecteuibjelation and an actual subject-
object relation.Urashima Tarodiscloses the puppets as representations of absent
Others. These beings that surround Otohime onist @xithe imaging consciousness of
the spectator. She is amongst empty shells thatefegmed doubles of her as a child,
an old woman, and a man. These absent Others egprebat Otohime no longer is, is
not yet, or is not. They refer to a present bethg, manipulactor. Beyond her effort to
balance her presence with that of the puppet ancré&se her domination, the
manipulactor remains at the centre of the dramgiuftpe research piece could also
have been namedtohimebecause these absent Others tell us about her.

Urashima Tarohas been a laboratory to experiment with manipimgovith a
performer coming from puppetry. It completes thekvondertaken orseasidewith a
trained dancer and a puppetedhe Maidswith two trained actresses, my own
experience as a manipulactorRostalgig and the study of the work of Stuffed Puppet
Theatre and Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté. | have hadofimortunity to elaborate
different techniques and strategies adapted toskilks of the performers and to the
specific dramaturgy of each project. In Chapter, Vibresent a method of practice for

manipulacting that summarises these experiences.
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CHAPTER VII

A METHOD OF PRACTICE FOR MANIPULACTING

Manipulacting consists of the staging of a relatdrself to Other between one or many
human beings and one or many puppets. It is adightion of acting and puppeteering
skills. The diversity of acting and puppetry teciues available to theatre-makers
combined with the different possible calibratiorfstitese two forms of performance
have produced many distinct forms of manipulactingChapter 1V, | have argued that
performances described as dramatic theatre develops of manipulacting distinct
from those described as postdramatic because tiryabf the puppet is constructed
through different means. I€uniculusby Stuffed Puppet Theatre, which | view as
dramatic theatre, Tranter establishes a relationself to Other based on verbal
interactions by means of gaze and speech. The mianimg technique he has
developed, as well as the design of the puppefsasts this decision. As tdwin
Housesby Compagnie Mossoux-Bonté, which | describe astdramatic theatre, the
relation of self to Other is established by a séendialogue between Mossoux and the
puppets. Moreover, the diversity of the initialimiag of the manipulactors, such as
Method acting for Tranter, contemporary dance amat@vski for Mossoux and Bonte,
contemporary dance and Stanislavski for Paiva, eumthythmics and marionette for
Schonbein, contribute to the diversity of the foffor all these reasons, it would be a

long and difficult task to establish an inventory al the different methods of
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manipulacting. However, there are a number of poreciples that are constantly found
in the scope of performance encompassed by maotmga The aim of this chapter is
to present the findings in terms of practice whack applicable to manipulacting by me
or other practitioners. | propose a method of practhat looks at a series of
performative elements and conclude this practicdliree by addressing dramaturgical
questions that should be carefully examined by tthemakers engaged in

manipulacting.

Balancing co-presence

In manipulacting, there is potential conflict beemethe presence of the puppet and that
of the performer. The challenge lies in giving tingoression of two characters or
personae being present on stage. The fact thaietti@ermer is also a character threatens
the apparent alterity of the character of the ptpPeesences have to be balanced
because initially there is no balance between tlamipulactor and the puppet. The
performer appears more present than the puppetudedte is alive. For this reason, the
initiative of the action has to appear to come fittva character of the puppet in order to
set a balance with its human counterpart. Moreaer,performer needs to hold back
his character. The puppet has to act and the miaipu has to react. This order must

be followed, otherwise co-presence remains imbaidnc

Movement is not the only principle which enables gerformer to interact with
the puppet. The notion of ‘character intentionawln from acting, plays an important
role in manipulacting. For instance, Paiva arghes his approach to characterisation is
very Stanislavskian. For him, ‘the puppet needsawee an inner journey’ (Paiva 2009)

before entering the theatrical space. Even in #se ©f performances whose primary
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approach is through movement, it is necessary doaagsychological dimension to the

puppet, otherwise its presence will be weakeneth&ynanipulactor.

Dual triangulation

The fabrication of the alterity of the puppet isen by a dual triangulation between the
puppet, the manipulactor and the audience. Firibypuppet appears as a subject to the
audience through the manipulation of different paiftits representational body by the
manipulactor. By looking at the puppet, the audéendentifies a being whose
movements, either stylised or not, remind themhaoké of a living being. This is an
internal triangulation because the existence ofpingpet as subject is intended to be
read by the audience by focusing on the puppetoriiyg, the puppet appears as a
subject to the audience because of the reactiontheofcharacter embodied by the
manipulactor in relation to the gestures of thegaipThese reactions also give a certain
meaning or quality to the movements of the puppet thus they contribute to the
existence of the puppet as a subject. The duahgwiation is an effective tool to
establish a relation of self to Other between thanipulactor and the puppet. The
danger is to privilege one triangulation over thieeo. If the manipulactor is too focused
on the internal triangulation, his own dramaturfjiggesence on stage may be
weakened. If on the contrary he privileges the reeetriangulation, the puppet may

lose a lot of its apparent subjectness.

Distant awareness

The manipulactor should remain constantly awarghefrelation taking place between

his character and that of the puppet while maintgian emotional distance between
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the two. He should develop a state of awarenesdsitirected not only to the puppet
but also to his presence on stage. The purpose keép watch on the interaction
between his character and the puppet. This careberided as if there are three people
on stage: the character of the puppet, the charatctee manipulactor who reacts to the
actions of the puppet, and the manipulactor in rcbrdaf the whole situation. Tranter

describes this state of awareness as follows:

There is a third eye, like a very objective eyeaflis me signalling the audience,
looking behind what | am doing like a camera, diregmyself at the same time.
It is very rational. Although | am very emotional the piece, there is a very
rational, objective act happening at the same t{fi@nter 2009)

Maintaining an awareness of the interactions takitage between the puppet and the

character of the manipulactor allows the lattezstablish a balanced co-presence.

Centre of gravity, metaphorical centre and fixed pmt

To appear alive, the body must be in motion. Movetaidnave to follow an internal

logic. Manipulacting is identified as the creatiohtwo characters and implies that the
actual body of the performer and the irreal oneghaf puppet are distinct from one
another. This distinction results from the way teath body relates to the other. This
relation is achieved by combining three elemefis:awareness by the manipulactor of
his centre of gravity, the creation of the metaptarcentre of the puppet and the

establishment of a fixed point between the manigataand the puppet.

The first step is based on the ability of the mala@ptor to establish stability in his
own body. By being aware of his centre of gravigy ¢an interact with the puppet

without creating any movement with his body thatrblthe action. The centre of

218



gravity has to be understood in the sense develbgeRudolf Laban (1971) ifhe

Mastery of Movement

Since all our movements, but particularly the @ayei of our body, are influenced
by the physical law of gravity we might refer ingltonnection also to the ‘centre
of gravity’ which in the human body is situatedtive pelvis region and is, in the
normal mode of carriage, above the point of supgbaban 1971:58)

The centre of gravity is used by manipulactorsnioabit space. It allows them to be
stable and grounded, direct their energy towardptippet and avoid drawing attention
to themselves. As Laban explains, the loss of loalas either the consequence of ‘the
centre of gravity being moved into a direction pase while the supporting part of the
body has no action, or the support of the body deemoved without the centre of
gravity being shifted into any direction in spa¢eaban 1971: 67). By being aware of
their centre of gravity, manipulactors can affée tvay an audience perceives the effect
of gravity on their body by emphasizing certaintpaf it, for example, by muscular
tension, posture, or walk from chest or hips, rdlgms of where actual weight is
centred.

Once stability in the manipulactor is establisnbe, second step consists of the
performer creating the metaphorical centre of thppet. As discussed above, puppets
have their own centre of gravity, which is inherémttheir design. For instance, the
rabbits inCuniculushave a low centre of gravity which allows thenstand up straight
when not being manipulated. In addition to its cemf gravity, the puppet also has a
metaphorical centre, which is defined as the pitti@® puppet from which all its actions
are generated. The metaphorical centre is diffehemh the centre of gravity. It is
located at the junction between the puppet’s rgmtasional body and the body part of
the manipulactor that generates its movementsvéisghe impression that the puppets

are weighted and located in space in order to apglee. This is what Paiva calls the
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‘fake axis’. He explains as follows: ‘If you imagira cross, that is how we know where
we are horizontally and vertically, and that is haw balance our body and we make
shapes. | have mine, of which | am totally awatee| have the external one, the fake
one of the body of the puppet’ (Paiva 2009). Ddfar puppets can have different
metaphorical centres. For instanceCimniculusthe metaphorical centre of the puppet is
the mouth. It is controlled by Tranter's hand aidves control of the head and the
upper torso of the puppets. Tiwin Housesfor most of the puppets the metaphorical
centre is located in their neck, as this is thepof junction with Mossoux’s shoulders.

Metaphorical centres can be placed in various avetize representational body
of the puppet as long as they allow a good comifahe puppet in order to diffuse
movements to the rest of its body. The body pathefmanipulactor connected to the
puppet is usually located in a peripheral regiohisfbody such as the hand. There is a
potential tension between the centre of gravitthefmanipulactor and the metaphorical
centre of the puppet because gravity tends to thespuppet towards the earth.

The third step consists of establishing the fixethpof the puppet in order to
stabilise the constant tension by maintaining atnedly constant distance between the
puppet and the manipulactor. The fixed point insesithe body of the puppet in space.
If the level of a puppet’'s head goes up and dowindiuhe course of a play, the puppet
is not grounded and therefore does not appear amdmpendent being but as an
extension of the performer. Centres of gravity aretaphorical centres are notions that

need to be grasped and embodied by manipulactoosder properly to interact with

puppets.

Somatic dialogue

To interact with the puppet, the manipulactor dsthbs a specific body schema by
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using body-parts isolation which allows him to deihis body into two parts: the part
that generates the movement of the puppet andaitiéhat generates movement for the
character he acts. For each part, the performabledies different rhythms and

qualities. Subsequently, the manipulactor modulétesnovement intensity of one part
of his body in relation to the other in order tgeess whether it is himself or the puppet

that generates an action at a particular mometteopiece.

A somatic dialogue is established between thelredy of the manipulactor and
the irreal body of the puppet. The manipulactorele@ movement from his body out
towards the puppet, which seems to have been tadtiby the latter. There is an
effacement of the manipulactor. Then, the movemenirns from the puppet to the
manipulactor which provokes a reaction in the botiyhe manipulactor. In her article
‘Monstrous Births’ (2011), Carole Guidicelli repsrthat Patrick Bonté and Nicole
Mossoux call this combination of movements a ‘borang effect [which shows] a
body torn between two opposite intentions, two g, in order to introduce the idea

of division, of fragmentation’ (Guidicelli 2011: 8)

The attention of the audience is guided by theafighese movement principles.
To direct the focus of the audience to the puppétret to the performer, it is crucial to
create a significant discrepancy of intensity betwéhe movements of the two bodies.
Hence, if the performer wants the audience to labkhe puppet, the latter needs to
move much more than him. The degree of intensitgedds on the subtlety of
movements produced through the puppet. In the ohsbscreet movement such as
breathing, the performer needs to have perfethess. If the movements of the puppet
are large, those of the performer do not affectftices of the audience as long as he is
cautious enough to keep them understated. On thteacy, if the performer wants the

audience to focus on him, he has to move much tharethe puppet. The design of the
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puppet can also contribute to guiding the gaze hef audience by enhancing the
movements of the puppet, as discussed in Chapter i&gard to the role of the big ears
of the rabbits oCuniculus It can also play a role in the performance obaédialogue

between the manipulactor and the puppet. | addnéssnatter later in this chapter.

Gaze

There are two gazes that need to be examined inpolaating: the real gaze of the
manipulactor and the irreal gaze of the puppetdi&sussed throughout the thesis, the
gaze of the puppet combines two functions. Firstlgupports the irreal subjectness of
the puppet by giving the impression that it can isesurroundings and react to them.
The apparent gaze of the puppet supports the nssaifen of a consciousness by
suggesting cognitive activities. In order to funati the gaze needs to be precise when
the puppet is supposed to look at a specific olgeg@iace. This function of the gaze is
common to many forms of puppetry. Secondly, the imdactor appears to belong to
the fictive world of the puppet when the latterkeat him and reacts to his presence. It
can be an exchange of gaze, as happenSumiculus for instance. This form of
exchange of gaze can be defined as direct. Ordhke gan be indirect, as happens in
Twin Houseswhere on most occasions the puppets do not lotdkeamanipulactor but

at where the manipulactor looks. They share ancbbjfevision.

The gaze of the manipulactor also has severaltiumec The manipulactor
guides the gaze of the audience through the dectf his own gaze. For instance, by
looking at the side of the head of the puppet,ntfamipulactor signals to the audience
that the focus of attention is the puppet. If thenipulactor exchanges gazes with the
puppet, he signals that he is also part of th@aciihis aspect of the gaze is combined

with the interaction of bodies between the manigiolaand the puppet.
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Five possible calibrations of the gaze exist wheanipulactors and puppets

interact together:
The puppet looks at the surroundings while the pidactor looks at the puppet.

The manipulactor looks at the surroundings while fhuppet looks at the

manipulactor.
The manipulactor and the puppet exchange gazes.

The manipulactor and the puppet share an objestsodn by looking at the

same place in their surroundings.

The puppet and the manipulactor do not look atdheme place for reasons
inherent in their relationship. It could be thaeyhare scared of each other, or
that they are purposely ignoring each other becafisa earlier argument, or

that they are both absorbed in very specific tasks.

It is worth noticing that, in the last two casd® type of gaze is strongly connected to
the specific dramaturgy of a scene. If a puppet amerformer look in indeterminate
directions for no dramaturgical reasons, there igsa of the focus of the action that
may bring confusion to the audience about whernedk. These options are combined
in performance, often in rapid sequence, as in t€ranexample described earlier in

Chapter IV when he interacts with Mutti.

Finally, it is important to bear in mind that theepision of the gaze of the
puppet is always compared to that of the manipata& discrepancy in the level of
precision between their two gazes has a negatipactnon the alterity of the puppet.
There are two ways to deal with that issue. Firgtle puppet has a very precise gaze,

comparable to that of a human being. Secondlynthaipulactor can ‘puppetise’ his
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own visual agency in order to match the imprecisibthe gaze of the puppet. This is a

radical choice, not often used but functional.

Gaze plays several functions in manipulacting. ilteg the impression of
consciousness in the puppet. The calibration ofgduee between the puppet and the
manipulactor is an additional tool to frame the u®cof the audience. From the
audience’s perspective, the gaze of the puppetrtsvéhe manipulactor is a key
dramaturgical element in establishing a relatioseadf to Other. This is certainly one of

the skills that takes a lot of time to acquire iampulacting.

Speech

The elaboration of speech is not necessary in m&upng. It is possible to create a
piece in which the puppets are mute, as is the ica$&in Housesand inUrashima
Taro (I refer to the life-sized puppets). The use afesgh in a production is entirely a
dramaturgical choice. The difficulty of manipulangi consists in framing speech

movements in order to create an apparent discuggttween the manipulactor and the
puppet.

When speech occurs, dramaturgical and design chaudé lead the theatre-
makers to decide whether the puppet has an atigchi@mouth or not. In most cases,
speaking puppets such as those used by Paiva anteflhave articulated mouths. The
articulation system is quite similar to the onedugea number of TV puppets such as
the Muppets. An articulated mouth gives an add#iorign to the audience to
understand the order of the discussion. It requinesacquisition of specific skills in
order to synchronise the movements of the handhange of the mouth of the puppet

with the spoken words. Yet, it is possible to ceethie impression of speech even for a
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puppet without an articulated mouth by framing @ahg the position of the
manipulactor's body in relation to the puppet ahd tirection of their gazes, and by

finding alternative movements to those of the mouth

The difficulty inherent to speech lies in the aWilof the performer to create the
impression that the source of the puppet’s voidedated within the puppet, although it
comes from a visible outside source. The challesgirthermore increased in solo
performances because the performer presents tloe wbithe puppet as well as the
voice of the character responding to it. When the tharacters have a conversation,
confusion about who is actually talking has to beided. It is important to calibrate the
different movements that are involved in speechceOagain, speech is about organising

movements between the puppet and the manipulactor.

The character who speaks has to be the one whosrbeemost. When the
puppet talks during a conversation, it appearstti@movements of its head and of the
upper part of its body are intensified in ordedtaw attention to them, as they are the
supposed source of the voice. In comparison, tad had upper part of the performer’s
body remain still. The only part moving is his mouin the case of the puppets with
articulated mouths used by Tranter and Paiva, iteed the mouth is twice as large as
that of its human protagonist. The opening of tlwuth of the manipulactor is kept to a
minimum whereas the opening of the mouth of thepptips extremely wide and
usually enhanced by the design of the head. Thapulactor has to avoid situations
where the audience sees both mouths moving atatine $§me and next to each other
when the puppet is supposed to talk. Conversasibosld be framed in such a way that
the puppet does not face the manipulactor whematter produces its voice. To signal
that the puppet is talking, the puppet looks atrttanipulactor, turns its face towards

the audience, delivers its text facing the audietieen turns back to the manipulactor to
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signal that it has finished talking. As the pupfagks, the manipulactor places his face
in a way that makes it less visible to the audied@edo so, he looks sideways at the
puppet, places himself slightly in retreat from thgpet, or uses parts of his body or of
the puppet, such as its hand, to mask the moveragrtis mouth. When the

manipulactor answers back, he faces the puppeteéobtoeventually starts to deliver his

lines, still facing the puppet. The head and theenody of the puppet are still.

The way that puppets deliver speech requires acpkat approach. As French
puppet master Alain Recoing suggests, puppets taefiver speech through breathing
as actors do because ‘the doll does not breathgerforms. The script will not be
phrased by breath but by movement’ (Recoing 1994n8 translation). French scholar

Patrice Freytag gives a good description of the g@gech has to be delivered by the
puppet.

The manipulactor needs to structure the text ofctieracter by decomposing it
into ‘blocks of meaning’ — words, sentences, groopssentences — in direct
connection not only to the sub-text of the charabig also to the movement
pattern of the puppet. These ‘physical actions’ atareating the impression that
the puppet is animated by an autonomous, coherehtratural’ thought, not in
the sense of a naturalistic copy of life, but iastén the sense of an independent
structure which possesses its own logic, and tleddngs to the world of the
character in such a way that [the manipulactorjbte to make ‘real’, in other
words believable, the gestured and textual diseoofsthe puppet, despite the
necessity of a poetic transposition. (Freytag 2a02; my translation)

Freytag points out the importance of creating spaboough movements that are not
mimicking human beings. This is particularly truéem working with puppets that do
not have an articulated mouth. Tine Maids for instance, when Madame speaks, her
head moves in bow-tie shapes, punctuated by shagk-dnd-forth movements.
Although these movements are not natural, they @waate a speech pattern that is

coherent and believable if the technique is fullstered.

! Freytag also borrows the terms ‘manipulactor’ frammie Gilles but his definition is closer to the
original than mine.
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Finally, as discussed in Chapter V ab®he Maidsthe level of emotion present
on the manipulactor’'s body and face when he pedotime speech of the puppet can
decrease the subjectness of the puppet by higimggtdo much his own presence. The
result is an imbalanced co-presence between thpepund the performer. To avoid
such an issue, it is important to calibrate theelewf expressivity of performer by

carefully choosing the characterisation of the mipp

Conclusion

Manipulacting is about organising movement and balgtage. As Tranter explains, it
is about ‘what you want the audience to see. .d fust as important, what you want
the audience not to see’ (Tranter 2009). The avemef the centre of gravity by the
manipulactor and the control of the metaphoricaltreeof the puppet, the use of body-
parts isolation and the calibration of the ampiudf movements allow the

manipulactor to establish a dialogue between hasadter and the puppet.

There are some dramaturgical questions that nedoettackled by theatre-
makers working in the field of manipulacting. Thegesstions are directly connected to
the ontological aspects inherent to this form afgrenance, whose core concept is the
apparent relation of self to Other between a hub®ng and an object. Ignoring these

aspects reduces tremendously the dramaturgicalingeaha production.

The first question has to do with the reason fwasing to embody a character
by a puppet in relation to a human being. As disedsat length in this thesis, the
apparent relation of self to Other always contaam®ther relation to do with the
ontological ambiguity of the puppet. The puppetrespnts an absent Other that needs

to be clearly defined. There are many possible Gththe Ultimate Other which
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symbolises a rejection of an individual by socieapother Self, or an intermediary
figure between two human beings. This is not anaastive list and many more

meanings of the representation of the Other caadded.

The second question has to do with the choicé@fpuppet design in order to
represent the Other. Design plays a major rolehen form of manipulacting that is
developed but also in the meaning given to the Offige conjoined twin puppets used
in Twin Housesand their resemblance to their human protagormige laraison d’étre

that differs from the choice made by Tranter toehtalking rabbits ifCuniculus

Finally, as discussed in Chapter VI abdiashima Targ the relation of power
between the puppet and the manipulactor has tatefutly examined. The theme of
manipulation is difficult to avoid in puppetry. Thelation of self to Other between the
puppet and the manipulactor always implicitly caméaa relation of domination that

can be either accentuated or on the contrary regiers

Addressing these dramaturgical questions is asssacy as developing the right
skills to perform manipulacting. Theatre-makers wdticdbe aware of the ontological

issues related to the staging of the puppet ageal Other.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study has been to present miacing as a new and distinct form
of performance that emerged in the 1980s. The fgéciof manipulacting is to
establish a relation of self to Other between &operer and the puppet that he operates
in order to create the impression of a co-preseisealiscussed throughout my research,
there is no specific aesthetic or technique thfinde manipulacting. What matters is
the encounter on stage of two forms of alterity. nialacting focuses on the
confrontation on stage of the real presence optréormer with the apparent presence
of the puppet. To study this particular form offpemance | have been engaged in a
journey that has intertwined moments of practice @neoretical reflection in order to
understand what constitutes the puppet as an Other.

By looking at Sartre’s theory of the Other, | hatggested that the alterity of
the puppet appears when the representational bidtig puppet seems to separate itself
from the real body of the manipulactor in orderctnfront him through actions or
dialogue. The puppet is apprehended as an Othaubedt seems to have an embodied
consciousness. Gaze, and to a certain extent speectplete the fabrication of the
alterity of the puppet. | have suggested that timdiguous relationship taking place
between these two beings results from their ontobbglifferences. When one watches

such a form of performance, one often experiencesireanny impression. Levinas
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helps us to identify the reason for this uncanrgfifg when he contends that an object
cannot be an Other. The Other is that particulamgoerho escapes the self while the
object belongs to the identity of the self. Thexam apparent contradiction between the
impossibility raised by Levinas for an object todeOther and the fact that the puppet
appears as an Other in manipulacting. | have pexpts answer this by examining the
theory of image developed by SartreTime Imaginary(2004). | have concluded that the
puppet is not an Other but the image of an abs#mrOAlthough this image is initiated
by perception, it appears to consciousness asr@a ibeing because consciousness is
directed towards an absence.

In order to define what constitutes the ambigwitythe puppet as an Other, |
have operated a re-functioning of Sartrean ontol@pcause the puppet is an object
that becomes a subject through performance, | bBaggested that the essence of the
puppet as object precedes its existence as sulijgciapplying to the puppet an
ontology that reverses how Sartre defines humaalamy, | mean that the materiality
of the puppet as an object has to be already présemder to allow the manifestation
of its apparent subjectness. | suggest that theiguoibs relationship taking place
between the manipulactor and the puppet is thdtresthe encounter on stage of two
beings who belong to two different modes of exiséeand actuality.

Nowadays, well-known artists such as Nicole Mossdduda Paiva, Neville
Tranter and llka Schonbein have established maaggping in the circuit of international
festivals' Yet, the number of productions exploring the iekatof self to Other
between the puppet and the puppeteer remains dindespite the fact that most
contemporary puppet performances display visiblaimaators. The reason is certainly

to be found in the difficulty in gaining the apprate skills to perform onstage such a

1 It would certainly be an interesting study to ei@enand compare the representation of the Other
created by these very different solo artists.
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relationship. Sylvie Baillon, artistic director &rench puppet company Ches Panses
Vertes and member of the pedagogic team of L’E€alpérieure Nationale des Arts de
la Marionnette in Charleville-Mézieres reportedttirma2011 only one student of the
school decided to develop such a form of perforraaioc her final piece because it
takes a very long time to gain adequate skilldoreover, the dramaturgical aspects
inherent to the ambiguous relationship betweerptippet and the manipulactor need to
be understood in order effectively to explore mal@pting. The potentialities of
manipulacting are fully disclosed when the ambigualterity of the puppet is
integrated with the dramaturgy of a production. @hthe purposes of this research has
been to provide a better understanding of this fmw of performance in order to
support such dramaturgical choices as well asfey afset of recommendations in order

to develop the appropriate skills.

2 This information was given at the conference ‘L@ Hybride du Solo Marionnettique’ organised by
Université d’Artois. The piece discussed by SyBaillon wasAllume, Eteins{2011) by Yngvild Aspeli
and was the subject of Marie Garré Nicoara's camnfee paper ‘Corps Infiltrés au Service d'une
Hybridation Temporelle’ presented at the same cenfee.
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INTERVIEW WITH NICOLE MOSSOUX

Edinburgh 04/02/2009

Paul Piris: D’ou est venue l'idée de travailler ades doubles dafsvin House®

Nicole Mossoux: L'idée n’était pas de faire des ldles de moi mais plutét que nous
soyons a égalité. Je ne savais vers quel niveadalsme on allait arriver entre les
marionnettes et moi. J'ai d’ailleurs fais des essaec un marionnettiste mais qui n’ont
pas été trés concluant. Je m’étais dis ‘tiens @ssprsonnages un peu lunaire. Il a
commencait a fabriquer des choses qui était tousuiie stylisées. Et dans ma téte
jallais rejoindre la stylisation des figures. Maia n’a pas fonctionnait comme c¢a et j'ai
fais appelle au maquilleur Jean-Pierre Fillotorcesst lui qui m’a dit si vous vous
ressemblez on doit partir de ta téte et ensuiteearodélera des caracteres et tu seras
magquillée comme eux. On est parti des moulagesateuvisage.

PP: Quelle formation avez-vous?

NM: J'ai une formation de danse classique au dépairfais I'école Béjart a Bruxelles.

On a eu un enseignement qui était une tentativeivdio I'interprete sur d’autres

techniques que la danse. Il y avait des expériemtedes personnalités vraiment
intéressantes, d’Eurythmique notamment avec unepseur du nom de Fernand
Shirren, des notions de jeu, de chant, d'improlosat

PP: Comment vous conciliez sur scene le fait d'atle fois un personnage et a la fois
la manipulatrice d’un autre personnage? Commeats®passe en vous?

NM: Dans la concentration. C’'est sir que la déanisigue la majeur partie de tes
intentions vont vers la marionnette. C’est-a-ditee glans la premiere scéne D&in
Houseset dans d’autres ils vont vers ce point la dediép, qui est son centre a elle. Ca
se répand vers sa téte, vers son bras, éventuelleraes sa jambe quand elle a ma
jambe. La concentration qui va rester est plutélagen négative. C’est plutét un retrait
gu’une volonté de porter un jeu, alors qu’'a la wamette tu dois donner pour qu’elle
soit un peu crédible énormément de volonté mémesgiehologisme, tout ce que I'on
s’interdit au plateau. Tu dois lui donner la démisiC’est elle qui réagit d’abord et puis
toi. Autant toi il faut que tu te retire sinon Ipsésences ne vont étre jamais a parts
egales.

PP: Dans le passage de I'amant vous étes tres.égaux
NM: Il y a plus de jeu de ma part. Il y a quelghese qui se relache un peu.

PP: Vous existez tous les deux en méme temps aickast lui puis vous puis lui?
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NM: Ce n'est pas si systématique que ca. C’est cerdans la vie, tu es en train de
parler, en méme temps tu sens que tu es assistdnds de la musique, enfin tu as
quand méme des possibilités de couches. Je n'arpaallé tres méthodiquement. Je
n'ai pas appris la marionnette. J'ai fais un pgige ou on ma appris la marionnette. De
regarder ce qu’elle va faire, et puis nous predi&moins et puis faire. Ca se fait plus
instinctivement. J'ai travaillé avec un miroir pargue je ne les vois pas car elles sont a
coté de moi afin de me rendre compte du potengelid qu’elles avaient. Je travaille
beaucoup seule et a un moment donné Patrick aydaed j'en peux plus, que ca ne va
plus du tout (rires), que je ne sais plus quoefavec tous ce qu’il y a. Il me renvoie les
signes que je donne. C’est son rble. Petit a feetdramaturgie s’articule. Toujours
apres. Le vrai point de départ @erin Housesc’est la découverte d’une vieille poupée
sur un marché, une vieille poupée en tissus. daingencé a lui faire un visage. Et j'au
eu envie de mettre ca en scene, de chercher. Capfalle aux souvenirs de petite fille.
Petit a petit j'ai essayé avec des tétes en frigpes tétes qui portent des perruques,
avec des bouts de tissus. Comment elle pouvaitadee moi et moi avec elle. La
thématique est venue des faits. Je ne me suisipasi@ je vais travailler sur le double,
sur la complexité. Non. Je me suis dit que vaigiiier avec des figures.

PP: Est-ce que le double viens du fait qu’en vetr®uvant seule cela devient aussi une
réflexion de vous-méme sur vous méme? Cela devierdédoublement et en méme
temps ce n’est pas vous exactement?

NM: Ce n’est pas une réflexion sur moi.
PP: Je veux dire une exploration.

NM: Une exploration mais a travers moi. Venant @eldnse, cela ne m'intéresse plus
depuis longtemps de travailler sur mon corps pangte. Sur ce qu'il peut faire, pas
faire, etc.. J'ai besoin d’'un partenaire. J'ai &idlé avec des ombres. C’est plutét de se
retrouver dans un studio avec quelque chose en tataléfit aussi. Quelque chose
gu'on ne connait pasCapharnaiim mon dernier spectacle, c’est ¢ca aussi. Dans ce
spectacle j'utilise des objets trouvés qui sonjués pour voir, respirer, vivre. C'est des
choses qui trainaient au studio, qu’'on a trouvéoemeée, sur les marchés. Des objets
de rien.

PP: Pour créer ces personnages qui sont sur vagespeaous avez besoin d’'y croire ou
pas qu’ils existent ?

NM: Je n’ai pas forcément besoin de savoir ce guegsens de l'intérieur mais j'ai eu
besoin du téemoignage d’'un miroir pour me dire ‘ahga existe!’

PP: C’est-a-dire vous en tant que spectatrice de wteme face au miroir.

NM: De nous. D’'un nous forcement. Mais on a tougoenvie d'étre surpris, peut étre
pas de trouver des confirmations de ce que I'onvéeade faire mais d’étre interpeller.

C’est comme quand on travaille avec des comédiedssdanseurs et soudain tu vois
un truc et tu dis ‘merde c’est ¢a!’ Enfin tu nesspas ce que c’est, tu es interpellé,
étonné, dérangeé parfois. Et c’est ¢a que tu vadegade me rappelle, je travaillais au
studio avec Gertrude, les marionnettes ont des rcommsne ¢a, le téléphone sonne, je
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vais décrocher et je vois que c’est elle qui ddueo€’est un truc con mais ca fait que
tu y crois.

PP: La technique est particuliere. Vous manipulesc aotre épaule.

NM: Fabrice a fait des moulages d’'une partie de r@paule qui est repris par des
élastiques qui fait qu’on a beaucoup de mobilitéscentre de la marionnette se trouve
a ce niveau la.

PP: C'est le cou son centre vital.

NM: Oui c’est son ‘ki’. Chez elle c’est la. Si jermmence a manipuler avec la main ca
ne marche pas. Je n'y crois pas. C'est la mémeeclhog quand tu engages un
mouvement central ou un mouvement périphériquenddis pas la méme chose. Pour
la marionnette, il doit étre central parce qu’allellement peu de consistance.

PP: De corps?

NM: elle n’a pas d’épaisseur. C’est un tissu avee téte un peu légere. Tu dois faire
démarrer du centre. Le centre pour elle c’est learce que c’est le contact avec moi,
parce que c’est la partie du corps que tu peuxudeti le mieux puisque logiquement
son centre se serait son nombril. Mais je ne péex faire de la. Je ne peux pas
vraiment me couper en deux, tandis qu’ici je peux.

PP: Est-ce que cela veut dire que vous avez denttese le votre et celui de la
marionnette et donc vous devez jouer avec ces clnixes de gravité ou centre vitaux?

NM: Oui. La marionnette est comme un cerf-volantana dois assurer la prise centrale
qui est le centre vital. Ce n’est pas elle non phas toi qui injecte la vie. Tu dois
garder un contrdle central.

PP: C’est toujours un aller-retour. C’est vous cumtrdlez et aprés la marionnette qui
prend le dessus puisque vous dites que vous deuszeffacer.

NM: C’est un peu ca. Tu recules. Tu ne te projptis. Tu t'introjecte! Je ne sais pas
comment dire. Mais c’est vrai que tu t'efface. Toisvce qu’elle voit. Du coup ton
regard n’est plus porté vers I'extérieur car ¢aspagers l'intérieur.

PP: Quel est le rapport au regard? En général yotnere regard est-il porté la ou les
marionnettes regardent ou bien vous regardent?elles

NM: Elles ne me regardent pas. Elles ne saven{gms/oir en belge) elles n’y arrivent
pas sauf parfois le personnage de 'lhomme.

PP: Comment est manipulé ’lhomme?

NM: Il y a trois situations. Il est manipulé pardeu au bout de la main, il est placé sur
I'épaule et il est sur la téte. Il est aussi urt fmetit bébé.
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PP: Est-ce que vous avez un autre rapport avegugalge que vous le manipulez avec
votre main?

NM: C’est ca. On devient deux. Mais c’est aussirapport homme femme. Il y a
quelque chose différent. Les autres personnagdsssdnun peu androgynes soit des
femmes. C’est plus cette femme qui est a lintérida moi que je joue avec ces
marionnettes. Tandis que 'homme est plus le wssall est tres grand. Il mesure deux
meétres a un moment. Par contre, il y a une patitgiére avec qui je ne suis pas du tout
en rapport avec elle. Je suis un support que lme@e je crois mais je ne suis plus
partie prenante de ses actions. Elle fait ce cquiedut.

PP: Vous devenez un genre de castelet, un paysage.

NM: Oui je pense. Enfin c’est comme cela que jeeksens. La je fais ce qu'elle fait.
Elle ne fait pas ce que je fais. Il y a un renversit. Mais tout marionnettiste doit vivre
¢a. J’Jaccompagne. Je suis le castelet mobile.

PP: A part la scéne avec I’'homme, c’est toujourmdaionnette qui décide et vous vous
suivez.

NM: Je réagis aussi en tant que personnage. Jsai awon avis sur les choses mais |l
n'est pas premier, il est réactif. Elle a I'actietnj’ai la réaction. On pourrait dire comme

ca.

PP: Ca se passe comment quand vous avez deux metemen méme temps, une sur
chaque épaule?

NM: C’est comme dans tous les rapports a troiy, al toujours deux plus un, jamais
trois. Il y a un psychiatre qui m’a fait lire urvie ou il parle assez bien de la relation a
trois. C’est presque deux contre un. Dans le cahtry a pas de notion négative. Ce
qui difficile & saisir c’est dans le passage deelation entre Denise et moi a la relation
entre Denise et Gertrude. Il y a toujours des pétitirnants difficiles a prendre. Il 'y a
un moment ou Denise est la, on se regarde, on iseRuis Gertrude intervient et
Denise doit me quitter. Et c’est trés difficile de pas faire de mimique avec la main
mais de faire en sorte que Denise enregistre guad quitte pour regarder l'autre.

PP: Le passage se fait grace au regard?

NM: Oui, c’est beaucoup ¢a. Mais son regard a €lle.n’est pas moi qui vais voir
ailleurs, c’est elle qui va voir ailleurs. Donceeline lache. Il suffit d’enlever quelque
chose, juste d’enregistrer qu’elle me lache. Maimment elle me lache, c’est toujours
des petits tournants, quand le deux plus un dewvianplus deux. Le regard c’est le
plateau. Etre sur un plateau, c’est un certain tgeegard. J'ai toujours cette image,
mais c’est un certain type de travail aussi, oly&s ne se projettent pas mais laissent
le regard du spectateur se projeter dedans. L'issa que I'on peut passer a travers.
C’est le trou de I'ame. Tu permets au spectateuedarder dans tes yeux. Tu es la et tu
n'es pas la. Cela permet au spectateur de rentliatéieur. Tu ne vas pas le chercher,
il peut venir.

PP: Pour vous, il y a t'il un rapport entre la atieace et le regard?

245



NM: Oui. La marionnette doit acquérir une consistagu’elle n'a pas. Il n'y a pas de
sang, il n’y a pas de muscle, il n’y a pas de almale

PP: C’est un objet qui doit devenir un personnage.

NM: Ou un étre. Je préfere étre a personnage. Laonmette a cette capacité de
permettre au spectateur de s’identifier completém€e n’est pas comme avec un
acteur qui a son vécu suppose€, qui nous plait as ptait pas. Il n'y a pas de relation
humaine. Il y a un soi qui peut se projeter dane figure. C’'est ¢ca qui peut étre
miraculeux. C’est la sa force. C’est avec ton vé&non pas ton imagination que en tant
gque spectateur tu y crois. Qu'importe si le marafprur y croit si le spectateur peut y
croire. J'ai eu ¢a en voyant justement les anglai§aulty Optic. Il a une figure de petit
vieux que Gavin Glover tient dans ses mains. lhgetit gilet sans bras et tu y crois.
C’est ca la force de la figure comme disent lesna¢inds, Figuren. J'aime bien ce mot
gu'utilise les allemands, Figuren. Ni personnagenarionnette. Il y a une connotation
un peu gnangnan dans ces termes. Ce serait biele duancais se débarrasse de ces
mots, change.

PP: En tant qu'interpréte qu’elle est le rappotteeimagination, perception et mémoire
guand vous étes sur scene?

NM: Il y a une scéne avec des pleureuses ou j'ai ideages trés concrétes qui
m’arrivent, soit de I'actualité, soit de choses guivent a mes proches en ce moment.
C’est tres bizarre. C’est I'évocation, la mémoi@est des choses qui se sont passé
récemment. Parfois des évenements plus anciens. ddai’est pas le cas de toutes les
scenes. Il y en a d’autre ou je suis plus en wabserver qui se passe. Il y a toujours
une certaine distance. Je me sens comme un veitieomme si j'étais derriere. Pas tres
loin derriére mais la, d’apparence pas trés nete an peu de conscience pour pouvoir
faire que ce corps, cette figure, puisse existéauk que je surveille ce qui se passe. Je
crois que quand tu parviens a cet état la c’estidrix pour le jeu. Je ne sais pas si c'est
a ce moment la que le spectacle passe le mieuxtm#assens plus juste. Tu es un peu
derriére, en diagonale. Et tu vois toi, ton persman et 'autre qui évolue.

PP: Et votre regard?

NM: Je fais faire un exercice en stage ou tu regalerriere. Ce n’'est pas ¢a que je
pense quand je travaille moi mais c’est un exergigete coupe du regard directionnel.
On n’est pas dans une situation réaliste. Le spmotaloit pouvoir se mettre a ta place
et ne pas te regarder et lui dire quelque chosestlltoi. Il faut te rendre poreux,

accessible.

PP: Si on pense a une relation triangulaire eatradrionnette, vous et le spectacle, est-
ce que vous vous voyez comme un veilleur qui gledpectateur?

NM: Non car la marionnette peut exister sans mamnid si je suis seule sur un plateau,
je suis le veilleur de mon propre corps qui est @meeloppe de transition, de passage,
d’émotion. Je ne dis pas ¢a spécialement pour lonreette. La marionnette peut tres

bien exister toute seule. Si je me cache, théomgun elle devrait arrivait a vivre. Donc

il Ny a pas de triangulation.
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PP: Pour vous c’'est comme si vous deveniez umiéeiaire?

NM: Une triangulation avec le spectateur fonctiobren quand il y a deux acteurs. On
travaille trés peu dans le vis a vis, dans la imlatlirecte entre deux en se disant que
c’est peut étre plus intéressant que si I'un désuas par exemple va envoyer un coup a
l'autre, il ne I'envoie pas directement mais ilskse le spectateur dans le temps entre le
coup envoyeé et le coup recu ou dans la directiansde type de regard gqu’ils ont entre
eux. Le spectateur devrait pouvoir intervenir. Mavgc les marionnettes ce n’est pas
pareille.

PP: Est-ce que vous faites en sorte que le regaspekctateur entre en vous pour qu'l
soit sur le plateau ?

NM: Mais ca c’est en général. Il y a quelque choseme c¢a pour étre soi méme de
I'ordre de la figure, de I'ordre de I'effacementegia marionnette a naturellement. C’est
Kleist qui a dis ¢a. J'ai eu une altercation avecutique francais car il me disait que je
me trompais sur Kleist. Kleist dit que le dansewvie la marionnette pour ses qualités
d’absence. Mais ces qualités d’absence il ne fasiigs appliquer a la marionnette mais
a linterprete. Ce dernier a beaucoup a envier madaionnette qui a justement cette
possibilité de transparence qui fait que son mowrgnest parfait. Nous on est
encombré par nos muscles, nos intentions, ce qunea’'mangé avant. Tout notre vécu
nous encombre. Mais il ne faut pas appliquer ce @da marionnette puisqu’elle I'a.
C’est a l'acteur qu'il faut I'appliquer.

PP: Sartre dit que ce sont les corps qui sépagsrddnsciences. Est-ce que pour vous il
y a deux corps sur scéne, le votre et celui dedaamnette? Il y aurait deux corps et en

méme temps il N’y en a qu’un, le votre. Dans uiclartvous parlez de siamois qui sont

attachez a votre corps. On voit clairement dewpgadlifférents, ce ne sont pas des
extensions de vous.

NM: C’est deux étres mais c’est un seul corps. lagiomnette n’a jamais de corps. Elle
a des prothéses. Méme pour une marionnette pordd@nt c’'est le corps de
manipulateur que I'on sent. C’est son énergie. ivant est le manipulateur. Le vivant
c’est le corps. Il N’y a pas de corps de mariomnett

PP: Pour vous, il n’a pas de corps de marionnetiéya un corps irréel?

NM: Il faut s’entendre sur le mot corps. Qu’'esigee c’est un corps?

PP: Pour Sartre c’est le sujet de la conscience.

NM: Est-ce que le mot corps sous-entend vie? Nas.dpécialement. Un cadavre c’est
encore un corps. C’est de la matiére organisée.

PP: Organisée cela peut vouloir dire distinct. @nfaire une distinction entre deux
corps car ils sont bien distincts.

NM: Celui de la marionnette et celui de I'acteuN®n je ne crois pas. Ce n’est pas

possible. La marionnette n'a pas de corps mémkesest articulée, si elle est complete.
C’est le mot corps le probleme. C’est quoi un corps
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PP: Vous préférez le mot ‘étre’.
NM: Oui. C’est différent.
PP: Pourquoi? Parce que ‘étre’ ¢ca a un rapport laveanscience?

NM: Oui, avec la pensée en tout cas. J'aime bieled’ de corps pensant plutdt que la
pensée et le corps. Tout ce qui propre a la paearept qui renvoie a I'imaginaire, a la
mémoire, a la réflexion. C’est 'ambiguité des mdeatrick Bonté et moi on parle
beaucoup de I'absence, d’étre absent sur le plakais on n’est pas absent du tout. Il
y aune espece de résultat dans une présence #igseequi fait que tu crois donner une
impression d’absence dans lequel le spectateurrpetier. Mais toi tu n’es pas du tout
absent. Tu es trés présent. Ton veilleur est la.

PP: L'absence ce serait la capacité de laisséesigalce au spectateur?

NM: Oui car entre I'état de l'acteur sur le platestuce que le spectateur percoit les
choses sont parfois trés opposeées.

09/10/2009 (Phone Interview)

PP: Je voulais vous poser une question par ragpofait que vous m’aviez dit que
lorsque vous manipuliez les marionnettesTden Houses/ous tendez a étre une sorte
de veilleur derriere chague marionnette. Je voadsavoir spécifiquement a propos de
la scéne avec 'homme, dans laquelle vous éteslésudeux actifs. Vous étes moins en
retrait dans cette scene. Il y a une égalité emws deux. Je voudrais savoir si vous étes
les deux étres simultanément ou bien si c’est volus, lui, puis vous etc... Selon ce qui
se passe au niveau de I'action.

NM: C’est sGrement la scene qui est la plus jougendn coté. Parfois on ne voit que
lui. La le probleme est réglé. C’est un aller-ret@pide je dirai.

PP: Pour vous c’est donc un aller-retour rapide.

NM: Il semble. Oh non. C’est difficile a dire. Cali c’est comme dans la vie. Tu peux
faire deux trucs en méme temps.

PP: Jai discute avec plusieurs personnes, la maeitiste avec qui je travaille par

exemple. Elle me dit qu’elle est I'un apres l'autRar contre jai discuté avec Duda

Paiva, lui me dit qu'’il est les deux a la fois. [8ge voulais savoir ce qui se passe pour
VOUS.

NM: Tu sais il y a quand méme un truc. Ce qui pemé&tre a la fois lui et moi, disons,
c’est I'entre deux. Il y a plein de moments ou tlesdistance entre sa bouche et la
mienne, le poids qu’il me donne. Tu vois ce n'ea$ pui en tant qu’autonome. On est
lié. Je pense que dans cet entre-deux, en towtarescette situation 1a, c’est ¢a qui est
vivant.
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PP: Qu'est-ce que vous appelez exactement |'emned

NM: C’est a dire gu’il me donne des signes. Il nitewdens par 1&’, ‘Allez! je temporte
dans un tango’ ou bien on se dispute. C'est platdelation qui est présente. Ce n’est
pas que je dois passer de lui a moi, c’est queriamtient une relation, comme quand
tu joues avec un acteur. Et c’est ¢a qui fait qu@’est pas compliqué. Ce n’est pas une
gymnastique mentale, lui et moi, c’est nous.

PP: Est-ce que c’est parce que c’est chorégrapisg?a

NM: Non. Ce n’est pas pour cela que cette relagisinle centre de la concentration. La
concentration est dans I'entre-deux. Ca seraitrenglis nécessaire, parce que une fois
que tu chorégraphie, que tu mets dans la musiqualahger est que les choses
deviennent plus mécaniques.

PP: Quand je dis chorégraphié, je veux dire qus gauez a peu prés ce qui se passe.

NM: C’est écrit mais ce n’est pas ¢a que tu fais.olntraire, tu pourrais te dire que
quand tu chorégraphie, que tu mets sur la musifyea des choses plus métriques, le
mouvement et de I'un et de l'autre se suffisent.f&@hnon. Ca ne suffit pas. Il faut

maintenir ce truc relationnel.

PP: Quelque par puisque in fine c’est vous qui lenipulez, il vous fait une
proposition...

NM: Et je réagis.
PP: Mais véritablement, avant que vous faites wapgsition, c’est vous qui la faites.

NM: Oui d’accord. Mais la marionnette il faut luoxner linitiative. Elle ne peut pas
vivre si elle subit, elle est vite morte.

PP: Ce que je veux dire c’'est qu'a la base la magtie étant un objet, c’est vous qui
de toute facon prenez les décisions méme si cé pessefléchit.

NM: Tu ne peux pas dire que tu lui donne vie. ltfgu’elle prenne vie et tu peux alors
dire apres que tu lui donne vie. Ce n’est pas caricéa vie. C'est elle qui doit prendre,

qui doit décider de vivre, ne pas subir mais larcele-méme. On peut étre que clair
gue dans une poétique pour dit cela. C'est treficithf Tu ne peux pas mettre les
choses a plat. Sinon par des mots comme prendr@®ig moi c’est le mot prendre qui

est important. Elle décide de prendre sa vie. G&sbté volontaire. Tu dois lui donner
l'initiative. Elle doit prendre le pouvoir.
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INTERVIEW WITH NEVILLE TRANTER

Berlin 22/10/2009

PP: Thank you again for agreeing on doing thisruntev. | really enjoyed your show
Cuniculusyesterday. My very first question is very broatisl to know about your
background as a performer and how did you com@éaose to work with puppets?

NT: | didn’'t grow up with puppets. | went to unigély to become a teacher to teach
young children. In the evening | was doing dramassés which were interesting. |
learned from Robert Gist. He was American and meeckiom Lee Strasberg’s school.
He taught me for four years as an actor in Queadsia Australia and he was a great
teacher. In the town | was studying there was derbt couple Bill and Barbara. He
was the photographer of the local newspaper. Healvaalys a hobby to do puppets and
when he retired he became a professional puppétees traditional, in a booth, glove
puppets. Barbara his wife she came originally fidimnna and she has done a lot of
radio work in Australia. She left Vienna the daydve Hitler entered Austria. She was
also a great teacher. She took me to my first gperany first classical music concerts.
She not only taught me arts but she taught me nmaagy things. From her husband |
learned how to make puppets, carving, becauseweey looking for a trainee to help
them on tour. They got a grant to train me for tears. | made the puppets for one of
their shows. | did also a couple of the voices. tA# voices were on tape because she
has done a lot of radio work. She hired professiactors to do voices. She would
always leave space on the tape for the reactiothefchildren. That's how | began.
After that | moved to Melbourne. It is two thousdaldmetres from where | trained and
then | began Stuffed Puppet. | found an actor andisician and we did our first show.
It was a cabaret with short pieces. We did expemsjepolitical satire. The musician
had a brother so we had a band. We had live mugicexperiments in the booth,
outside the booth. The owner of a theatre restawgaw the show and invited us to
come to his theatre restaurant for three montlegssecond act of a cabaret group Busby
Buntlis. The Busby Buntlis has just been to Eurapear before in Amsterdam in 1977.
At that time there was a festival called the Fedtigf Fools. It was the biggest
alternative street theatre and fringe theatre m world at that time. So they were
invited again in 1978. After we have done a thremtin show, they say ‘come with us
with the puppets so we’ll have a big show'. | camémsterdam and | stayed.

PP: What kind of puppet were you using at that ime

NT: They were all different. | used marionettesovg puppets, rod puppets, | used
masks, costumes. | was experimenting in all diffecgrections.

PP: And then at some point you decided to use onhow would you call your
puppets?

NT: Hand puppets like Muppets.
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PP: That came later somehow?

NT: | chose them finally because they were the rdostt puppet to be in the middle of
an audience. With marionette there is always dtgtdmetween you and the puppet.
There is always a metre. It has a different qualitys difficult to do very dramatic
things with marionette. It is possible but it doesiave the same impact as this kind of
puppet | use that reacts very directly and vergkjwi

PP: Is it because you chose to work with this tgp@uppets because they are more
dramatic that you started to become one of theaciens on stage?

NT: My first solo piece, which was calleGtudies of Fantasyhad great success in
Charleville-Mézieres in 1981. That's where | haveem discovered in my first
international puppetry festival. | had a great egwin the French national newspaper Le
Monde. It didn’t help me because the year aftead la very difficult year. | wasn’t
getting noticed enough with this performance sad to take a risk, to do something to
get attention from the newspapers. So | decidatbfdhe Seven Deadly SinEhat was
my final break. That's when | chose the style. Piiece was a knock-out. People had
never seen something like that before. A very sgfralmow. | played Mephistopheles and
Faust was a naked puppet in the first row and theonly the devil and seven deadly
sins. They were the puppets. Mephistopheles didiktso only the puppets talked and
Faust did not talk. | also needed to do it to pravenyself because | had never seen any
puppet theatre for adults or very little and | hadind it all out to myself. | suspected
that | could do it, | felt it very strongly. | had follow my feelings. | had to take a risk.
So | dared to take a risk and it paid off. It was@step for me to do that. After the first
gig in Amsterdam | thought ‘Oh what have | done&lah’t do that. It's awful.” Then |
got used to it and | finally realised that | redtigd to do this step forward. Also because
| wanted to reach older adults. That's why | useliatiemes. Faust is very European.

PP: It is still difficult to get this sort of audiee to see puppetry.

NT: It is also a very intimate format. It's not éikcircus. You don’t play for houses of a
thousand like what Philippe Genty does. It is ded#ént kind of theatre he does. It is
non-verbal.

PP: How do you make sure that both of the chamgtan act and you animate are alive
at the same time?

NT: It's something that has developed over the gddot only it took me a long time to
have the courage to play an extra character nettieéguppet with a voice. From the
beginning | discovered | could do voices. Espegiall The Seven Deadly Sinthe
puppets were so strong that | thought | couldninhpete with them as an actor. After
this play | did another play called Underdog whemdayed a handicapped boy who
can’'t speak and the puppet had all the power inihale play. After that | had to take
another step where | had to become as strong apuihyeets and | did a play called
Room 5. | played a nurse woman and she was a wenygscharacter. She was just as
strong as the puppets. It took me a long time tdlgs.

PP: It is very difficult to find a balance not teastake the puppet.
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NT: If | want to be technical, because it is teclahiand | didn’t realise how technical it
is until | started to teach, it is to do with foclwhat you want the audience to see.
What is important. And just as important, what o yvant the audience not to see. It's
learning, choosing the things, the right ordemifids because you are telling a story.

PP: Basically you are saying that you are directivegfocus of the audience in order for
them to look where you want them to look. Is it dahrough your own gaze, in other
words, where you are looking at, or is throughghbsition of your body, or is it the way
the puppet is moving?

NT: I've always been very aware of my audience hseavhat | do on the stage is not
just for me. It's a dialogue with the audience whioeans, because | am using a very
visual form of theatre, animated puppets, I'm vaware of when a puppet does this,
what the affect it has on the audience. So I'mllp&avare of my audience during the
whole performance because that is what makes thlgtie happen. It is what's
happening with the audience that is what I'm doiBg. I'm very aware of what I'm
doing, maybe it is emotional, I'm still very awatechnically of what I'm doing. And
it's to do with learning to do action-reaction akdowing, one of the most difficult
things as an actor anyway, to learn to be stillstage. It's very difficult. And the
puppets, because their heads are masks, they aiagmoasks in the space, there are
moments when they just can’'t move the whole timeeyrhave to be still before they
move again. For me it's a choreography, it's likendng. The puppet is still then it
moves, then it's still again. That moment when #uglience look at the movement,
because your eyes always go to the movement, alwéagicians know that very well.
And I'm also very aware of that. | know that if tbeppet says something to me really
emotional like the last scene with Sissy whereishieally cruel, really cruel, the impact
always comes over to the audience not in the moreing in the stillness. When the
puppet says something to me that is violent, tbéexce comes over to the audience not
in ‘you’ve seen this’ but in the stillness that thex comes to, and that stillness is like a
suspense of time, you stop the image just for thamnent so the audience have the
impact, that they have the time, you give themtiine to have the impact of what's
happening, in order to feel and to understand.

PP: You are talking about stillness. Is it thelst$s of the puppet and also your
stillness?

NT: | suppose.

PP: Does it mean that you need to be aware of gentre of gravity, in order for you to
be in such a position that you won’t wobble, thati yare in full control of the puppet as
well?

NT: Yes.

PP: Do you also create a fake centre of gravitgh® puppet that can be called a
metaphoric centre?

NT: Yes, although with puppets because you canttad® and move them through the

air without being realistic. You can just take theopet and do that and people will still
believe in it. It's due to the fact that the puppas to come alive. Once my hand is in
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the puppet and starts to animate the puppet, itdhéae a hundred percent alive. Alive

means that the character is alive on stage, thahgoe the sense when you watch him
that he’s very aware of his surroundings. He seeésitareacts to the surroundings and
I’'m a part of the surroundings. So when he seeshmegeacts to me. The audience has
to see him reacting to me otherwise there’s nothieds nothing.

PP: When you put your hand in the puppet, does lgand, as a performer, become no
longer your hand to become the head of the puppet?

NT: Yes, then it becomes that character. Absolutely

PP: So you are doing like dancers using movemeidtien in order to create different
characters with their body.

NT: Yes. And I've learnt to do that because I'veirid that, as | said, the puppets are
the greatest actors on earth, they were much libiarme at the beginning. | became a
better actor because they taught me to becometer laetor, by opening myself up to
them, by really listening and watching them whegytmove and seeing that when they
do that they are so strong. | wish | could do ttiett | can say anything in one
movement. The other thing which is very strangenise a puppet is really come to life
in the audience and the audience sees it and then imtake my hand out of the puppet,
the audience is waiting again for the puppet toobex alive again. So it does lose its
life energy although it's been still, you know litdlome back again, and you’re waiting
for that moment.

PP: | notice that in this show, when you leaveghppet they keep a position, they look
like a statue contrary to a glove puppet for examhich is just an amount of cloth

when you take your hand off it. Are your puppetsdméor this purpose, to look like

statue?

NT: Yes. They have to have a body language thainwjm look at them they are
statues but they have also a language, even whegrath still.

PP: | trained in acting and one of my tutors alwepjd us that as an actor you need to
create a statue for each character you act thah vasy specific physicality. So when
you do nothing you always go back to this statué aat to your own physicality.
That's what you do with the puppets. They haveatust

NT: Yes and because these are rabbits, you cathaetheir bodies can do this. It took
me a while when | was building them to make thenth®y do stand because at the
beginning they were falling over. Until | can fiadway of doing it so | can place them,
take my hand off of them and they can stay there.

PP: What are the puppets made of?

NT: The face is made out of foam; the body is dillgp with cotton wool like for teddy
bears. Just the head is carved out of foam.

PP: What is happening when your character has ecsation with two puppets?
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NT: It's to do with focus. If this puppet is abotd say something, if | move the

audience will look at me. If | remain still and tipeippet moves, | know that the

audience will look at the puppet. So if the pupmeives and the other moves as well,
the puppet will look at both of them.

PP: Is it two against one?

NT: It is two against one but | need to show thtoulge character that the two are
working against me.

PP: How is it when your character is acting withyoone puppet? Are you the two
characters at the same time or are you one andlbesther?

NT: As | said it’s like a choreography in a sensat tif I'm standing with Claudius then

I know that if I look at him like this the audiensee me looking at him like this and if |
look up there like this | know they are lookingna¢ until he looks at me. Then | know
that they are looking at him. Then he starts tk. tBlven though people can see my
mouth moving when he talks, they are watching heodoise the movement began with
him. You have to understand that. If you know tlyat) work with it. It's an illusion.
You could say that there are three people on dtagause there is me, doing my role,
knowing that when he does this | have to react wsmaracter. There is a third eye like
a very objective eye. That is me signalling theiamick, looking behind of what I'm
doing, like a camera watching what I'm doing, direg myself at the same time. It is
very rational although I'm very emotional in theepe, there is a very rational, objective
act happening at the same time. That’'s somethirggtiained to do. It's learning how to
be an observer of what you are doing becauseaivery visual form of theatre.

PP: Do you work with mirrors?

NT: | only look in a mirror if | want to see howdithe puppet is in relation with me
because that's what the audience will see. It ba®twith size.

PP: You are just feeling what's happening knowingatvthe rules are. Do you have
sometimes outside eyes watching the rehearsals?

NT: No but I'm very aware that I'm doing it for tleudience.

PP: It's interesting how the initial training ofparformer affects the way he works with
a puppet.

NT: When | first started | didn’t think of it atldbut actually it was always there. I've
learnt by watching Sesame Street because it'sisgbey television with a camera: how
the puppets come on into the space, how they eaitéhe moment when they look at
the audience, then they look to each other thek bmt¢chem. And | learned a lot by
watching them.
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INTERVIEW WITH DUDA PAIVA
AND
EDERSON RODRIGUES

Charleville-Mézieres 24/09/2009

Paul Piris: Thank you for the interview.
Duda Paiva and Ederson Rodrigues: You are welcome.

PP: My first question is to know about your backgrd as a performer and how you
came to choose puppets.

DP: | have a background first as an actor when $ wery young. | went to drama
school when | was fourteen and then when | wagsixi started doing dance because
as a teenager, my voice was changing so | wouldrnget any role with text. So | was
getting frustrated with the situation. | was alwagking the funny parts, the physical
things because | couldn’t use my voice. Then, gthéodance. That's how it's started,
the interest for dance. | started to appreciateny much and be more technical. Then |
joined a theatre-dance company in Brazil. | wasnieg many things with the
professionals. Then | moved to Holland as profesdidancer as well. Ten years ago,
in Holland, | saw the first puppet ever becausenkder ever watched a puppet show in
my life. When | saw the first puppet made of fodamd of things | use nowadays, it
was a collaboration between a dance company angpep company. For me it was
strikingly intense moment because in that periotiroé in Europe, modern dance was
extremely for yourself, very intellectual. The fduwall was very solid, a very thick
fourth wall'! And the puppet came to break this wial a very beautiful manner. |
believed that the puppet needs the audience toaditag. The audience is constantly
telling “your puppet is alive” and they believe that. It is a straightforward
communication between artists and audience. Theegiup a good bridge for that. So
that was my great interest with puppet.

PP: Then you have been developing one particutdmtgque using a specific type of
puppet.

DP: Yes. Puppet made of very light foam. It's velgstic foam. | like this kind of
material because | find it generous. It can extarydmovement as a dancer and if it
breaks you just glue back. It is very easy goiregy\riendly as material.

PP: You make your own puppets?
DP: | make my own puppets. | have to tell you dmed. Everything that | do is ninety

percent autodidact. | have learned how to cut pigppg myself, | didn’'t go to any
school. Making theatre was just learning as anractoas a dancer. Just looking,
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observing people, observing life in streets antsielf is how | started to make my own
theatre.

PP: It was interesting that you said that you &dias an actor first because when | saw
your showAngell thought, the guy can act. He is not only a dangdot of dancers are
very good in puppetry because there is an undelistgof the movement. But acting is
different. You find a lot of puppeteers who canaot or dancers who cannot act but
you can find more easily actors who can dance.oDfse they cannot dance to the same
level as professional dancers. It is very intengstihat you have three skills as a
performer: dancer, actor and puppeteer.

DP: It's true. It is a very specific technique atitere is not many people there
combining them nowadays because, first, it is edsiteach a dancer how to become a
puppeteer than to teach a puppeteer how to becodam@er. As a dancer you are at
school and you have to mould your body and thaitsmthree months that you can do
that. It takes a lifetime. The next step for mel Wi to work more and more with
dancers to give puppeteer education to professaaraters.

PP: How do you consider the puppet? As an othafouble, as part of you or as
something else?

DP: It's everything together. That's the playfulaesf it. You can have the puppet as
your partner and sometimes just as your reflectiou can break the code whenever
you want to bring irony to your work. I like veryuoh irony and puppets they do allow
me to do that.

PP: How do you make sure that both the characteraye acting and the character you
are puppeteering are alive at the same time?

DP: It's focus. Always you have to give priority your puppet. Puppet is first not us
because we have energy. From the moment | loolgve Fenergy in my eyes, I'm
pulsing, I'm an alive thing. The puppet is deaduMwmve to give life. So all the time the
puppet has to make twice an effort to be alivetf@gpuppet has to come first.

PP: Does it mean that you need to withdraw you?self

DP: You have to give a little distance and you nieeble able to breathe air through the
puppet. The puppet has to breathe first. Breathf@rwks are the two things that make a
puppet alive.

PP: When you say focus to you mean the eye focus?

DP: Yes, eyes, direction, where the puppet is lgkat. And of course, the puppet
needs to have a journey inside so before you eheeitheatrical space your puppet
needs to have already a brain that | bring my3diis brain has just to detach from me
and give will to the puppet. But it has to be there

PP: Do you mean that you have to construct a wétolg for the character?

DP: Oh yes.
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PP: It's very Stanislavskian.

DP: Very Stanislavskian but for puppets. So, thesomething that | don’t know if it is
Stanislavskian because Stanislavski never taughtawneto split myself in two.

PP: So you split yourself in two.

DP: Yes. | have these two brains. | have my owrnbo&d my character and | have the
brain of the puppet who is another character. Theas&s have to live, they have to act
simultaneously.

PP: So you are two characters at the same time.

DP: Yes but the fun of it is how you believe inRirst you have to install the life of one
character and then you install the life of the otbiee. You have two. Then these two
can start to interlace. And then it's when you ldte ‘how my god! It's really alivel’
You don’t know who is who any more. That's when pluppet becomes independent.

PP: One performer told me that when they are twaradters through acting and
puppetry, they are one or the other. But you ayingathat you are both at the same
time.

DP: Yes, totally. | like to improvise as well. l1dt the life of the puppet be, the puppet
takes over. | can start to do something and the@@uis doing something else. Almost
there are two voices at the same time. But you haveust this life. It is a bit a
schizophrenic situation and you have to allow yelit® go in this space.

PP: How does it work when the two of you are ddhmglady? You, Ederson, are doing
one arm and you, Duda, are doing the other arntlanéhead. Ederson, do you feel as
well being part of her? Are you feeling that theotef you are two characters plus a
third one and part of you is her?

ER: As a dancer, | work a lot with isolations. Myrais doing something but I’'m not
paying attention to its movement. You have to b lobaracters.

PP: How does the connection between the two of lyappen in order to have a
coherent manipulation of the puppet? Is it becayme know each other a lot for
example?

DP: No. It is set in the choreography. But somesirhdike to make him crazy. | do
things on the spot and he has to follow. But the#st | find really fun. Even when |
work as a solo | try to surprise myself as an aatoen I'm there. | don't like to repeat
the same thing everyday and the person that isgake boat with me needs to have the
same sense of adventure. | have to be here nowaindo through appointments. |
don’t believe in appointments. Appointments, thephyou to build something but
there is a moment when you as an actor you hage somewhere else. That's what |
believe.
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PP: Do you work with the gravity centre or maybensthing similar that you may call
differently? Nicole Mossoux speaks about vital polrer own one and an imaginary
one for the puppet.

DP: It's the fake axis. If you have a cross, thdimv we know where we are —

horizontal, vertical — that's how we balance oudyp@and we make shape. And then |
have mine. I'm totally aware of that and then | &dlve external one, the fake one of the
body of the puppet.

PP: Where do you locate it?

DP: First | have to understand the skeleton ofpilngpet. That's why | like to work all
the time with mirrors. Because if the image is hienave to be here to look at it and to
look exactly how it works because then for eachpetip have to know what works and
what doesn’t work. | have to visualise that andhttleing this to know exactly what this
means or what that means and how the body of thpgiwvill move. | have to visualise
this external, this fake body.

PP: Where does the impulse of life of the puppetefrom?

DP: It's always where my hand is. The movementivgags roundish. You make a
semi-circle all the time. It's not like this.

DP: The movement below always has air..

PP: It has the shape of a wave.

DP: The movement above has no air.

PP: Is it what you used for the speech of the ptHpe

DP: Yes but also for the puppet to move. It alwsigsts here in the brain because it has
to think. It doesn't just walk.

PP: Speaking about the speech. | have noticedriliae pieceAngel when the puppet
speaks you hide your mouth with your hand. Andvialediction you wear doctor’s
masks over your mouth. Is it not to confuse thaenwmk about the source of the voice?

DP: No. | don’t care very much.
PP: But you are hiding your lip movements by using

DP: Yes but it is more to define the doctor. Of rseuit helps but it works as well
without. But there is a technique for that. The thoof the puppet has always to be
bigger than yours. Because if you do a small movemgh the puppet mouth, visually
your mouth is stronger than the mouth of the pujpet people look at you. If you do
big movements with the puppet mouth, the focus goethe puppet. You don’'t have to
pretend that you are a ventriloquist. That's thaubg | think of this technique.
Everything is in your face. You give a chance te fferson that is watching you to
decide whether he is going to believe or not.
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PP: There is also a pleasure to know that we aieett and to think at the same time:
These guys are so good!

DP: It's a game that | play with the audience.

PP: | would like to know if you have developed & aletechniques to combine acting,
dance and puppetry. | don'’t think that it is abaddtling different skills, it's like creating
new skills or new ways to use them together.

DP: | have started to develop a technique abouttiog a dialogue between puppet and
manipulator through choreography. It's a technithat | have developed and | teach it
in many universities and during international fesis. Sometimes | do a show and |
give a workshop as well.

PP: Is there any rules of this technique?

DP: Mainly, people who come to this workshop ar@pmieers. | let them to get in
contact much more with the body. | integrate movaimeatterns or they can use
sometimes their body as a landscape. The puppethasa the body as a living
architecture. It's like we are painting a canvalke body becomes a canvas and the
puppet is painting. There is a lot of degrees. Yawe to see this workshop. It is
difficult to say one thing. | use exercise of itmas; create choreographic patterns,
creating boxes so that the puppet can go througlyo8 can do an architectural design
with your own body. The exercise is to embody thevements of the puppet. It is to
give awareness to the person. Sometimes, | spems looly on one movement. If the
puppet wants to go from here to there to pick upetbing, it may take three hours.
How the puppet goes there, how the puppet will Polikt’s really looking? So there are
many degrees and you can be very specific. Asdl $dike to surprise myself and my
colleague on stage. When | have a structure Itbkkick it out. But it does mean that
everything that was built before is extremely teachhand precise. Then when | reach
that point | can kick it because | can always cdraek to that.

PP: So you need to have a very precise structuseder to be able to go away from it.

DP: Yes, otherwise you are just a rebel withoutsealYou can go there but you cannot
come back and that’s the danger.

PP: How do you look at the relationship betweenrybody, gaze and speech in
comparison to the ones of the puppet?

DP: That’s again going back to Stanislavski. Yoed& have the pattern of the puppet
and yours very defined because then you can ala@ythrough one and the other one.
You always come back in the same way. You alwaysirkwho is who immediately.
It's a Stanislavski method for Siamese!! I'm joking

PP: Thanks a lot for your time and for such a gsioolw.

DP: You are welcome.
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INTERVIEW MAIDS

KRISTIN KERWIN AND JULEY AYRES

London 20/04/09

PP: What has been your experience on this project?

KK: It's been different because I'm having to adthwan object which has a face and a
body. It's been a challenge. It's been awesomevangfun.

JA: For me when | initially took on the project bw very interested because it was a
puppet and the fact that the characters were dubmguppet as a puppet. We were not
trying to pretend that it was Madame. That's whidught it was interesting about it.
That'’s the kind of way of how | wanted to approdch suppose | knew it's going to be
difficult 1 wasn't aware it was going to be quite shallenging because you have to
think so many technical things. This does not ceasly to me because | tend to work
a lot quite instinctively. So it's quite hard forento stop and really work out where | had
to look. But at the same time | think also, whichsi't expected once I've started, you
can also bring in that instinctive side and thet fdm@at you have to kind of push
everything through the puppet which is quite diffic So for me it was a huge
challenge. It's difficult to work through a pupgetink but it's really interesting.

PP: Both of you have a very different experiencéhia piece because you, Kristin, are
outside and you, Juley, are inside. | would likektmw how it is for each of you to
perform with a puppet.

KK: For me the challenge came from the fact thiat lised to working with live actors

which have facial expressions and everything! Sanfe it's difficult because | tend to

have my eyes drawn to the other actor not the pgudpe challenge was having to
actually make the puppet be the character andnegpiippeteer who is doing the voice
and the actions. Then | have almost given the puipeeemotion that is coming through
from the actor for me to react to. | have to reddpve this suspension of disbelief
because it is a puppet but in order for me to ath w1 have to treat it as if it is the

actor. So | count on the puppeteer/actor thatiisgib to get my feedback on stage.

PP: Is there some point when you feel that it esghppet that is giving you emotions,
that you don’t need to create your own emotions?

KK: There are a couple of points which are when timaking direct eye contact with
the puppet. And that I'm really interacting in aeatit face to face manner. Also the
scene when | am down on the ground, she’s abovandeshe is pulling my hair and
doing things to me. That makes it all that mord.réhose are the moments when it
feels that she is real.
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PP: Is it when you are very close to her?

KK: Yes. When we do the scene with the chair thatisther time, and also just before
the strangling.

PP: Is it because you are drawn into her eyes orcgm feel stronger Juley behind as
the puppeteer?

KK: | guess it's probably both. It may sounds sgarbut because suddenly there’s a
warmth attached to her which is you, Juley. A ptgisivarmth in that space that might
make a difference too. Also looking into her eyelph during these three scenes.

JA: | think also what is very different about thpsoject is that we are working very
much with the puppet as actors as the charactersné the best way of work is for my
character to be using the puppet. I'm not like using a puppet. My character Claire
who is being Madame is using the puppet. This ceamyerything for me. It would be
very different if | was coming on and say I'm aria@laying Madame being a puppet.
I’'m not. I'm Claire playing Madame through the peppSo when things like the puppet
drops that's how this is really different than gk if we were doing a puppet piece
with puppet. We are not pretending that we are ptggy. We are actually using a
puppet in our room. This is something we’'ve builg’'ve made. That's why she looks
like she does. This is something we've been crgatgcharacters and this is where I've
come from really. But | think the other thing thahs quite interesting that you were
saying Kristin because | forget that what you’ve igahis puppet face. That's what you
see all the time. I'm actually also looking at {m&pet which is very strange because
my urge is to look at Kristin. Especially if I'm &re but | have to kind of be Claire that
is so much absorbed in Madame. It's a long prockss.beginning to feel we are
getting threads of it because you could feel tifierdince when the strength is there for
both of us. It just works. There’s a relationshipere’s a connection between us both
and then something happens. It's like that kingédcial. It's just that moment when
you just think “Ok, | don’t know what it is. | cantell you, but it's something that
works”. And it's the connection between us thantlkerks through the puppet. And of
course we don’'t know how much we’ve really gotludttbecause we can’t see. We can
only feel what feels good. And often I did find whi feels right that you say “That’s
good! You've got connection going.”

KK: And you can't feel it at all because you ardinel her.

JA: | can really feel when it's coming off you,dbmes through the puppet through me,
| can feel it. It's quite strong actually. Whichassurprise.

PP: Is it during these three moments that Krist@s walking about?

JA: 1t is true that it is when we are very closendAactually with the strangulation
moment, the way I've been working is that I'm quatesorbed as Claire in this moment.
So I'm really absorbed with Claire, the puppet, thement. So the moment when she
puts the puppet down I'm: “What!?” it froze me .

PP: In this moment you don’t have much text so gan really concentrate on the
breathing of the puppet.
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JA: It's really nice actually. The text that's ahet thing. It's heavily text based so you
have a lot of text to remember which is fine. Buten you're having to remember and
move: “Look at your head in the right direction.igls the bit when you go down.”
Obviously you've got that in any kind of acting.hothis is the bit when | move over
there!”. You've got also this other. You've got thappet to think about and how you
are moving. It's a lot going on really all at thaarse time which is quite difficult.

PP: How will you described the differences betwpeppeteering and acting?

JA: For me it's completely different. Well... | dorknow. | say that but actually | put
the exact same energy in. There is no less enaengyng from me. What | have done
with the voice, that's Claire pretending to be Ma&a So in a way I'm still being Claire
so I'm still being acting. I'm still working on aharacter and thinking about what they
did Madame, how they developed it. So | supposthat way it's quite similar. The
only thing I'd say it is different is that it is gechnical. Although I think it's getting less
like that. | think you could do so much work confimg the exploration between the two
characters, how they play the puppet. You couldgoty do lots around that and it
would really make it growing in a different way.shy it's really different but you
approached it in a same way. But it's very techinicat's sometimes a bit frustrating.
There’s been a couple of moments when I've jusughe “I actually don’t care where
she is looking. It will come out. Just let feel’itBut it doesn’t. You can't just feel it.
You've got to know, you've got to think which ditgan you are looking in. This is
difficult for me.

PP: The technical part is the biggest differenceytu.

JA: Having to think where she is looking, to thiokher hand movement, that kind of
thing. The technique. Of course you can play whi flact that they are not puppeteers.
They're two women playing with a puppet. It's nbetsame.

PP: But at the same time the puppeteering nedols gmod because the puppet needs to
look alive. Otherwise the piece doesn’t work.

JA: Yes. But equally | think it is as important fibre puppet to work as for the actors to
work. The two things have to happen somehow otlsentine puppet doesn’t work
either. You might get it technically perfect bueté is something missing. Personally |
would tend to work on the feelings where Claireasing from which is a kind of actor
point of view, and then you get the techniquestrigimd things like keeping my face
flat as it's quite hard.

PP: Well. It's not about keeping the face flat hessayou can’t really. It is more about
finding the way to project a character not on ishdody but outside, through a puppet.

JA: I've seen it done very well.

PP: The difficulty is when there is text becausenéans there’s a voice which means
there is emotion.

JA: | think it will be interesting to work with ntext actually. It's a bit like being silent
in a play where you don’t say very much. You ar éing a lot of work actually and
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you are very important because you are on stagawige you won't be there. Yes it
will be very interesting actually because it widl tery different.

PP: Although, Kristin, you are not puppeteeringcept during a short moment, what
are according to you the main differences and anitigs between puppetry and acting?

KK: I think what Juley was saying was dead on. €ismmuch more to remember when
you are a puppeteer than an actor where theressstéechnical things to remember
normally. Because | do one arm once and for méstheally nothing because I'm not

in control of the character. I'm just adding thildi bit. But I've found that interesting

because | had to look at her, as I'm manipulatimg dne arm, and making sure I'm
matching what she is saying, what she’s doing.uSbthat little bit for me | understand
how it must be for you Juley all the time. But Imot in control of the whole body so
I’'m having to work with you at the same time. Inmms®way it is very similar to acting |

guess. It’s just that I'm working with an objectsiead of an actor. Well with both
actually.

JA: When you are doing the puppetry, there is alsehole side of things you're not
having need to do. When you are actually thereyandjust got your body there is also
things you’re having to do. You don’t think abouten you are acting, you just do it. In
a way, when you are a puppeteer you are suppregsisgch as if you design to do
something bizarre with your body or your arm whjakt does not work. At the same
time, you could see it the other way. This is ayvateresting opportunity to literally

boil everything down and push it through. It cobkla different form of freedom.

PP: How do you treat on stage the puppet: as @&tplg being or something else?

JA: | actually treat it not in the same way as amppdut it's a part of me. It is part of
something I'm doing. It becomes an extension of ®e.when Kristin hits her I'm

really quite horrified by that. She’s hitting hekhd I've said to you a couple of times
and although I'm joking, in some ways it's like “Gobit easy! It's quite hard!”. I'm a

bit protective of her. And when you are doing hairhthere is a part of me “That’s
something I'm using”. It's strange.

KK: You feel ownership towards her.

JA: Yes. You definitively feel a connection. | cajust say: “It's a shoe.” | think the
minute, even if | pick a shoe up, I'm starting taypwith it, it would of course create
something to happen.

PP: Is it because you are using parts of your laedyody parts for her?

JA: Yes and my hands. Like when the head comes thatks interesting because it
makes it feel almost real. The best moment whezell that it works, is when her body
is almost on mine which means she’s taking on giamte: the breathing and sometimes
the hand comes. And this is hard but it feels mmcine whole like I'm attached to her
in some way.

PP: Do you feel like it's another person and at $hene time it's you? A self and
another?
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JA: Yes it is! And of course, and | think this idat it is very good for this play, she’s
really appalling without being me. So | can reaflg for it. | can be absolutely
disgusting and appalling. It's not really me, Blit's a sort of freedom as well.

PP: How is it for you Kristin?

KK: I think | see her more as an object. What bsitgoack especially is when | touch
her, when | feel her. It's definitely those momewtisen | snapped back to: “she is an
object”. And she’s made of papier-méaché. Even wfrenmoving her arm in the one
scene it just reminds me. And at the same timadryo bring that little arm to life is
kind of nice | have to say. I'm remembering tha¢’shan object as soon as | touch her
or | bump into her or | slap her or | do anythirtgypical with her.

PP: What's happening when you are not touching her?

KK: Like we said before, when I'm able to look arhn the eyes or to be very close to
her face then it's different. | feel that she isrspydhow to say, not human, but that she’s
got characteristics of a being rather than justigact.

PP: So for you, Kristin, she is alternatively eithe object or a being?

KK: Yes, depending on my interaction and what I'oirgy at the moment.

PP: Whereas for you, Juley, she’s more eithergfarou or something else?

JA: Definitively | feel something else. | can't denthat even if I've got different
feelings for her because | work so closely. So whpitk up the arm even it's “Yes,
this is her arm!”. It's interesting when you, Kiistcome to take the head off as well.
It's quite a strange feeling because you take ohnffwe normally got control for that
because I'm controlling the body and then you tidieehead off and there is nothing |
can do about it.

PP: How do you feel, Juley, when Kristin takeshbad off?

JA: I'm really annoyed. She can’t take the head ©ffat’'s the agreement between the
two sisters.

PP: Do you feel naked because you are revealed?
JA: Yes | do feel revealed definitively.

PP: You can do whatever you want and suddenly weyear head behind the white
dress.

JA: I'm suddenly exposed. Especially you are awhat you're trying to keep yourself
behind and suddenly “Here you are!” Yes it's st@ng

PP: What is the difference between believing iuppet as a character and believing in
an actor as a character?
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KK: Having seen many puppet shows as an audieneebee it's totally a different
experience of believing that puppet than it is msetor on stage believing that puppet.
As an audience member if | were watching this, 1 paobably totally suspend my
disbelief and feel that she was a real charactat.a@8 an actor on stage with her, |
sometimes feel that she’s more of an object. Mdlla&s to do with the fact that I'm
acting versus just watching. There’s a lot of tlsiign doing and | don't get a lot back
from her as far as a human. So it is more diffifaitme to believe in her as a being.
But if I'm in the audience | can usually believath

JA: I'm not sure as a concept how much differemegé is if you think about it. There
is the Brechtian idea that you know that the acawestelling you a story. There are not
real people. This is not a forest. There is noedéhce between saying “This a forest
we’re creeping through” and “Look here is a goblint’'s just part of a whole thing of
telling a story which we come involved in. Whichwdy, we are bothering to make
sure that the puppet looks in the right directidtherwise why we would bother? We
would just say “Well look it's two women playing thia puppet. It doesn’t matter. It
really doesn’t matter because they are playing aitbuppet.” But they are not. They
are playing with puppet- actors and they are tgliiou a story. It's different. And that’s
why you do all this work and try to make it techalig correct | guess. So | do think on
the whole if you do look at that as a cold quesiion could say “Well, it's all part of
the same thing.” But | do think you only use pugger a reason.

PP: What has been your inner process to manipMattame? What is happening in
your head?

JA: Obviously, there is the technical stuff I'mitrg to think of. But actually that tends
to be almost like a battle between how | want tatddnd how | want to do it, it's just
to feel it somehow which doesn’t really work. So mger process is to do with touch.
It's actually to do with feeling the puppet andrzeable to make it move. It's not about
being lifelike. It's about this feeling that there something happening. Something
happens that as you say makes her live. Becag$e ifs not moving, she dies. It has to
be much bigger as well. So it's two things. Thisanthing going on with me that I'm
trying to push something through. So the way I'ppraached this for example is Claire
iIs being Madame. She is really taking this essesfc&ladame with someone she
partially admires, thinks she is beautiful but lsat8o there are these things going on.
And she takes that essence of Madame and shergyttgi be Madame. This is her
chance to be someone. She isn’'t. She is the sarae astor. It's the same thing. An
actor gets on stage and they can be someone eldat'a&\very liberating. In a way it's
like double. Claire is doing it and I'm doing ito3 guess that's the approach. That's
something you push through, you try to get with puppet. And then of course the
other side is really thinking about the technidalffswhich I've found very difficult.
Trying to get that kind of thing right as well,the same time not losing.

PP: So you have to do different things at the séime. Is it because there is the
talking?

JA: Yes probably. But | think actually it's alsogtably that you have to do a lot of
work. | think you could get it but you’ll have toork a lot. But prior of rehearsing and
really playing. | think puppeteers do work longkart when you are only using your
own body to find that something.

265



APPENDIX B

RESEARCH PROJECTS DOCUMENTATION

DVD 1

POSTALGIA
THE MAIDS

URASHIMA TARO

266



Postalgiagomn)

Filmed by Monika Kita at the Little Angel Theatreohdon) on 18 March 2008 —
Edited by Paul Piris

Devised and performed by: Boris Kahnert, AmadeoeRbsim, Paul Piris — Puppet
making: Zoilo Lobera, Aya Nakamura, Paul Piris ghting design: Boris Kahnert —
Graphic design: Adam Hypki — Music: Frank Lambeffexts: Heiner Muller, Bernard

Marie Koltes, Charles Baudelaire, Boris Vian
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The Maids

Maids1 (25mn)

Filmed by Paul Piris at Central School of Speedh@rama (London) on 23 April 2009
— Performers: Juley Ayres, Kristin Kerwin — Sceraqgry, puppet making, directing:

Paul Piris — Text: Jean Genet

Maids2 (21mn)
Filmed by Monika Kita at Central School of Speectd &rama on 22 April 2010 —
Performers: Juley Ayres, Kristin Kerwin — Scenodmgp puppet making, lighting
design, directing: Paul Piris — Scenographic advaam Hypki — Text: Jean Genet

Maids3 (25mn)

Filmed by Monika Kita at Central School of Speecdid &rama on 7 October 2010 —
Edited by Paul Piris — Performers: Juley Ayressimi Kerwin — Scenography, puppet
making, lighting design, directing: Paul Piris — $iltl Jean-Baptiste Aubert — Text:

Jean Genet
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Urashima Taro

UT1.1(11mn)

Filmed at Shunt Lounge (London) on 15 September720(Edited by Paul Piris —
Performer: Aya Nakamura — Puppet maker: Aya NakamurScenographers: Aya

Nakamura, Paul Piris — Director: Paul Piris.

UT2.1(29mn)

Filmed by Monika Kita at Shunt Lounge (London) ob May 2008 — Edited by Aya
Nakamura — Performer: Aya Nakamura — Puppet makga: Nakamura — Director:
Paul Piris — Scenographer: Nathalie Maury — Ligihtlesigner: Alistair MacDonald.

UT3.2(55mn)
Filmed by Valmar Kass at Rich Mix (London) on 18dember 2010 — Performer: Aya
Nakamura — Puppet maker: Aya Nakamura — Directaul Piris — Scenographers: Aya
Nakamura, Paul Piris — Sound and video designer: Pias — Narrator: Juley Ayres —

Set builder: Phil Newman — Lighting designer: Naagili.
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APPENDIX C

CASE STUDIES DOCUMENTATION

DVD 2

Cuniculus

Extract of Twin Houses
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Cuniculus (2008)

Stuffed Puppet Theatre@omn)

Concept, performer and puppet maker: Neville Trant€ext: Jan Veldman — Director:
Hans Man in 't Veld — Scenography: Desiree van &ad — Music: Ferdinand Bakker,

Kim Haworth
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Twin Houses(1994)

Compagnie Mossoux-Bont&omn)

Concept and choreography: Nicole Mossoux — Diractd?atrick Bonté, Nicole

Mossoux — Performer: Nicole Mossoux — Music: ChaistGenet — Scenography: Johan
Daenen — Costume designer: Colette Huchard — Cestnakers: Anna Tourn, Patricia
Eggerickx — Puppet maker: Jean-Pierre Finotto —pPupnaker assistant: Fabrice
Siciliano — Lighting designer and sound operatoatriek Bonté — stage manager:

Mikha Wajnrych — General manager: Pierre Stoff@idude Taymans
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