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Changing Minds
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‘ Reflections onThe Eradication of Schizophreniain Western Lapland:_A eConversation
betweenDavid Woods and Jon Haynes of Ridiculusmus with commentary byRichard
Talbot
Introduction

JON: Going up to people going ‘Oohhhh! Margareth©dn our pyjamas. that was

mad acting.

DAVID: Yeah, and it was good fun.

As theatre makers who did not so much ‘emergetatiter ‘burst out’, this frank reflection is

‘ typical of Ridiculusmus sense of comical mischief. Neverthelesseries of recent
productions have demonstrated a serious preocoupatth the problematics of representing

‘ mental illness on stage. Artistizdirectors David Woods and Jon Hayhbsave become
increasingly involved in discourses around medicalision for mental ill health and the
impact on individuals and families. Ridiculusmuséalso worked with academics at the
cutting edge of research into clinical therapied imwited them to post-show discussions and

‘ other public engagement activities. Consequettisir work has made an important
contribution to the public awareness of the lategiroaches available to mental illness
diagnosis and treatment.

In the following dialogue initiated by Phéline Treas? David and Jon trace their
experiments with ‘performing psychologies’, fromildhood to early performances as the
Ridiculusmus ensembland finally in their most recent work, in whickethclaim to have
rejected both ‘mad acting’ and acting ‘mad’. Thestn@cent work comprises a trilogy of

performances with the consistent objective of canmlgj research insights with innovations



in approaches to audience engagement. Like mamgyviiest-century contemporary theatre
makers, Ridiculusmus have grappled with the traomsfrom a postmodern aesthetic and
interest in contingency to a direct and poléieid concern for issues relating to mental ill
health as they are experienced. Although suppdgddnders who hope to increase
awareness of the benefits of recent biomedicabrebethe work is not about mental
healthcare development in an illustrative sengbgrat is inclined to explore the boundaries
of theatrical representation and comic play, ardptocess pushes at the limits of public
discourse around madness.

What follows is a collection of eight short sec8af dialogue taken from a longer
reflection on the company’s creative process, prédantly focusing on the making and
touring of The Eradication of Schizophrenia in Western Laplé2@il4). The sections have

been selected because they highlight inclinatiomsrging in the company’s recent practice.
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Eradicationis a production with four performers in which tHaying area and audience is
divided. It would be a mistake to assume thatdbisdesign is a straightforward instantiation
of R. D. Laing’s psychiatric concept of ‘the divitiself’, as David and Jon are very clear that
they are not representing split personality asfimitien of madness. Rather, the divided
space has multiple effects: of allowing a syncheibyiof text and gestureand of allowing
characters apparently to be in touch with the drhampening across the divide. Actors move
between the two spacesnd so can shift quickly from one time-space totlaer. Added to

this sculptural device of a divided space, the muat of time on each side operates
differently: one is moving forwards in time, thdnet backwards through a number of key
moments. After an intervathe audience switch sides and are able to seaatbes and

scenes that in the first half only appeared asshadt windows or as fleeting interjections

into the more continuous scene immediately in fafithem. After the interval some



audience members experience more clarity becauatappeared distant and inaccessible is
now visible and clearly audible. However, the attmd delivery of lines is speeded up
considerably and the play ends with all the charaalancing in both spaces, so that the
separation of ‘here’ and ‘there’, inside and oezdimes almost redundant.

The two spaces are a doctor’s consulting roama a family room. Richard is
undergoing a talking therapy with a doctor whoasihg his own family crisis and who
frequently takes mobile phone calls during whictattempts to defend his style of parenting.
On the ‘family side’, or ‘private side’, ‘Mum’ is ith Rupert, Richard’s younger brother, and
they are waiting for the father to come home. A¢ point the doctor leaves the clinic and
appears at the family’s door, weaving these twdeg@nd spaces together. Richard also
moves between the clinic and the home, initiallyydag a knife. Mum paces the domestic
space, while her youngest son Rupert alternategeketdisengagement and caregiving,
sometimes critigizing his older brother for leaving him to do this@. Rupert expresses the
burden of a young carer through fantasies abouttse being haunted, picking up on his
mother’s ramblings about Dracula. The physicaloscits contained, choreographically
geometric and minimal. Much of the text on the figrside sounds like a mantra reflecting
household banalities such as tidying and planniegls(that never appear). Mum and Rupert
rehearse the problem of how to manage Richard,isshow home from university. While he
was away Mum reorgaszied his room, setting up a space for her yoga mectéind Richard
resents it. Richard has started a relationship avitiansgender person, much to adolescent
Rupert’'s amusement. While Richard was at univeidityn had a psychotic episode and
Rupert signed papers that approved her being sedjdriefly. Richard is critical of this.
Throughout these events the father is absent, i erchaving an affair. As these facts
emerge the family seems caught in the centrifugaefs of mashed codes apparently

generated by Richard. Richard is writing a play] ha tells his therapist, ‘we’re in it now’.



Lines are overheard and echoed by all the chasdiecoming misplaced in conversations
‘on the other side’ where they trigger new meaniaigg confusion.

reaction against us doing lots of shows featunmg people, either two strangers meeting or
two people at work. We began to crave charactatsntiight have a deeper connection with
one another, as in a family.

DAVID: We ‘mined’ our family stories, for the bidnings. My dad’s breakdown, my
brother being sectioned, your mother’s déeath all this kind of stuff — and they became the
stories. We started by making a quite conventidnaina, with mental health content and it
was really very, very boring. Then, at some pdidfn’t know when exactly, we decided to
make two scripts run at the same time. That wasniiment when it became a Ridiculusmus
project again, really, rather than just us tryioglb a straight, kind of normal theatre show.
God knows. | mean it comes from various other igfices.

JON: You mean for the staging?

DAVID: Yes, but they weren't all exactly the saneethis idea. This was influenced
by a French show that I'd heard about where thelytha kitchen of a restaurant and the
restaurant,andTwo-Faced Bastarda dance-theatre show by Chunky Move (Malthouse
Theatre, Melbourne, 2008)t had an audience watching either side but noteynized
double text, and Michael Frayn’s pldipises Of{1982)2 which had synchroeied pre-
recorded text and action but only one audience.

JON: There are also two other shows that were flureimce:Ursus & Nadeschkin —
Solo! (1999) by the Swiss cabaret duo Ursus und Nadées€l@ndDance Bear DancéArch
12a, 2003) by the collective Shunt.

DAVID: Yes.
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JON: | remember you had this idea or just a wisideomething in a public space.
We were thinking about a railway station platformnaiting rooms, this kind of thing. Do
you remember when we were devising at Metal in Bdiewe had that wall we made
within the space, and we weren'’t thinking aboutudtemeous scenes then. We were just
thinking about a room behind a wall, then anotipacs in front of it where there were
people. We didn’t actually have simultaneous scelnggn’t think. It was more exploring
this idea of another space.

DAVID: What happens when a private place is in elpsoximity to a public place.

JON: In fact, during the development phas&i&dicationwe used to call the family
side ‘the private’ side and the doctor’s consultiagm ‘the public’. Do you remember?

DAVID: But | got a feeling that was all towards itng to find a version of the double
staging that worked for us. | loved this idea a$ tthual interpretation of a situation. That
there was a whole other story behind a sequeneeeuits.

JON: Mischa Twitchifisaid ‘Why don’t you do it in a Chinese takeawayRWdoes
it have to be a railway station?’ He said we seemet fixated on this railway station.

DAVID: To the point where we did a residency inalway station in Liverpool.

JON: Yes, Metal in Edge Hill.

DAVID: This Edge Hill station was quite good becausfelt like it was stranded.
Later, Patrizia found a film where a train stoparatabandoned station and a very glamorous
woman dreamt she got &ffitvhat was coming together wiktradicationwas this feeling that
this could be an articulation of psychosis. We wengy wary of saying, ‘Well, it's the split
personality and therefore it's a split staging.’

JON: [...] It was about the auditory and visual heithations that were possible

because the text of the scene on the other sidevall is audible while you're watching the



one in front of you and listening te-it— but you kept hearing this stuff. Though I'm notesur
we ever thought of that while we were making thihk this is retrospectively implied.

DAVID: There were so many phases in making it beeatiwent over two or three
years, this process. By the time of sitting in BBainingham Hotel, mathematically working
out how the text would segue into each other. & definitely making that. It was definitely
to achieve this thing of two sequences of dialatpa¢ could be heard and sort of make sense
at the same time sometimes.

[...] It became very technical in the end but, ptmthat, we had all the material,
really. We had all the elements to make, which thi@sfamily drama stuff.

JON: We never thought, ‘Oh, this would be a greay wf representing psychosis.’ |
remember just thinking, ‘Oh, this would be a realilge effect if words coincide what the
people are saying.’

DAVID: My idea was that, with psychosis, you heamething and then it starts off a
train of thought, which is not related to the attiemversation you're in. That's something
everybody has experienced, where you start thinkb@it something else after you've said
something and you go, ‘Oh, familiar train of thotugh'ou might be following something on
your computer and you wonder where five hours lgporee, and how on earth do you spend
five hours in a room with two other people appdgehaving a conversation about something
else. Sometimes it would come back in, and a pgicbatburst is not that dissimilar to
those wanderings of thought. It's just they comthwisually a lot of stress and paranoia and
S0 on.

JON: | was reading about the Hearing Voices NetWaakd they just say, ‘Well, you
know, in some cultures, when you hear that distther voice, it's the voice of God and it's
to be celebrated,” and then you're not labelledrazophrenic. You're revered as somebody

in connection with the gods. There’'s no way thewldagive you anti-psychotics to stop that



voice because they want to hear that voice, satthatild be considered healthy. Whereas
we consider it unhealthy. Therefore, medicatetfand then that person becomes ill because
that confuses that process, which is a sort ofraatasponse to unnatural circumstances.

DAVID: We can all start hearing voices anytime. Wften do. In semi-consciousness
we hear things being said, or we hear voices frdtmaraooms. People who've been bereaved
hear their loved ones.

2-Performing M-madness

As part of the research for the projdaavid and Jon investigated Open Dialogue, a
remarkably successful therapy thsihce 1985 has reduced the diagnosis of schizojghire
Finland by 854 per cent! The principles of this therapeutic method, inahgditolerating
uncertainty’ and a ‘polyphony of voicegborm part of the ethical framework guiding the
devising and dramaturgy @he Eradication of Schizophrenia in Western Lapldbavid and
Jon visited therapist practitioners in Keropuddi®spital,in-Tornio, Western Laplandn
March 2013 as part of their research and once agéinother performers in June 2013. The
company attended a conference, The Newest DialogieasAand Practicesin
Collaboration#with FamiliesAand Social Networksn Hameenlinna, Finland, convened by
Peter Rober, Jaakko Seikkula and the late Johrtesh8eikkula is the primary exponent of
the Open Dialogue method in Finland. This dialagid complementary therapy treats
psychosis as a condition that can be eradicatedghrcollective and dialogic interpretation
based on affective sensitivity. Therapeutic diadoes not assert a singular interpretation
of a person’s psychotic manifestatipbst understands it as a process of meaning-making.
This method of de-stigmating schizophrenia circumvents easy pathology amdvg being
promoted in the NHS in the UK. Influenced by th@eence of performing extracts of the
family drama, as a case study, and appearing énaoklients for therapists attending the

conference, Ridiculusmus became convinced of thefiie of dialogic methods and



discourse as an alternative to ‘authoritative’ aesk-led theatre-making in which issues and
information dominates dramaturgy. The languagetand of Open Dialogue, and in
particular, the notion of embracing and trustingkmowns’, seemed to define a new space
for mutual collaboration between clinical psychastg and theatre makers and audiences.
The extent to which the project would be able togwnicate or disseminate key ideas in
psychotherapy or satisfy the creative developméRtidiculusmus hinged on a commitment
to unknown outcomes and investment in a new uralgdgtg of their own practices. In this
way, Open Dialogue wapractiesed between ‘expert-practitionefghat is, artists and the
therapists, and their various audiences, suchrdfemmmce delegates, theafygers and

clients of mental health systems.

JON: When I'm going through stressful periods kaffind myself walking down the
streets, talking to myself very animatedly and imagy somebody else’s response and
answering questions. ‘Do you ever do that?’ ‘Noy hot. This is ... " and then | think, ‘Oh,
my God. I've gone completely mad.’

DAVID: Did I tell you about my game ‘Mad Man Or Mié&'?

JON: Where you pretend you're mad?

DAVID: No, I look at people who are walking aroutit street like you, talking to
themselves, and | have to guess if they’re madhdheir mobile with an earpieee you
check the other side of their ear to see if themeBuetooth or not, and if they’re not wearing
one, they’re mad.

JON: How do you know they’re mad?

DAVID: Well, that's the label. It's considered salty abnormal so therefore it's
mad.

JON: People do look very worried when they seetatking to yourself. Surely that

should be a good thing.



DAVID: It's considered to be dangerous becaus®if'se doing that, which is not
socially acceptable, what else might you do? Younaybe got the knife in the pocket etc.

JON: Yes, people have caught me doing it. ‘Oh, diiere’'s somebody behind me.’
Then | take my phone out, but it makes no sense. Wduld you be talking and then
suddenly pull your phone out?

DAVID: Because you're on Bluetooth and it cut out.

JON: Or | start doing lines of text that are obgigume doing Shakespeare.

DAVID: This is what we were learning with Open Qigle, that monological
pursuits are not healthy if you really want to il society, build communities together, you
have to be in dialogue with each other. So thelehgé with Open Dialogue was to engage
the person [stuck] in the monologue into a dialoguel then find out what really was the
trauma behind this sane response to an insanerstance.

JON: In the Wellcome Trust interview | said how rhudiked the ‘tolerance of
uncertainty’ principle of Open Dialogtfeand then Professor Peter Kinderman said ‘I really
like “polyphony of voices”. Then he talked for about twenty minutes, non-sfbipat’'s not
polyphony of voices, | said. ‘You've how become completely monologital.

DAVID: You said that?

JON: | did. It was kind of funny. Sorry about timarruption.

DAVID: No, that's great. | think that this is goad well because this is polyphony
and we’re arriving together at a kind of sharedassthnding of wherEradicationcame
from.
3-More Fthoughts onPperforming M-madness and ou approach to +it
For Adam Phillips, writing inThreepenny Reviewacting madness involves impersonating
someone who is literally trying to keep up appeeesnbecause one fear behind losing one’s

mind is the fear of becoming lost to others’ minafsglisappearing, sociall?.Perhaps this



explains the attention-seeking early efforts by iDand Jon at performing mad: they were
being extremely theatrical in a public place angstmadvertently calling attention to a
fundamental aspect of madnessthe need to be visible. ‘[T]he actor acting madriesk

has to learn to appear to be madbut to be mad in a way that holds people’s attentioat
is, mad in a way that most mad people can nevef'laeid this is the dilemma for the
performer. From an early catapulting and exubarsadness to an unnerving and
internalszed dizziness, performance of delusion can be ehjey&idiculusmus do not run
workshops as a ‘way into’ their work, preferringtiead to use such contact with a potential
audience to continue to devise and explore iddais. fas been the case since their residency
at the Derry Playhouse from 1995 to 1999. Duringksiops with guest performeffer
example, the intermingling of expansive devisingd &acilitation proved baffling for some.
Direct experience of the impact of the Troubleslorthern Ireland on spontaneous
expression contributed ®ay Nothing1999), a show performed entirely on a tiny patth
turf squished into a suitcase.

During devising sessions f&radicationat Edge Hill railway station, the company
created the role of a social worker who comes ppstt someone who is ‘going mad’ but
cannot determine which member of the family itiscause they all appear to be acting
strangely; as Phillips says, madness is theati¢ed.way in which signs of madness are
distributed amongt the social circle of individuals directly grippegt mental ill health is
recogn#zed in Open Dialogue therapy, and so a communitglied on to acknowledge the
affective and collective performance of madness.

In the play, the literary parallel of theatricalis/found in the boundary between
egotistical hyperbole and popular mythology. Rickefaughable claims around the Nobel
Peace Prize committee and cryogenics are basectueal astabilities in reality — the

committee procedure is secret and not revealetetgéneral public and cryogenics is



sufficiently speculative to offer a hint of plaudity. The madness retains the slightest grip

on present reality. The same could be said foory $vld by Mum about the origin of the
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madness

DAVID: Could you give a statement on what you thowk approach to mad acting,
or what our thoughts on performing madness are?

JON: If you go back tiYes, Yes, YéEdinburgh Fringe, 19995, well, actually, all
the way back to 1997 when we were running arourtderBotanical Gardens in Belfast
pretending to be Geoffrey Rush.

DAVID: In the film Shine(1996).

JON: Going up to people going ‘Oohhhh! Oohhhh! Maeg! Ooh!” In our pyjamas.
Well, that was mad acting.

DAVID: Yeah, and it was good fun.

JON: There was also ... | don’t know if this is mantirgg, but a Derry devising
session where we were running around with a coofp®xes on our heads.

DAVID: Which were stuffed full of clothing, and weere sort of burying our heads
in them, and then sliding around the floor.

JON: Scaring the participants.

DAVID: They said it was ‘disempoweridg

JON: So in those days, we were embracing almostatigical representations of
madness, and these days our good taste doesmitwloo do that. There’s an Adam Phillips
essay about acting madn¥sshere he actually talks about Geoffrey Rush pigydiary of a
Madmanon Broadway, saying, you know, it's very compaliviewing, but this isn't really
madness, because if you put madness on the stageogddn’t want to look at it. It's

actually really horrible.



DAVID: But yet, people would go to Bedlam for eritenment.

JON: That'’s true, isn't it? But in a play, on stageybe it's ... If you put a mad
person there would that be absolutely horrible? bdgyeople have done it. I'm not sure
whether we've ever talked about it, but we didréinwit to be obvious who was the mad
person in the play. Which is very Open Dialogue.

DAVID: Well, basically, you never act mad at anyirgpdo you?

JON: No, but the things my character says areeslyrrational thoughts, are they?
They're odd. That I've been nominated for the NdBete. That Hitler is my father. Because
of his frozen sperm.

DAVID: They're people telling tall stories.

JON: And if you think about the stuff the motheadcter says about Dracula coming
from Ireland. It sounds mad but it's actually true.

DAVID: But taken out of context, it comes acrossvadness, and normalizing
‘madness’ fits with our saying, ‘It's not that disélar to what you might feel on a daily
basis.’
4L osing ©oneself inFthe ‘Fflow’ and Screating Ppsychosis
Collaborating as long-term creative partners, Darid Jon benefit from a heightened
sensitivity to one another that extends to thedispace and, as they suggest, to the
atmosphere generated in the rehearsal space. @idating mode of interaction in which
performers have developed sufficient trust todetmay be likened to a level of perception
called ‘flow’. Flow implies a reduction of self-ceciousness to the level of a useful but non-
intrusive awareness that a performance is unfoldiihg condition of total preoccupation and
immersed investment in the here and now is a kfreispension somewhere between
energized relaxation and concentratibnFor David, flow begins with an idea about

becoming immersed in character. Jon extends hiseamwas of flow to include the



performance environment. A productive atmosphegeires not only an internal sense by
the performer of maximum individual investment evising but an awareness of its effects.
Thus identification with extracts of text from preus rehearsalsre assembled along with
significant gestural phraseasnd these draw other performers into conjecturassiéad to a
shared immersed creativity.

Jon and David appear to be exploring the limitetber people’s tolerance of an idea
and using interaction with others to go beyond vdreg is able to conceptusdé alone.
‘Mad’ people have been associated with a kind tfilpged voice and afforded a licexe to
perform alterity and to bring a fresh perspective on social nokh&eropudas Hospitalq
Tornio, Finland, the psychiatric team respond withours of a call for help following a
psychotic crisis. They visit their clients in theivn homes to diffuse and reconfigure the
family response to a psychotic event. The psydbtatself-reflexively incorporate
themselves in the dialogue around a psychosis,lppétussing their own feelings as
witnesses of the atmosphere in the family grougyTegard everybody within a family or
community structure as having some agency withénatfter-affect of a psychotic event.

DAVID: Then we've come, now, to this point where'meemakingSchizophrenia
improvising and trying to get lost in characteerdt we? That's a good improvisation, when
we lose ourselves in the flow of something.

JON: Not necessarily character, but something ...

DAVID: Performance tension or something.

JON: Atmosphere.

DAVID: Can you think of moments like that in reheals, where you thought, ‘Yes,
we’re onto something here!’

JON: InEradicatior? No, | can't.

DAVID: At Felsted School went off on that rant abélitler's sperm.



JON: Oh, yeah.

DAVID: That was the best.

JON: | do remember.

DAVID: That was the best thing in those two weeks.

JON: | remember Johnny Boy®scomment was ‘| want what you're taking.’

DAVID: Which is often what people say to us whem skiows are going well, isn’t
it? ‘l don't know what they’re on, but | want soragit’, because it's some kind of magical
transformation. You know, you hit a flow. Thinkied that moment, what was it you were
tapping? What was happening?

JON: | have no idea. Sorry, that’s not very usdful, | don’t know. | mean, | suppose
I'd been reading stuff, hadn't I1? I'd been watchitpt of videos of Will Self. | have actually
no idea why | had. Maybe | just found him intenegtithis very confident, highly articulate
person. And then | was thinking about my childhaod how in school | had told that story,
to a boy, when | was 10 or 11, that Hitler was altjumy father.

DAVID: Why do you think you did that, as a boy?

JON: To be more interesting than | was. | did théit.

DAVID: My son told his swimming teacher that | wasad

JON: On several occasions, | told somebody verpsgly (and people believed me),
that | was building a spaceship in my shed, andd going to go to Jupiter. I'd discovered
this chemical that you could paint on things sa thay'd lose gravity. Just, taken frohe
First Men in the Mooty H. G. Wells. A friend of mine agreed that he@ime with me.

DAVID: There is a trait there, which is shared withople who are labelled ‘mad’.
An insecurity. You wanted to defend yourself, okeagourself more interesting, divert
people from your boring reality, by saying, ‘Ohnlthis’, so they’'d be attracted to you. It's

sort of a self-esteem problem, or non-problem.jit&t a condition that we feel at times.



JON: Maybe it wasn’t. Maybe it was more selfisianted to feel more interesting
myself, not for other people to be more interegtetie. Or maybe it's a bit of both.

DAVID: Why do we do anything really? It's sort af &ntertain ourselves, isn't it? If
you entertain yourself in a way that also entegaithers, you become popular, and then
you're winning on two fronts, aren’t you?

JON: Or maybe it's kind of playing a game and tteswing other people into the
game, like the guy who wanted to go with me totdupiThese people, maybe they knew it
was rubbish, but they wanted to go along with it.

DAVID: So, you were tapping into this childhood meny, and research, let’s say,
about Will Self, because, had we already decideddwa writer? | seem to remember you
going on about Margaret Drabble at Warwick Arts tten

JON: | don’t remember.

DAVID: Then, later, I think in preparation for tiénland trip, we were discussing
what our backstory would be, to see if these goysdcwork it out, and we agreed, through
discussion, that your writer character was delwdiabout being an amazing writer, because
it was the only moment of connection he had hat Wis$ father — ‘That's really good
writing, you might be a writer one day!” or someittilike that. Somehow, in the meltdown
of your stressed-out mind, of leaving home, Mummgdb hospital, and your world falling
apart, you'd clung on to this idea that you welis treat writer, and therefore Dad would be
proud of you, and then, maybe Mum would come bHakas that kind of sequence of
thinking.

JON: | remember that when we went to Tornio, tottbspital.

DAVID: Keropudas Psychiatric hospital in Torniathbught in the improvisation
there we were two artists on a retreat in Finlamdl we got a blocked chimney, and | was

really obsessed, and then later, Timo Haaranieitlj $ah, where are you staying?’ At the



end of our visit, we'd done the improvisation, drelsaid ‘Where are you staying?’ We said,
‘Oh, we're in this hotel here. It's really hot astliffy’, and he said ‘Ah, a blocked chimney!’

JON: The real hotel, you mean.

DAVID: He was playing detective with us.
5-Not &giving Eeach Ogather Nnotes aboutMmad Aacting
Self-consciousness may stall an actor when thegrbedoo aware of the external
expectations of an audience, or more specificallgirector. Unless they understand their
function as a co-author, this may be challenginrgafdirector. Due to production timescales
the published script of Ridiculusmgsvork is often not the script as it is heard orribut
an early version. David and Jon assert their asltiipthere, but in almost every other respect
they take a pluralistic approach to generatingdetdrmining the script. They resist directing
individual actors, concentrating instead on questiof the pace, rhythm or ‘scale’ of
expression by the whole ensemble. They frequenthgtitute actors in parts that they have
created for themselvesr swap roles between themselv&Bavid and Jon seem less
concerned with questions about the ‘ownership’ pfeze of text by an individual contributor
or performer. Indeed, what they appear to be Iapkin in their collaborators is an ability to
relinquish a text.

The process of writing the script involves openeshdonversations with diverse
collaborators. Improvisation then revisits inteiaas and fragments of conversation, and this
is recorded. Transcriptions of these recordingparérmed then combined with other ‘bits’,
re-ordered performed and learned. A fictional narrative wathappearance of veracity
emerges. Where narrative elements are missingdlzand Jon resist the temptation to script
autonomously, but return to an earlier phase irptbeess, proposing new situations for
improvisation until a ‘whole’ script evolves. Thisstested in public performance and edited

assiduously throughout the early touring versidrnhe production.



The written text retains the ornamentation litteaeound improvised expressions or
ideas. Given these post-structuralist inclinatignsiay not be surprising then that
Ridiculusmus are less interested in psychologicglificance, subtext and gesture, that is,
the currency of some directors’ negotiations wittoes. Ratherthey are preoccupied with
the tempo and duration of scenes, the musicalitgpétition and of rhythm in the whole
text. Critical decisions about what works in thetext of such preoccupations continue to
develop even while the material is performed toghblic.

JON: The other thing | was thinking is that we mawally give each other notes
about our acting.

DAVID: No.

JON: Which is what a director does, and I've realizeally irritates me, and | always
give a worse performance when I’'m given notes. Bsed've been told to do something,
because I've got to think ‘Oh, now I've got to shtwat’, this thing, and then therefore |
can't really get lost in it. You've got to get thaipproval by doing this thing that they want
you to do.

DAVID: We've come to an understanding that if wentvlow, we mustn’t give
notes.

JON: But we never said, ‘Okay, you're playing ttat mad. You're not playing that
mad enough.’ Or at least, | don’t think we did.

DAVID: | suppose we give notes indirectly in thated). In a way, the inclusion or
exclusion of material says, ‘This is the kind ahththat will fit with my idea of what this
play is’, and we come to a kind of harmonious agrest of what those bits are, that then
stick together into the play.
6-Doing ©our ©own Ffamily Sstories

DAVID: | know of one moment for me, when | felt lag in flow, recreating my dad at the



window of the National Theatre Studio. Do you rerbenthat?

JON: | do.

DAVID: | was like some sort of strange, nervoudbliiThere’s a car coming, there’s
not a car coming, and all this kind of thing, and | couldn’t see #rigig out that window, but
| was right back in 1983, and witnessing my dais hervous breakdown, and not
understanding it, the strange, cyclical talk of theonically anxious, and finding it really
therapeutic, but also that it is totally overwhaimime as a performer. | was loving it, just
totally lost in it. Feeling like, even though mydsawvas to the room, and | was looking out
the window, that | was performing something of iet that could hold an audience’s
attention. Because it was having such an effect on the athwracters. It felt like a very
strong thing, and it was memory, it was therapetiit it was chronic anxiety. It wasn'’t
psychosis.

JON: But yet, when you take anxiety to such aneemé, that it becomes delusional,
then you really are in the realm of schizophrenia.

DAVID: Yeah, but these are the headline-grabbeisthis minimal thing. Again, we
wanted to, | suppose, because of the influencdl tfat, say, ‘If you start worrying, that's
step one towards what is labelled “schizophrédi&ou can choose this or that label and
step-by-step, you could end up at the point whetérg stabbing yourself and your family
with a carving knife. That carving knife in the shwas to say, ‘We acknowledge that
carving knives are associated with madness.’ Buiveneted to subvert that. Your first
appearance is with the knife, isn't it?

JON: Yes, like, ‘I'm cooking pasta. | can cook @ast

DAVID: And then you come through to the doctor'desiand | see you with the

knife, and | take it off you.



+-Deliberate Bdistancing ~from Fthe SsceneFto YJunderstand Fthe Ppoint Wwe're
Mmaking

Metatheatre, or metatheatricality, is a dramat@igityle that appears frequently in
Ridiculsumuss work, as it does in so much contemporary and podém performance.
Conventionally this is a device such as the ‘play within a pléy which the formal
structures of the play are acknowledged in theestflplaying.Noises Offa famously self-
referential farce, was discussed during the degisfrEradication Herg however, the
inclination towards self-reference does not elueidae genreor present anything so
straightforward as a play within a play. Althouglisistructured and conducted with the
formality and constraint of a chamber pieEeadicationis replete with sensory interruptions
and visual disturbance that repeatedly draw atieritt moments of coincidence, dissonance
and synthesis. With a central character claiminigeiee composed reality, the play suggests

that reality is a matter of contingency, creativityd imaginatior. The discipline required by

the actors to mematze an interlocking four way spoken dext. For audéenthis might | - { Comment [Q5]: AU: Stands as a fragment.
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privilege the rehearsal required for this work &dffective. Moments of clarity seem to

‘land’ when there is singular coincidence of phsaaed meaning. Whehetext falters or
appears to disconnechowever, the audience is reminded of contingemclyaaaptation in

live performance. The staging enableshe audience to hear part of the text twice. The se
places the audience in two different spaces andlibeome aware of the different experience
of the play that each group has. The split audieicea hear each other and thus perform for
one another, d@otely aware of another group watching, listeningnessing. Self-
consciousness or double consciousness, then, @hothe reserve of the performer on
stage. Here the audience as groups of people adtfegm one another become conscious of
what others are hearing, the condition of a mgmsTsitive person in everyday society. At

times the audience see some action through neticsiind as shadows on the curtains.



Plato’s metaphor for human consciousness and mmti&#on is a cave wall upon which are
cast the shadows of people who are chained in &baffire. This is an appropriate model
here as the audience allocated to one side ofdtiermance space are aware of both the
present action and that which takes place in anotitan. The two spaces are, respectively,
the family home of Rupert, Richard and their motlaed the clinical psychiatrist’s treatment
room (or vice versa depending on the order that you experierezejh The audience
members see a world enacted in front of them,iritisual sense of engagement in that
world is held at a distance. Just as in dreamardigcan appear to shift their guise without
breaking the undertow of their intentions, so tharacters in the two different scenes are
also simultaneous. This duality is also experierinesbme psychotic delusion. This device
can disrupt the dramatic narrative performed insib@re and simple staging in front of each
group. A simpdy family scene is distorted and the relations betwaeracters and scenes
are not always transparent. There is a very ctagac ffor David and Jon as writers. Not only
are the dialogues from the two scenes interlateds¢enes on each side are also moving
backwards in time. When the audiences swap overder to watch the scene on the other
side, what they see is a truncated, speeded upneatwhat they have already overheard.
And yet, because they have the memory of what posly were intrusive phrases, there may
be a greater sense of clarity in repetition. Ridldgscribes the play he is in as a reality
created by himself and consequently the realitytbérs is subject to the whim of his creative
writing. The tactic here seeks to avoid pinning dawy certainty about the location of
‘madness’ and what is reality, and this is a mudnentomplex device than an effect of
‘alienation’ discussed now.

DAVID: What about where we deliberately distanaettsat people, in a Brechtian
way, are able to detach themselves from the enmotibthe scene, in order to understand the

point that we’re making. What about that?



JON: Can you think of an example?

DAVID: Where we deliberately break the fiction. Tfoairth wall, although it's a bit
confusing in that context, because we've got twiesi

JON: You mean like meta-theatre?

DAVID: That kind of thing.

JON: The bit about the name of the play we're srthiat what you were thinking?

DAVID: Yes, that.

JON: That's not really alienation, is it? We'rdIdtist in it.

DAVID: Because we don't do it, do we? Metatheatoe, us, only reveals another
layer of fiction. We reinforce the inner layer aftfon by revealing a second layer of fiction,
rather than reality. We're trying to find a secdager that supports that inner layer of fiction.
8-No Ffourth Wwall and David &going M-mad
Eradicationopens with a longeur. The psychiatrist looks ouhtomembers of the audience
in anticipation of a response, as it turns out. His first lineptiyseem very quiet todgysets
the tone for a reflexivity that will incorporateettaudience. This presents the audience with
uncertainty, a risky tactic at the outset of a pl&en language fails he draws a diagram of
psychosis locating himself in relation to the rigadif his patient. He addresses the audience
as if they were his patientand directly provokes questions about how theggiee one
another. Partly due to its stubborn, yet ridicuJamnplexity the diagram is laughable. The
comical impossibility of diagrammatic representatand of a clear clinical presentation, as
David describes its-arecomplicated by the pace of the scene on the oitierdd the wall.

To synchrorize with the other scene as an actor David has todnte moments of hiatus,
during which the audience may feel that a resp@egpected from them. David actively
includes the audience ‘in our fictigrand uses a performance technique to focus histiatte

on people who, voluntarily or not, are momentadiistracted, looking away the moment that



their attention returns to him, perhaps provokedheyfeeling that they are being watched
closely. It underlines a notion of co-presence tedresponsibility for each audience
member to make individual meaning from within tlmion of audience or, as David calls it
here, ‘mob’. He is referring to the volatility oh @udience at the outset of a play. For actors
and audienceshe progress of a play on any particular nightriknown and the first few
minutes can often set the tone. There is an inptigitation to interact in David’s glances
and close ‘listening’. He is inviting participatiday each individual, but audience members
may not have the confidence to speak out. Laught#@more collective manifestation of
interaction but David and Jon reflect on the rigkpursuing a dialogue through laughter. In
the instance they mention here, sniggering in thiteance grows into a hysterical

uncontrolled exchange that exceeds the purposecoiueaging alertness on the part of the

priori relation between performer and audience beforéidtienal constructs of the doctor
character and his ‘clients’ are introduced.

DAVID: There are other moments where | broke ... kaow, when I’'m doing that
very difficult opening speech, of the doctor, dohig medical presentation. Because of the
nature of the material, you're doing the scenehenather side, and I'm just standing there
and trying to hold the moment. The only way to tdwas to look at the audience. Because
they were a living, unpredictable mob, if they ched | would look at the person who was

coughing, or if they were on their phone or if thvegre talking. The fourth wall, if anywhere,

was outside thb auditorium, It, includ!es the peapleur fiction. __ -~ | comment [Q6]: AU: Please check this part
77777 of the text.

JON: But you'd do the same thing@ive Me Your Lovewith the box? You'd look
at people if they coughed.
DAVID: Yes.

JON: | remember you giving me that as a note, orething: some business to do.



DAVID: It's a way of keeping their focus, as wdbecause it also recognizes the fact
that the event is live, and that's one excitinggiluiity of theatre, that anything can happen,
and it's here, and it's now.

JON: What about that moment? When we were in BA&Y, night when you were
doing the doctor and those two people started igiggand then you joined in. What was
going on there? Were you starting to perform thejrchologies with them?

DAVID: | think | was going mad, because their lategghwas making me laugh ... that
mad feeling of uncontrollable laughter.

JON: You were joining in with their hysteria. Wéete a moment where you were
conscious of, ‘This is probably helping them, tisiprobably a good thing to do’, so you let it
go on?

DAVID: No, it was uncontrollable.

JON: But afterwards, you said that, | think, didyou?

DAVID: | couldn't help it, because it was just sgaxicating. | don’t know anything
like that, beyond laughter, really, that is so kitating that you just can’t stop it.

During the Edinburgh Festivatradicationreceived outstanding and almost universal critical
approbation from theatre specialists and genedieaoe members across mainstream and
social media. Reviews revisited the densely woattem of text and at times tried to unpick

‘ its carefully threaded knots. While there were gtbsiwho were frustrated by the
complexity of the work, there was also a huge adtioin for the staging and the style of
performance. The play clearly worked on peopletE@gtions of mental health. It increased

‘ curiosity and contributed, through peshow Q&A: and other forms of dissemination, to the
ways in which members of a family can negotiateifiatension as well as social provision
and care. Ridiculusmus aim to encourage dialogdesarpathy in order to contribute to the

‘ quiet revolution against the stigneition of mental ill health. Towards the end of the



Edinburgh Festival run Ridiculusmus were awardedTtbtal Theatre Award for Significant
Contribution to Theatre-Making in the UK. This miag one indication of the efficacy of the
production as it attempts to improve both artistgponses and public curiosity about mental

ill health diagnosis and treatment.
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large cardboard box. Throughout the performanaelaiver legs and a pair of trainers are all

that the audience can see of the performer’s body.



