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Appendix A
Supplementary Material to Chapter 6

The following Appendix contains supplementary material on the thirty-six ‘episodes’ identified
from the Residency timetable for HMP Blackwood (see table (v) pg 138 in the main thesis). As
noted in Chapter 6, Analysis, a concern throughout the thesis has been to seek a model for the

document which, as far as is possible, attempts to convey the lived experience of the Violent
llusion week and reflect or recapitulates the dynamic Residency process.

The form of the novel offers a possibility for such a focus on ‘processes in motion and change’
but as also noted, would not be suited to the demands of academic writing. The material here
therefore should be seen as a supplement to the material in Chapter 6, to further contextualise
events around the limited number of ‘critical episodes’ selected for analysis, and to allow space

for analysis and discussion around episodes which, while interesting and part of the holistic
process of the Residency, cannot be considered ‘critical’.

Reference is made in the Appendix to material in the main body of the thesis, such as specific
stanza numbers. This Appendix also contains material in stanza form, so to avoid confusion all

stanzas which exist in the main thesis retain their numbering, and additional stanza material
here is instead given a sequential letter of the alphabet.
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Monday

Critical episode 1

Prologue: Before a Word is Spoken

The first critical episode selected focuses on the moment when the inmate participants enter the
Chapel of HMP Blackwood for the first time in the Residency, on Monday morning, and is

essentially about the elements of the Geese Discourse and the inmate Discourse meeting non-
verbally. Full discussion and analysis can be found in Chapter 6, Analysis.

Critical episode 2
Introductions & Contracts: ‘We’re here to talk about violence’

The second critical episode selected for attention focuses on the Geese use of spoken

language in Discourse. Full discussion and analysis as exemplars of the Geese use of language
can be found in the main body of the thesis.

Episode 3
Performance of The Violent lllusion Part 1

To contextualise the reactions that will be considered in the main thesis under critical episode 4,
Group feedback of reactions to Vi1, it is necessary to consider a brief synopsis of the play. The
character names given here, such as Granddad, Daughter and so on are needed to indicate
who is who, but are not given to the audience before the performance starts. There is no
‘programme’ giving scene lists and character names. The action is backed by a specially
written, sinister ‘music’ full of menace, threat and foreboding with an occasional hint of hope.

The passage of time from scene to scene is indicated with the lights slowly fading out and back
up, each new scene generally being accompanied by a change in the ‘music’.

The show is played with no dialogue and the cast wear ‘full’ masks that cover the whole face
(see Appendix H). The ‘wall' panels of the set are not standard theatrical ‘flats’ but simple
tubular frameworks holding a painted cloth backdrop over rollers at top and bottom of the frame.
These backdrops can be rotated so the image of dingy wallpaper, which show at the start of the
performance, is superseded by other, more particular images at significant points in the

narrative, so that the ‘wallpaper’ becomes a particular image (see Appendix | and J).

The Story of The Violent lllusion Part |

The Violent llilusion Part | is the story of three generations of a ‘family’ over a period of about
three years, covering the pregnancy, birth and toddlerhood of a boy child, compressed into an
hour of unremitting intergenerational and relationship abuse in all directions: Sexual, physical,
emotional, substance and psychological, father to daughter and grandson, mother to child, adult
male to adult male, boyfriend to girifriend. The tatty flat in which the show is set is a scene of
fear, neglect, pain and some very occasional glimpses of play or affection.



Scene 1 Home Sweet Home

At the beginning of the play, the inmates see Daughter (in her late teens) attempting to make
the flat her home. Granddad (played by me) enters. The character is named Granddad with
reference to the as yet unborn grandchild, but he is father of Daughter. Sitting a reluctant
Daughter on his knee, Granddad attempts to force her to touch him sexually; it is clear this is
well-established behaviour. Daughter resists and shows baby clothes to reveal and indicate
she is pregnant, and, angered, Granddad storms out. (From behind my mask | can see there is
some hostility and puzzlement on the faces in the audience as they try to work out our
relationship, Field Notes p15).

Scene 2: The Mirror Scene

Some time has now passed, and Daughter is now heavily pregnant. We see Boyfriend 1,
possibly the father of the baby, lounging around the flat. He enters from the ‘bedroom’ to
indicate he and Daughter have just had sex. At one point Daughter poses before a mirror with a
fashion magazine and a hat and Boyfriend 1 brutally pushes her aside, claiming the mirror to
preen himself and causing Daughter to fall, again occasioning general frowns in the audience
(Field Notes p15). This scene later forms the basis of the group Thinking Report (a cognitive
technique which attempts to clarify and establish the link between thoughts, feelings and
behaviour) discussed in critical episode 7 The Mirror Scene Replay, in Chapter 6. My character
(Granddad) again enters and seeing Daughter lying hurt, attacks Boyfriend 1; Granddad is
stabbed and wounded by Boyfriend 1 who leaves for good as abused Daughter attempts to
comfort her injured abuser before he too staggers out.

Scene 3: Mother and Child

Again, some months have passed. We see Daughter alone at home with a newly born baby and
smoking dope to relax. She tries blowing the smoke in the face of baby to ease its incessant,
penetrating ‘colicky’ crying, and there is some laughter in the audience at this (Field Notes p15).
Clearly not coping, she briefly locks the newly born baby and its ear-piercing crying outside the
flat before bringing it back inside to slump in defeated.

Scene 4: Use the Belt

A few years have passed. The boy Child, is now a young toddler. Daughter's father (the Child's
Granddad) is present in the flat ignoring the Child, and the boy repeatedly misbehaves to get
some attention. His mother tells him off several times, returning him to his play and eventually
slapping his hand. Granddad, who has been watching, loses patience and demonstrates how to
‘'discipline’ the child properly, severely beating the boy with his belt. | can see from behind my
mask that the men in the audience are all either bolt upright in their chairs and staring furiously
at my character or sitting head downwards, seemingly not wanting to watch (Field Notes p15).
After beating the Child — who is left writhing in shock and pain on the floor - my character



presents the belt to Daughter, with a ‘here — your turn’ gesture and forces her to beat the Child
to demonstrate she can ‘do it properly’.

Scene 5: Babysitting

Daughter's only baby sitter seems to be my character, Granddad, who at one stage, after
carefully locking the flat door when Daughter has left, leads the Child offstage through the door
that has been established as leading to the bedroom of the flat. After a pause, he returns,
zipping up his fly and adjusting his crotch, to indicate sexual abuse of the child. The Child
himself returns, seeming dazed and confused. The audience is now radiating waves of hostility

to the point where, even in a full-face mask, | dare not look towards them directly (Field Notes
p15).

Scene 6;: Bad Emu

There is no sanctuary for the Child. Daughter plays with him in a tickling game using an Emu
hand puppet, again occasioning a little laughter from the audience (Field Notes p16); but her
motherly touch becomes inappropriately sexual and then physically hurtful. She has gained a
new Boyfriend (Boyfriend 2) who is not as brutal as the first but is again clearly uninterested in
the Child and more casually sadistic and cruel, idly toying with the belt until he notices Child's
fear reaction, and then flicking the belt to frighten Child. Tiring of the ‘game’, Boyfriend 2 hustles
Daughter into the bedroom with him. Child watches activities from the doorway before throwing
toys to interrupt. Boyfriend 2 tires of the boy interrupting his sex life, storms from the bedroom
and attempts to leave for good. Daughter begs him desperately to stay, taking up the belt as
Granddad has shown her and beating the Child. Boyfriend 2 watches and laughs, then leaves,
with Daughter slumping into a defeated heap, ignoring the sobbing Child.

Scene 7: Cooking

Daughter is busy at the stove as Child plays with his toys. He seeks her attention, is ignored
and again misbehaves. This time, unlike earlier in scene 4, she does not return him to his play

and slap his hand but deliberately burns his hand with the hot frying pan, leaving him convulsed
with pain.

Scene 8: Child Alone

The show now shifts into its final scene: Daughter wanders on with a vodka bottie, clearly drunk,
takes an overdose of pills and collapses. Child tries desperately to waken her. Granddad enters,
also clearly drunk; he collapses in the other armchair without noticing Daughter and falls asleep.
Child tries unsuccessfully to get his attention and the play concludes with the victimised little
boy expressing rage and violence towards his environment, throwing and breaking objects,
repetitively returning to seek reaction from his comatose or dead mother, left to fend for himself

in a darkened flat. Eventually he finds a place to hide under the kitchen table and curls up,
waiting for his Granddad to awake.



After the stage lights fade down those of us on stage quickly exit. There is no applause and the
men in the audience seem shocked, murmuring among themselves, shaking heads, or simply
staring at the floor (Field Notes p16). There is no ‘curtain call’, other than for those of us who

have performed, quickly to get out of costume and come back on stage to be reintroduced and
‘deroled’ by Kirkham.

Entering aesthetic space
The performance of the The Violent lllusion Part | is the first instance in the Residency of a form
of Boalian aesthetic space. Readers will recall from Chapter 2 that aesthetic space:
¢ Posses both physical dimensions and subjective dimensions
o |s ‘oneiric’ (of dreams) with memory and imagination serving to project subjective
dimensions onto the physical
o Produces an ‘affective space’ which is both dichotic and asynchronous, in that the
subject both observes and projects these memories & sensibilities, and is thus ‘in two
places at once’ (metaxis)

e Has gnosological properties able to stimulate knowledge & discovery, cognition and
recognition

In Chapter 6 critical episode 1, Before a Word is Spoken, and critical episode 2, Introductions
and Contracts, we considered the activity building tasks going on and noted that within the main
activity of ‘watching a play' were present possibly contradictory sub activities such as signing
contracts and considering violent behaviour (which will grow to become a central activity), with
coherence in this Chaotically multivalent situation being created through Kirkham's connection
building. Despite the incongruities of contracts and the Information for Participants document,
the dominant cultural model is still ‘theatre’, as demonstrated by the inmates’ observed

adherence to theatre conventions of ‘stage’ and ‘audience’ space, discussed in Chapter 6.

In Chapter 6 we also considered the ‘Conversation’ formed by the intercourse between
Discourses. The Violent Illlusion Part 1 is a very powerful opening statement in this
Conversation between inmates and Geese, a powerful element of the Geese Discourse,
because Geese have established a socioculturally situated identity as actors which the
performance of V/1 then destabilises:

“... they're still going to be coming in thinking ‘this is a theatre company coming

in here’ and they will have their own preconceptions I'm sure and then they get

[VI1] and it's like ‘fucking helll”” (Morris 2003)

As Watson identifies, “[V/1] sets up the week up as something which is not going to be like any
other week they've ever done before” (Watson 2003).



The Emotion Bomb: The Violent lllusion Part 1 Chronicling Chaos
In interviews with Geese company members several interlinked strands to what the

performance of VI1 may potentially be doing emerged and were referred to explicitly. The
central themes may be summarised as follows:

1. Projective identification
2. Affective (emotional) engagement
3. The use of masks in the above

We will try to work through these themes, analysing Geese's collective and individual
understanding of the issues, before turning to the inmate audience's reactions to the
performance, the subject of critical episode 4, Group feedback of reactions to VI1, in Chapter 6.

1. Projective identification

Supporting the model proposed in the literature survey, there is a uniform appreciation from
members of Geese Theatre that V/1 plays a crucial role in the Residency and that much of its
effect depends on mechanisms of transference and projective identification. Transference is the
psychological phenomenon of relating to others in the present, in ways that come from past

experiences, a transferring of the ‘blueprint’ of psycho-emotional-behavioural reaction, and can
be an entirely unconscious response (see Chapter 2).

Projective identification is a ‘'mix up' of ‘self’ with ‘other’, and is a normal part of the process of
developing inter-subjectivity (Thomas 1996). Cox & Thielegaard (1994) note that like therapists,
actors

“....serve as projective figures. The transference does not represent a real

object relationship, but it is one in which the therapist/actor serves as a

target upon which the patient/spectator transfers and projects important

feelings stemming from important figures (objects) in the past.” (p266).

Grainger (1990) argues that theatre can strengthen the self through aiding development of inter-
subjectivity by ‘imaginative involvement in others’ lives’; in the case of V/1, because of the
verisimilitude to the lived experience of the inmates, and thus to their unconscious material, The
Violent lllusion Part 1 (and by extension the Residency as a whole) aims to foster imaginative
involvement in (for the inmates) one’s own life, with a developmental aim of strengthening the
self as Grainger suggests. Raynsford captures the essence of Geese comments when she
states that:

‘I think that [projective identification) its absolutely crucial to the process

because that's essentially what we will be asking them to do for the rest of the

week, to project their experience and thoughts onto our theatrical stimulus...

therein lies putting in VI1 very early... So its an absolutely crucial component....



that's what gets them to go with the process because they will just be projecting
their own stuff, their own knowledge onto the piece” (Raynsford 2003, para. 84).

Such projections can occur wherever there is an interpersonal relationship, but are particularly
likely to occur in a therapeutic setting where boundaries, power dynamics and relationships,
trauma and traumatic experience, vulnerabilities and so on are deliberately brought into the
arena. An interesting point is that while some approaches see the therapist’s role as being to
stay ‘neutral’ in order to serve as a vehicle for projections, and others encourage a warm
supportive relationship where transferences can be worked through, VI1 has, arguably, no
positive transferential figures for the watching men to identify with. All the adult male characters
(Granddad, Boyfriends 1 and 2) are brutal and abusive in varying degrees; Daughter is of

course a woman; and the Child is an extremely disempowered and victimised figure.

This ‘casting’ is deliberate, as Heywood observes: ‘[VI1] ...gives them or gets them close to the
experience of a victim and a perpetrator so they're right in there at both ends immediately”
(Heywood 2003 para 75 my emphasis). This is of significance because within the understanding
of this thesis, all the inmates are of course perpetrators of violence, but a significant number, if
not all, are also victims; they thus hold a dual role, inhabiting two spaces at once in a reflection
of both Boalian ‘metaxis’ and particle physics (Gleick 1987).

Linking to discussions in Chapter 2 on traumatic experience, Brookes states that
“I think V/1 does tap into childhood, their own childhood trauma pretty damn
quickly.... and even if they ... aren't really consciously aware of blame or blame
factors within that, like ‘a child didn’t deserve it and nor did I, something very
unconscious immediately kicks in for them, seeing a child beaten or hurt and a
woman hurt and a man behaving very horribly” (Brookes 2003, para. 85).

Further evidence for the ability of the performance to promote projective identification comes
literally from the other side of the stage space, in comments made to me made by Bruce F., one
of the inmate participants who does not receive much focus in this thesis, during afternoon tea
break on Tuesday, the day after V/1 is shown. Bruce F. commented that the experience of
watching VI1 was “...like having someone having a video camera and seeing you do it [so you
ended up watching yourself in the replay]” and that seeing the set “like a house” linked to his
own intimate domestic experiences and made him “sit back and think” (Field Notes p41).

The live theatrical nature of the stimulus must be regarded as central, as the performance
provides not an individual therapist upon which to project, but takes note of Bion's (1961)
suggestion of a group psychodynamic process whereby social (role) identities within the work
group are constructed according to similar psychodynamic principles for individual identification.
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2. Affective (emotional) engagement
A key component of projective identification is emotional engagement; feeling (in the Damasian
sense), to some degree, ‘that's me’. Again, members of Geese are clear about the affective

power of V/1. Raynsford suggests that personal experience of victimisation is not necessary for
Vi1 to have an effect:

‘I think what it does is it generates affect and it will generate it even if you've
never been abused in that way yourself, the sense is of feeling pain and the
emotions.... which is very useful for the processes of the week. For some it will

connect very very much with their own victimisation.” (Raynsford 2003, para. 74).

Morris concurs: “What | observed of VI1 ... was that it shocked them more than it did anything
else ...." (Morris 2003 para 76).

Watson agrees with this understanding:

“| think VI1 makes people very angry! It certainly creates a response, it makes people
interested, raises affect, it gets people emotionally engaged” (Watson 2003 para 81), as does
Brookes,; “l| think it generates a very massive emotional response in them.... that stays with them
for the rest of the week, they don't lose it.” (Brookes 2003 para 86).

Interestingly, given that the above comments show a lot of ‘negative affect’ or hostility is often
generated by V/1, Brookes suggests that the performance also serves a bonding function in the
Residency:

“I think there’s quite a strong, sometimes a very strong attachment [between the

inmates and Geese members), very quick and it's quite healthy ... because....

we're very boundaried around that, but | think it's pretty damn immediate. | think

VI1 makes that happen very quickly.” (Brookes 2003 para 83).

This is in interesting point given earlier references to the effective facilitation of a developmental

process such as the Residency is, being contingent upon “...certain qualities which exist in the
personal relationship between the facilitator and the learner” (Rogers 1969, p105).

On the same theme, but in contrast, Kirkham notes the power of V/1 to damage the relationship
between members of Geese and the inmates: “I think it's really important that they are able to
distinguish between us as the character [in VI1] and us as the people who are in that room
because they see some pretty horrific stuff going on” (Kirkham 2003 para 117). These kinds of

issues link to the cluster of concepts around theory node 5, concerning the therapeutic alliance
or interpersonal style.

In the literature review we considered that the possible nomenclature for ‘emotion’ extended to
92 definitions over 11 categories, and accepted the definition offered by Damasio (1996, 2000):

"



e Feelings are somatovisceral changes originating in both the somatic and autonomic
nervous systems that are perceived internally; the muscle tension, sweating etcetera
that is the embodiment of emotional states. These feelings are continually present as
‘background’ data and can be represented non-consciously or become known to the
reflexive organism, when cognitive labelling or attribution process may apply

e Emotions are part of the process of regulatory homeostasis for the dynamically
changing organism and at least in part intended for outward social communication: they
are evolutionally based in the sense of being response selections or ‘action tendencies’
(Fridja 1986, Lazarus 1991) providing a motivational incentive in goal directed
behaviours (Bloom & Lazarson 1988).

Under these definitions, V/1 is likely to produce both feelings and emotions in the audience.
Brief mention was made above of the fleeting observations of the audience possible while | was

on stage as Granddad. It may now be worth again briefly considering the comments from Field
Notes:

Scene 4: Use the Belt

After Granddad has savagely beaten the Child with his belt Field Notes record: “I can see from
behind my mask that the men in the audience are all either [bolt] upright and staring furiously at
my character or sitting head downwards, seemingly not wanting to watch” (p15).

Scene 5: Babysitting
After sexually abusing the Child, Field Notes record “The audience is now radiating waves of
hostility to the point where, even in a full-face mask, | dare not look towards them directly” (p15).

Within the model proposed therefore, the events represented in the performance of V/1 can be
argued to act as an ‘as if environmental activator of the embodied somato-visceral feelings
(Damasio 2000) discussed in Chapter 2 and referred to previously as a core feature of trauma-
based violent behaviour, acting to represent the ‘skewed and distorted’ internal world externally
on stage. It is crucial to note that the presentation involves physiological and emotional
involvement and arousal, because of its dramaturgical nature, rather than emphasising a
cognitive involvement through dialogue.

As argued in Chapter 2, a key motivational theme to anger is a (culturally constructed)
‘demeaning offence against me or mine’ - in this analysis, the events of V/1 are a demeaning
offence to the watching inmates, linked as they are through projective identification to their own
trauma - based shame and guilt - their own ‘internal world’. This activation can be operating on
a conscious level of ‘emotionally weighty' autobiographical memory (see Alan A.'s comments in
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critical moment 4, Group feedback of reactions to VI1, in Chapter 6) and/or on a non-conscious
level (Damasio 1996).

The body language noted above can be seen as embodied expressions of these action patterns
and the action on stage can be seen as continuing the connection building task, linking the
world on stage, the ‘inner’ world and the experiential ‘life world’ (Lakoff 1987) of the inmates: ‘I
think however much they [may dismiss] it ... one of the reasons we get a big reaction from [VI1]

is that they do know that we know. It's there, it's raw and it's in front of them” (Kirkham 2003
para 129 my emphasis).

It is also important to note that VI1 makes use of the Heathcotian principle that if the dramatic
experience is to be related to the spectators’ own experience and thus achieve relevancy and
saliency (see Chapter 2) “...it must be universalised to draw in the unique experience of the
group.” (Heathcote 1972 p35, my emphasis), so the portrayals in VI1 are sufficiently accurate to

prompt identification without having to be an exact simulacrum of an individual experience.

The show embodies Geese’s collective knowledge of the likely experiences of the watching
inmates and utilises the ability of drama to present these ‘savage memories’ (see Jefferies
1991) so that “The emotional loading of the action [is] true to the context...” (Bolton 1976). Not

for nothing is the casual terminology for the performance a ‘show’, as we literally show the
inmates we know and strengthen our credentials as ‘credible communicators’.

One Geese company member still agrees on the effect of VI1 while not entirely convinced of the
purpose:

“Im still not quite sure that | buy [generating emotion] being a legitimate reason for

using VI1 at the start, but / agree wholeheartedly that it creates a huge amount of it

... L can't think of anything else that would do in that prison situation... and if that's

what we want to bring into the room then the theatre does that’ (Meakes 2003 para
128 my emphasis).

Similarly, Brookes expresses concerns around the power of V/1:

“| think it's quite a dangerous tool to use in the context that we're using it in, given
that the back up that we need within the prisons....which we always said we wanted

[is lacking]. [But] | think it is the perfect vehicle to start the week off...." (Brookes
2003 para 87).

Given these concerns, it is important to note arguments that VI1 as an aesthetic experience can
function as a ‘containing vessel’' for subsequent projected psychic anxiety. Even though V/1 is a
representation of transgression in all directions, “Art structures experience even when it is

chronicling chaos...” (Casson 1997 p52), and Bolton (1982a) suggests the ‘as if’ quality of a play
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provides protection for the liberation of emotional struggle. This is a literal acting out of internal
conflicts ‘at one remove’: Representation of the past through observed external action instead of
internally experienced memory, even though the one can stimulate the other.

Paradoxically, the aim of this structuring is not to provide a vision of unity and order but instead
to provoke emotional disequilibrium rather than Aristotelian catharsis in the audience, which |
have suggested in Chapter 2 should be defined as ‘secondary’ catharsis (Hodgson 1972,
Moreno 1970): Watching the tragedy of Vi1 should be a destabilising experience rather than a
cleansing one, and it is this destabilisation which is a ‘distinguishing mark’ of the transaction
with art (Peckham 1967).

3. The use of masks: ‘A nightmare world of clarity’

As mentioned, The Violent lllusion Part 1 is played in full-face masks. In a full-face mask literaily
the whole of the face is covered, unlike a half-mask where only the upper portion of the face is
hidden, leaving the lower jaw and chin free: This means that in a full mask you cannot speak
while a half-mask is designed to allow verbal interaction. The V/1 masks are also derived from
character masks (see Chapter 4, The Research Project).

This means that rather than being somewhat bland or ‘neutral’ of feature like mime masks (see
Johnstone 1991), they are based in the concept of character mask taken from the ltalian
theatrical tradition of Commedia dell’ Arte (Brookes 2004) and their features typify a character in
the sense of disposition, or, arguably, archetype. Thus the Child mask has a wide eyed
innocence about it, Daughter has a furrowed brow and perpetual anxiety within it, Granddad's
mask is overweight with a cruel twist to the mouth, creased eyes and so on.

There is unanimity amongst the Geese about the power of the full masks in facilitating projective
processes. As Raynsford notes
“[the masks] transport people into a ... nightmare world of clarity... there's
something unreal about them in a slightly frightening way. Like the baby's mask is
slightly larger than life and in some ways that is much like their power, their
emotional power is almost larger than life. So when that little baby comes on with a
huge face, his face is really pressed up against your face and you've got to take in
what he's going through.” (Raynsford 2003, para 80).

In a further link back to projective identification, Kirkham notes

“...because they're full masks they stop us from using language so that people are
able to project their own script either... the thinking script or the feeling script or
dialogue script onto what's going on..." (Kirkham 2003, para 117 my emphasis).
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Heywood too comments on the ‘heightening’ effect of the masks: ‘I think they .... read huge
amounts into [the masks] ....it's bigger but somehow | think it's more personal as well, because
you haven't got any words, they put all the words...” (Heywood 2003 para 92 my emphasis), a
theme which Watson picks up; “...the weirdness of [the masks] is part of it, they're full of
reality.... they don't pretend to be real but people project their own reality onto them, that's what
the distortedness of it all is” (Watson 2003 para 113 my emphasis). Kirkham concludes

“everything has to be heightened because it's full mask so it's a very theatrical thing” (Kirkham
2003 para 117).

Paradoxically, while the full masks are identified as crucial to the facilitation of projective
identification, which implies emotional engagement as discussed above, they are also seen as
performing a distancing function, a ‘making strange’:
“... using the full masks ... adds weight ...in terms of the theatre explanation, so
making something strange, creating something that's larger than life. The full
mask... creates even more of a distance in some ways than the half-masks ... it
gives the impression that they're watching something special, this is something
different, this is something out of the ordinary” (Meakes 2003, para 156)

Such a distancing function is of course more usually associated with a Brechtian approach,
where (allegedly) the aim is to suspend distracting emotional enjoyment in order to promote
rational critical analysis. In Vi1, the full masks seem to operate at one and the same time both
as a device for the promotion of emotional engagement and accessing of past personal
experience and psychodynamic structures though projective identification and as a

defamiliarising device to facilitate distanciation in order to put a frame around the activities
which will later be analysed rationally.

From the actor’'s perspective, the mask work is certainly Brechtian, in that its intention is entirely
different to the type of mask work where the intention is for the actor to be ‘possessed’ in a
trance state by the spirit of the Mask and the mask is understood to 'die’ when controlled by the

actor's will (Johnstone 1991. See De Panafieu 1982) Pollaczek 1954 and Saigre 1989 for
further discussions).

Mention has been made above of the comment by Bruce F. that the action of V/1 reminded him
of his home and own experiences; a comment which supports the Geese interpretation of what
the masks specifically ‘do’ comes from James M. Field Notes record that on the Wednesday at
tea break after the performance of the Violent lllusion Part 2, which is also performed in full
mask, James M. commented along the lines of the following:
“Them masks though.... they're amazing aren't they? In that first play you did, |
swear | [saw] the look on her face [Daughter] change when she burned him [the
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Child], and the boy look scared when [Granddad] was at him with the belt... but
they're solid aren’t they?” (Field Notes p32).

James is of course correct that the features of the masks are actually rigid and immobile, yet so
strongly do they facilitate projection that several audience members have the impression of
actually seeing shifting expressions and context dependent variable emotions move across the
‘face’.

In conclusion, it seems that
“...what the big masks [in VI1] do is very clearly clarify that there is a whole world
behind the masks, and some of the stuff is pretty darn huge and monumental. So
... what it shows is there are parts of you that you don’t show the world and there
are parts of you as big as these head masks and as powerful as these face masks.
They are the bits of you that we need to look at and do some work on” (Raynsford
2003, para 86)

Raynsford's image may be seen to function as a metaphor for the Residency process overall
and for links to the psychodynamic influences proposed by this thesis.

As will be explored further in later sections involving mask work, the hidden and paradoxical
logic of the use of Geese masks in the Residency is that of ‘masking to unmask’, (see Ives
1997) by attempting to help inmates to 'lift the mask’ and enter into a more authentic and
congruent relationship with the world. The removal of masks is a metaphor echoed in cross-
cultural situations to symbolise the possibility of emerging into a “..full awareness and
potentiality” (Braithwaite 1997). This chimes with a number of the theory nodes emerging from
the literature review, including: Shamanic transformational practices (again linking to the
‘magical’ or ‘alchemic’ quality of the Residency); Freirian education aimed at increasing
‘conscientisation’ and dramaturgical conceptions of the multiple or fragmentary potential self.

To conclude with an overall summary of the aims or effects of Vi1, | will again cite Cox and
Theilgaard
“‘By experiencing dramatic material mirroring personal conflicts, thoughts, fantasies
and feelings are projected onto fictive objects. Contact is therefore made between
conscious and unconscious material, so that a higher degree of integration
becomes possible. This is one of the therapeutic benefits of witnessing the plays in
live performance.” (1994 pp266-267 my emphasis).
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Episode 4
Group feedback of reactions to VI1

Other aspects of this episode that are considered ‘critical' because of their relevance for the
Discourse of the inmates on violence are considered in Chapter 6 under the episode of the
same title. What follows here is material culled from the same episode but which, while not
being ‘critical’ is of interest as an exemplar of the use of a communication style and ‘spirit’
codified in Motivational Interviewing (M.1.) (Miller & Rollnick 1991, 2002). It is not the ‘ritualistic’
or ‘high register’ language of Stanza 1 or Stanza 2 described in Chapter 6, but is a
demonstration and further example/continuation of the authoritative Geese voice placed within a
non-authoritarian Discourse of guided cooperation and collaboration.

In terms of the ‘model of change’ the assumption inherent in Geese practice is that most of the
inmates will be in early ‘Contemplation’, the ‘thinking about it' phase where ambivalence around
their ‘problem’ behaviour (i.e. violence) is very strong; there is no clear acceptance of a

‘problem’; and no decision to change has been taken. The focus of work with someone in this
stage of change should be to:

o Elicit the pros and cons of the behaviour from their perspective
Look at both the positive and negatives of changing and of remaining the same

Attempt to develop any discrepancies which people present between how things are
and how they would like them to be

o Consider the importance of change and their confidence in changing

The intention is that the other person, not the worker, should be the one who produces the
arguments for change, rather than the worker producing ‘resistance’ and a defensive reaction
where the other entrenches against a worker who is pressing for change (Miller & Rolinick 1991,

2002). Overall, the aim of the Residency can be seen as facilitating men in moving through
Contemplation to decision and Action.

Briefly, the style is both person centred and directive. The former element reflects the
humanistic values found, for example in Carl Rogers (1965) where the ‘client’ is treated with
‘unconditional positive regard’ and is seen as the ‘expert in their own lives’, while the latter

‘directive’ element to some extent predetermines the subject of the communication — in this
case, violence or violent behaviour.

Although research demonstrates that in criminal justice settings in the UK, empathic
communication with inmates was not, and probably remains, not generally culturally supported
(Hogue & Mann 2000, Ginsburg, Mann, Rogers & Weekes 2002), the use of M.I. is now widely
supported in accredited programmes (see for example McMurran 2004, Birgden & Vincent
2000). Such communication remains ‘ghettoised’ in treatment settings such as offending
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behaviour programmes rather than reflecting a rehabilitative ethos throughout a prison
institution overall (Farrall 2004).

When dealing with issue of offending behaviour where the ‘client’ has a vested interest in
minimising the effects or consequences of their own behaviour, classical ‘unconditional positive
regard’ may also be inappropriate. Instead, a position of ‘respectful scepticism’ (Jenkins 1990)
still conveying a non-judgemental attitude towards and respect for the other, may be a
preferable position.

Stanza 4 (below, repeated from Chapter 6) can be seen to illustrate an explicit use of reflective
listening techniques from M.I. and constitutes part of the reason for selecting this feedback as a

critical moment: The use of the techniques is part of the Geese Discourse and ‘background’ of
the Residency.

This is of relevance because within the theoretical basis of M.I. is an understanding of power
relationships and dynamics which is very specific and explicitly attempts to avoid the ‘expert
trap’ of a professional questioning to gain information on the basis that they can then
‘understand’ the ‘problem’ and find an appropriate solution. Instead the emphasis is very much
on a joint construction of meaning (linking to the work of Bruner discussed in Chapter 2 and to
theory node 5 around meaning and narrative, and to theory node 7 on interpersonal style and
theory node 8 on learning and change). The following brief exchange therefore warrants a
closer textual analysis to indicate not just the kind of thing Geese are saying but how they say it.

Stanza 4
1 Kirkham First off- reactions? Anything anybody has to say about what they've just seen//
(pause)

Line 1 contains a general open question to begin the process, followed by an assumptive
statement. The // symbol designates that the ‘tone unit' in line 1 (a set of words said ‘as if they
go together’) is said with the ‘final contour’ rising or falling in pitch to indicate ‘finished’, giving
the sentence a sense of closure to encourage ‘turn taking' in speech. The particular point here
is that the last part of the line, though it uses the same words as a question, falls in pitch,
making it a reflection.

A reflection can be defined as a ‘giving back’ of part of what someone has said. The theory is
that only then does the individual really hear what they have said, summed up in the phrase ‘|
didn't know what | thought until | heard myself saying it. A reflection (rather than question or
interpretation) is part of avoiding the information gathering ‘expert trap’ and also links to
Vygotsky and theory node 1 around cognition, in that it is a parallel to early experiences of
internal cognition originating in external social dialogue (Vygotsky 2000).
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1 Kirkham First off-reactions? Anything anybody has to say about what they've just seen//

(pause)

2 Alan A.: It was sick//

3 Kirkham It was sick// Say a bit more about that//

4 Alan A.: .Well .. it reminds me .. about .. it minds .. it remembers me of me .. why I'm in
here//

5 Kirkham It reminds you of why you're in here//

6 Alan A.: Ayell

7 Kirkham OK//

Line 3 is a content reflection (a giving back of part of the factual content of what someone has
said) followed by another statement to elicit information. Line 5 is another content reflection,
clarifying what has been said and acting as a summary to which Alan A. agrees in line 6. Thus
the performance of VI1 (and the Geese epistemology of violence within it) is being ‘made
relevant’ (question 2) accepted as valid, meaningful and accurate without any claims on the part
of Geese that it was so. The inmates will contest this relevance shortly, as a Discourse of
‘acceptable’ violence begins to be expressed by them (see below).

Interestingly, at the time of this research, Geese workers had not received explicit training in Ml,
yet the approach and skills appear to be an emergent quality of the Residency and reflected in
Geese practice, chiming with the notion that (at least in Euro-American culture) they appear to

reflect some sort of underlying universal principles of effective practice and that workers can
find their own way there'.

Resistance is another key concept in Motivational Interviewing. It is characterised as an
interpersonal phenomenon arising in the transaction. As discussed in the Literature Review,
though one party (the client or offender for example) can come in with resistance originating in
contextual considerations (i.e. being ‘coerced’ into a setting, such as occurs in criminal justice)
the other party (the worker) can play a huge part in raising, lowering or maintaining such
resistance, by what they do. Thus, within this framework, if Geese were telling the inmates what
to think or imposing a meaning on the performance, resistance would be generated, and the
effect would be for the Conversation to cease as the other ‘side’ ‘digs in' to stabilise their

threatened Discourse. By taking a primarily reflective stance, Kirkham is attempting to avoid
generating such resistance and keep the dialogue flowing.

Stanza 4

8 Alan A.: Sheer ..sheer TORTURE in the family and stuff// It was WELL OUT OF

ORDER// And er .. ABUSE towards the kid//
9 Kirkham: Uh huh//

10 Alan A.: and towards the woman// Way OUT OF ORDER // That's why I'm in here//
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11 Kirkham:  And the and the feelings around that//

12 Alan A.: huh//

13 Kirkham:  The feelings are sick//

14 Alan A.; Aye.. Cos | grew up with that kind of shit /

In lines 8 and 10 Alan A. is now giving the ‘arguments for change’ himself, rather than Geese
being the ones to provide the arguments, which (within the M.l. model) is most likely to generate
resistance and a rehearsal of the arguments to not change.

Kirkham reflects further in lines 11 and 13, embodying an assumption that Alan A. does have
feelings about the issue, enabling him to admit in line 14 that he has experienced the kind of
things seen in VI1, rather than a disassociation from things which are “...well out of order.” (line
8). This respectful humanistic ethos, combined with a firmness of directive purpose ("....this
week is about violence, that's what we're here to look at’) is core to the Geese Discourse and
supported by concepts of motivation as a continuum where intrinsic motivation to change is
seen as most likely to produce that change, rather than an extrinsic, coercive and imposed
motivation (see also Ryan & Deci 2000). ‘Change agents’ such as Geese can facilitate the
development of this intrinsic motivation through addressing

1) The need for personal autonomy. A key aspect of this is the element of “experiencing
one's behaviour as determined by oneself....rather than the control of external forces”
(Ginsburg et al, p336)

2) The creation of supportive caring group (the ‘corrective recapitulation of the primary
family group’ in psychotherapeutic terms, Yalom 1985) where one’s thoughts feelings
and beliefs are valued though not necessarily accepted unquestioningly

3) The creating or demonstration that one's behaviour can produce the desired (different)
outcome. This latter point also links to notions of self-efficacy in M.l. and will be of

particular interest later in the week when we come to skills training through improvised
drama.

These three elements are addressed both generically and specifically by the Geese practice in
the Residency as will be demonstrated below, and the need to work in this manner within the
wider context of the anti-humanitarian institution of HMP Blackwood is another parallel to the
‘borderland’ Discourse being developed. It is an approach which is fundamentally closer to
notions of the ‘good life’ model of rehabilitation where offender are engaged in considering how

they might live a ‘virtuous life’ (see Birgden 2004, Ward 2002, Ward & Stewart 2003) than the
‘risk management' model currently dominant in the UK,
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Episode 5
Accessing the mask of Boyfriend 1: Who is in my Shoes?

The ‘accessing’ of the mask of the boyfriend 1 character is a chord of the Heathcotian trajectory
mentioned previously, moving from the universal to the particular, in that:

It begins to introduce a specific understanding of a central Geese metaphor, the mask,
building on the exposure thus far to full mask
It begins to move beyond the ‘at one remove’ level utilising dramatic distance and

projection, to a much closer approach to the ‘personal level' of direct relevance to the
individual

From the discussions under critical episode 4, Group feedback of reactions to VI1, above, it
seems likely that at least some men (perhaps a majority) have experienced some degree of
identification with one of the main victims of VI1, the boy Child. This is useful in establishing a
destabilising emotional arousal, as discussed above, but the focus of the Residency is of course
not on the role the inmates may hold as (child) victim, but as (adult) perpetrator.

In Chapter 6, critical episode 4, Group feedback of reactions to VI1, evidence is presented in
stanzas 8. 9 and 10 of Kirkham working to set up this transition between victim and subsequent
abuser roles, where she discusses whose responsibility was the violence of Boyfriend 1, and
subsequently in stanza 11 where she then elicits admission of direct identification with him (line
171 “Anybody look at that character {Boyfriend 1] and say ‘yeah that's been me’?").

As humans, our qualitative experience seems to be of ‘my thinking' and of ‘I' being located in
our individual heads, leading us to believe that there is an ‘internality’ about ourselves - an
‘inner world’ or inner experience versus the outer embodied ‘person’ that people can see and to
which they relate (Toates 1997, Mauss 1985). However, as will become more obvious later in
the Residency when the inmates begin an examination of their own specific violent offences,
there often appears to be a failure of inter subjectivity (a concept which was referred to above)
in that the inmates fail to hypothesise an internal experience in the ‘other’ which may be
different to their own: The behaviour and motivations attributed to others are reduced to a single

possibility with only one (violence inducing) interpretation. From a cognitive perspective, this is
often referred to as a failure of ‘social cognition'.

Thus far, having seen him in the play, the Boyfriend 1 character has been referred to in his
absence; now Nicholas, the Geese member who played Boyfriend 1, enters in full mask to

provide a concrete, ‘here and now' referent for the next part of the exercise:
Stanza A

34 Brookes: ~ When he walks on watch the way he walks on// ...Just watch the way he walks

on.. (pause) What do you see//
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35 Unattributed: Think's he's a hard man//
(Farrall 2001a)

The exercise is a clear continuation of the projective identification established above, but still
using the safety of dramatic distance. With Boyfriend 1 as stimulus, it is attempting to begin an
examination or construction of the inmate’s understanding of inter subjectivity and ‘theory of
mind’; but this is an intuitive account based in praxis and a Wittgensteinian understanding of the
embodied ‘rules’ of conduct and ‘tacit presuppositions’ (Bruner 1996) about how peoples’ minds
work in the experiential reality of the life world.

The exercise here is a precursor to critical episode 7, Replay of the Mirror Scene, after lunch,
when the group will be invited to construct a collective ‘Thinking Report’ for the Boyfriend 1.
Thus in response to Brookes's question the inmates feed back ‘intimidating’, ‘a nutcase’,
‘aggression’ (Farrall 2001 b). Davy J., who has hitherto been relatively quiet in the feedback
offers “He thinks it makes him a man to be violent” (Farrall 2001b). As the feedback continues
there is still some attempt to differentiate between ‘acceptable’ and ‘not acceptable’ violence,
continuing the discourse initiated originally by Deek T. in the first feedback to the performance
of Vi1, as when Kirkham, linking back to the inmate’s first comments on Boyfriend 1, queries:

Stanza 10

247 Kirkham:  Are hard man on the street ever hard men in their own homes as well//
248 Alan A. and Billy R. (very quickly) No//

249 Bruce F.: No/

250 Kirkham: Never//

(Farrall 2001a)

This uniformity is weakened somewhat by the qualifications offered by James M. and Billy D.,
the latter being a man on whom not much data is available in this thesis.

251 James M.: Not usually//

252 Billy D: Not in front of their wives and that/

(Farrall 2001a)

Taking this opportunity, Brookes moves on to introduce the core Geese concept of ‘mask’ or
‘front’. This is a notion which Geese are unanimous in praising, as for example Meakes:
“It's something that [people] really connect with, the notion of having a front and the
thoughts and feelings beneath that front will have a bearing on the behaviour of
that individual .... first and foremost ... it works with the men, it connects with
them...and it seems to make sense. If an overall driving force of our work is to get
more self-knowledge and having a fuller understanding of the way... people behave
then | can’t think of anything that could do it as well". (Meakes 2003 para 158).

22



Stanza B
In the exercises, Brookes continues to explore the notion of the mask for Boyfriend 1.
299 Brookes: Looking that way// If we were to lift that up though, if we could peel this front off

and we could see what he was thinking and and see what he was feeling ..
what might be_underneath there..

300 James M: Fear//

301 Brookes: Fear// Fear of what//

302 Billy D.: Fear of himself//

303 Brookes: Himself.. what might frighten him about himself/
304 Davy J.: The way he uses violence..
(Farrall 2001a)

Above, James M. is able to articulate a theme of vulnerability behind the ‘hard man’ image,
which seems to resonate with several men. Line 304 is spoken by Davy J., who will go forward
to the Corrida, and the impression given is that Davy J. is offering a comment with particular
personal relevance: His face is deadly serious and intent (Field Notes p17), and developments
in the week will reinforce that he indeed has a fear about the potential of his own violent
behaviour. Brookes pursues the combined notion of fronts and vulnerability.

Stanza C
320 Brookes: But what's underneath ..how does that work? ..what is it ..what is it that he

wants to do .. Underneath this hard image. What does he WANT to do?
321 DavyJ.. Change

322 Brookes: He wants to change?
323 DavyJ.:. mmm
324 Brookes: (pause) Maybe. Could be he wants to change.. how's he gonna do that? .. Hows

he gonna do that in this situation?
(Farrall 2001a)

in line 324 Brookes backs off from reinforcing Davy's suggestion, which may seem
counterintuitive given the aim of the Residency: But the struggle here is to open up (or reopen)
possibilities, rather than already be attempting to coalesce into one possibility, choosing to
change; it is too early in the Conversion. As part of this attempt to keep open possibility, without
explicitly naming it as such, the notion of front also serves to introduce the concept of the ‘self,

the ‘I’ not as a finished item, but as a role-based or dramaturgical self with many potentialities
that can be enacted.

This is another angle on the idea of the fragmented, multiple post modern self (Gergen 1991)
and will be further explored on the Tuesday of the Residency though the exercise featuring the
Fragment Masks (see Chapter 6, critical episode 11, The Mimed Offence and related activity,
also Chapter 4, The Research Project and later in this Appendix under episode 11). It is also a
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further example of the paradoxical nature of the Residency in that Geese are using the concept
of mask or front to suggest a deeper ‘truth’ underneath yet the theme is also of ‘many masks’
being worn and of multiplicity rather than unity.

Brookes is also continuing the connection building task: Question 17 asks what sorts of
connections are made to previous or future interactions... and Brookes' question can be seen as
a reference to the ‘future business’ of the Residency, which is exactly to consider how a
‘Boyfriend 1’ can change; thus these connections are arguably helping contribute to the
coherence of the situation as the theatre Discourse serves as a vehicle for the ‘non theatre’
work of examining violent offending behaviour.

By this latter point | mean, as will be seen below, that the feedback is part of a trajectory,
moving from general responses to the performance and into a more focussed exploration of the
Geese and inmate Discourses of violence, to the introduction of specific concepts of
responsibility and choice, before arriving at the point of direct personal reference to the inmates,
which is discussed in critical episode 5, Accessing the Mask of Boyfriend 1.

Episode 6
Games after lunch on Monday
The actual exercises used at this point are not themselves the subject of much analysis: They
will be dealt with briefly at the end of the section. Instead, this point has been selected as
because it introduces the notion of experiential games and exercises, which have not yet been
encountered by the inmate participants or by the reader. For the benefit of the reader, a
discussion of definitions around ‘games’ may be of use because:

e As the week progresses, there is an increasing fluidity in the use of drama based

techniques and physical participation in games and/or exercises by the inmates
e Some ‘games’ also share some of the function of ‘exercises’
* Members of Geese themselves often use the terms ‘games’ and ‘exercises’

interchangeably, when they can often be referring to different things, or even fail to
make a clear distinction

With reference to the latter point, for example Watson states,
“In group work | very rarely use... exercises or games. It depends what you mean
by exercises | guess, | get people up in pseudo situations and it could be an
exercise or it could be them walking, asking them to walk from one end of the room
to the other end, | wouldn't necessarily call it an exercise.” (Watson 2003 para 27).

Readers should note that Watson is referring to offending behaviour group work contexts in
general here, as distinct to the Violent lllusion Trilogy Residency specifically, within which a
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group work approach is utilised. The use of games/exercises occurs throughout the Residency
and it is possible to identify three areas of overlapping usage in Geese practice.

1) Games as games
2) Games as metaphor

3) Exercises

Before touching on the specific games featuring at this point, after lunch on the Monday, we will
work though these three usages in order, so as to provide a framework for future
comprehension as each use becomes relevant in the thesis. Readers should note that Geese
practice here is a good example of Derridan ‘contamination’ since there are few absolute
boundaries between the three areas of practice identified. (Further detailed discussion of these
issues can be found in Baim, Brookes and Mountford 2005.) Instead, | will again reiterate the

point that, as with Geese use of language in the critical moments preceding, wherever the
games are used, similar processes are likely to be at work.

1) Games as games

These can be defined for the purposes of this thesis as the use of what may be familiar to
readers as ‘ice breakers’ or ‘warm ups’, often taking the exact form of ‘party’ or even children’s
games. Good examples of this type of usage would be Touch Backs, which features at this
point, or Wild West, which occurs on Wednesday afternoon. The ‘play’ usage is very structured,
often involving determined turns, sequences, procedures and so on to be learned, and so, while
fitting Huizinga's definition: “[Play] proceeds within its own proper boundaries of time and space
according to fixed rules and in an orderly manner” (Huizinga 1955, p13), differs from the

‘imaginative’ play to which much of the ‘play therapy' literature relates (see for example
Landreth 2002, McMahon 1992, Wilson, Kendrick & Ryan 1992).

There is a uniform appreciation within Geese of the value to the Residency of such games for
their ‘ice breaker’ function: “They can serve a very literal.... practical function of energising a
group of people who traditionally or habitually have very low levels of energy and focus, so
that's really useful” (Meakes 2003 para. 48). Linking to research on a sense of group cohesion
as a predictor of positive outcomes (see Beech and Scot-Fordham 1997), Raynsford notes
“[Games are important] particularly with the V/ week because we have a week...
with the whole group forming, the pleasure and the fun that can be gained from

[games] just working together and seeing that you can have some fun together”
(Raynsford 2003 para.30).
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Brookes and Robinson support this perspective also: “I think [the games] ... work as a vehicle
for bringing the group together...” (Brookes 2003 para.26); “.... they get the group working
together.” (Robinson 2003).

Deeper functions of games as games

Additionally, these ‘games as games’ also appear to have ‘deeper’ functions that are crucial to
the Residency, beyond facilitating group formation, and which are intrinsic literally to the
existential ‘doing’ of the games in the life world. In interview, Geese members seem to see
these ‘deep functions’ in terms of ‘being different to the usual' and as a ‘preparation’ for the
stated focus of the Residency, it's ‘work task’ (Bion 1961) and linking to notions of the
dramaturgical self considered in Chapter 2, in that such play can per se form a site of
potentiality and a rehearsal for change,

As Brookes notes, in a continuation of her earlier comments in paragraph 26 above:
“....[The games] actually serve an incredibly important function in that they first of
all ask people to do something differently in a way that they haven’t done before,
which is often very uncomfortable, and people get through that and often find that
they enjoy that process, and that's a process that goes through [the Residency]
with them” (Brookes 2003 para. 26, my emphasis).

Watson notes further: “[The games] get people playing... one of the reasons why people like us
in Britain is because we allow guys the opportunity to play and | don’t think they [get much
chance] usually” (Watson 2003 para.35).

There is a clear theme of potentiality here, with ‘fun games' as a medium for the inmates to
experience not just others but themselves in a different way, as capable of being different: This
links to theory node 4 concerning role and the self as social, performative and potential, and
Meakes makes this link explicit: “[The games] being public matters [because] you find your own
roles and your roles are defined by other people as well, if someone else sees you in the role.”
(Meakes 2003 para. 76 my emphasis). Watkins (1983) notes that games today are seen as a
‘time out’ from life, but in fact they are a “...reflection of a complex social process” (p36)

Comments by several Geese members in interview support this interpretation of the playing of
the games per se having potential to expand the role repertoire:

“.... [The games are] very important because they challenge self image and

a lot of the people that we are working with have a very set image about

how they must be or they must behave and how men behave and what is

acceptable and what is not acceptable and it is a joy to see men enjoy

themselves doing those games and laughing a lot and allowing themselves

to look different for five minutes that they're playing” (Brookes 2003 para

29, my emphasis).
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Morris makes a similar point:
“..to get them running around doing something and being a bit silly and
maybe making a fool of themselves in front of other people, as they would

see it, could actually be quite a liberating experience in itself...” (Morris 2003
para. 13).

Meakes elaborates on the same theme:

“[Having] a sense of ‘bleeding Nora I've just done Captain's Coming Aboard [a
game involving the miming of various silly and nautically related actions] in front of
my peer group’ and that could be an interesting change once you realise that you
can be silly and childlike in front of men and you're not going to get laughed at, and

if you are it's in a sense of sharing rather than being humiliated (Meakes 2003 para
56 my emphasis).

in terms of Discourse and socioculturally situated identities, the fun and spontaneity of the
games is entirely at odds with the ‘frozen institution’ of the prison within which they are taking
place, and with the ‘cultural conserve’ that the inmates ‘coalesced’ identities have become. For
readers who are unfamiliar with the prison context and with violent offenders, it should perhaps
be underlined that the potential power of asking the men attending the Residency ‘simply’ to
play a game should not be underestimated: The games can even be a ‘critical moment’ in the
sense of crucially affecting an inmate’s participation; Brookes recalls:

‘I also know from one of the VI's in [HMP] Parkhurst that a real change point for

one of the men was when he was shouted at in one of the [games] by one of the

Geese people. And it was not a serious exercise, it was a silly [game] that he
wouldn't do” (Brookes 2003 para. 31).

Yet, as with comments around V/1, Meakes introduces a note of ambiguity or ambivalence:
“Yeah, there’s loads of reasons for doing [the games). There's also loads of reasons for not
doing them”. (Meakes 2003 para. 48). Thus, while Geese members identify that the playing of
the games can be seen as providing therapeutic opportunities in terms of having fun, expanding
role repertoire, increasing spontaneity (see Blatner & Blatner 1988) and so on, they also

recognise that the experience can potentially be destabilising: *...sometimes [playing the games)
is a kind of ‘fucking hell!’ for some people...” (Raynsford 2003 para 30).

Meakes goes on to state the case even more strongly: “[A game) could potentially be a little mini
Corrida for a lot of those men, doing an exercise like that’ (Meakes 2003 para 56). Readers
should note Meakes’s comment in the knowledge that the actual Corridas on Friday are the

apogee of the Residency and constitute individually crafted challenges intended to test and
consolidate the week's experience and learning.
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The double-edged sword that the games represent may be reason for their decline in current
criminal justice practice as embodied in accredited programmes: Geese were always specialists
in this ‘applied drama’. It can be argued that the authors of the current generation of accredited
programmes and thus the ‘trained’ group workers, lacking this theatre-based skills set or
understanding, are simply not skilful or knowledgeable enough in such techniques to enable a
high enough likelihood of their successful use.

Preparation

A second ‘deep function’ of the ‘games as games’ has already been hinted at in the passage

above: That of preparation for further work. Morris comments:
“...it’'s like stepping stones, it's kind of the preparatory work .... the games are just
about a bit of fun, but with a view to preparing people for something else,
something sort of more developed” (Morris 2003 para 13).

while Robinson also sees that:
“[The games] prepare them in lots of different ways... it prepares them for the
cognitive work and prepares them for the fact that the Corrida will be a very
physical experience and their walk-throughs will be a very physical experience”
(Robinson 2003 para 64 — 66 my emphasis).

Raynsford too picks up on the foundational nature of the games; asked whether she thought the
Residency would function without the games, she responds:

“No, because | think we are asking a huge amount of trust and respect from the

men and if we have not attempted any kind of process that will generate that [such

as the games doj then | think it would be a shambles” (Raynsford 2003, para 32).

This comment, with its mention of trust and respect, can be seen as linking back to core
principles of play therapy, in that the therapeutic relationship is central. Itis also an echo of the
research mentioned above concerning a supportive and trusting group climate as a major
indicator of positive outcomes

2) Games as metaphor

Under this category come games the content or form of which can exactly mimic the game as
game ‘warm ups' under the category above, but which have an additional element. Examples of
this would be Grandmother's Footsteps (which some readers may know from childhood as
Traffic Lights) on Thursday morning. The additional element referred to is a contextualising or
framing so that the experience of the (apparently unrelated) exercise is used to facilitate
examination of issues of offending behaviour, which Geese members refer to as processing. It
is this processing which is the key concept, as a game like Zip Zap Bop can function as a warm
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up, but with the addition of processing the game opens up as a vehicle for analysing offending
behaviour.

Just as with the preceding usage considered, of games as games, Geese members are almost
unanimous in their appreciation of the usefuiness of the games as metaphors for offending
behaviour, or related aspects of experience:

“The [use of games as metaphors] | think are an integral part of our work and

...they are a way in to quite a deep level sometimes with men who have no way of

articulating their emotions sometimes ... no vocabulary for how they really see

things or how they really feel and by giving them something to latch on to which is

a very basic metaphor, like a bomb or a shield or a piece of paper or whatever,

then in that space you're giving them [a vocabulary] (Morris 2003 para. 14)

Here, Morris is touching on the arguments explored in Chapter 2, such as the Sapir—Whorf
hypothesis that one’s thought, and conceptual and literal vocabularies are constrained and
shaped by one’s material environment. He may also be seen to be paralleling the position of
Wittgenstein in suggesting that concept-formation is a development from instinctive behaviour
and responses, plus socialisation in a community (the Residency in this case) and that concepts

do not have an underlying foundation, being instead (in another Chaotic similarity) an emergent
property of interaction.

As discussed in Chapter 2, this also parallels Vygotsky on the social development of cognition,
and arguments marshalled by Best that arts and languages confer the possibility of feeling and
are creative emotionally: Thus, language and the arts (represented by the Residency) create
the human being, not visa versa, offering a way to escape socially determined ways of thinking
and feeling which restrict the posibilities of being: “The possibilities of changing oneself depend
not only on inherent abilities, but also on the language and social practices which one has
learnt.” (Best 1992 p83). Following Best, Brookes identifies the importance (as with discussions
on VI1, earlier) the importance of the emotional content of the games:

“[Games] also allow us to start looking at feelings, most people have very strong

feelings in [games and exercises] and that's the same with the theatre and the

stuff that we're showing as well, it produces affect....” Brookes 2003 para. 27).

Furthermore, and of direct relevance to the Residency as an example of the performance arts,
Best also suggests a holistic unity of cognition and affect with action as the root - action in a
social context. Heywood echoes Best:

“I think that people are less inclined to...intellectualise or [try to distance

themselves] if they're doing something, their body's engaged as well, so | think

their response can be more genuine because they're involved in it more
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completely than if they were just talking about something”. (Heywood 2003 para.
33).

Heywood is also touching on theories of education and ‘learning styles’ which would suggest
three major ‘domains’ to learning: The cognitive, affective and sensori-motor (Bloom 1984 but
see also Krathwohl 2002, Anderson, Krathwohl, Airasian, Cruikshank, Mayer, Pintrich, Raths &
Wittrock, 2001), all of which should arguably be catered for, through the Geese use of
experiential games. Meakes notes that “...in terms of the processing of exercises then it's a non-
academic way into looking at issues which our particular client group ordinarily might find quite
dry | think” (Meakes 2003 para 48).

Again, we will conclude with a perspective on the games offered by an inmate-participant and
man who goes on to the Corrida, Davy J., and which seems to encapsulate the affective and
cognitive dimensions, arising from the existential experience of ‘doing’ the game (Equidistant in
this instance):
“The game we played on [Wednesday] the one where we were going round in
circles | can identify with that because all I've been doing all my life is just going
round in one big circle, it's always been a vicious circle I've been going round in”
(Farrall 2001q para 76).

Clearly, Davy J. has seen quite a profound meaning in the game: This is a product of the
processing and the way in which, linking back to Chapter 2, it facilitates the construction of
meaning.

3) Exercises

The final category of usage covers exercises such as the eponymous Two Man Exercise
(occurring late on Monday) or, Rules No Rules on Thursday morning. In activities like these, the
format may still fit that of a recognisable ‘game’ (for the latter) or utilise drama techniques or
experiential methods in some other way (for the former); perhaps the distinguishing feature is
that this usage is not overtly ‘fun’ while the above two categories are more obviously enjoyable.

At this point | will distinguish further between ‘exercises’ and the use of dramatic presentations
such as the replay of the Mirror scene from VI/1, examined in Chapter 6 under critical episode 7,
The Mirror Scene Replay.

Raynsford identifies that the use of dramatic distance which we have seen above in the
performance of and feedback to V/7 and accessing of the mask of Boyfriend 1 still applies in the
use of exercises, as does the holistic nature of the undertaking, and particularly identifies the
bridging function:

“In a one step removed way the exercises allow people to go through a process

and connect with it, with their minds and their feelings and that in itself is a very
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valuable process for people who say ‘| didn't feel anything or | didn't think
anything'.... what that allows us to do is say ‘where else do you feel those in life?’,
so they allow us to build a bridge between identifying those thoughts and feelings
and then between people's experiences outside in their doings... They are

therefore crucial to the Geese process they are part of how we work” (Raynsford
2003 para. 28 - 30).

Specific attention will be given later in the thesis to critical moments rooted in these usages as
they arise, and provide the most suitable exemplars.

The specific games of Monday afternoon: Name Ball Game, Touch Backs

In the specific instance here, it will suffice to state that the use of the exercises can be assumed
to begin or embody the type of processes discussed above: Both exercises fall under the ‘game
as game' usage, with Name Ball Game simply being a device for group members to learn each
other's names, and Touch Backs being a fast, physical exercise involving a limited degree of
physical contact. More detailed instructions or explanations of these games are available in
Baim, Brookes and Mountford 2002). A point to mention is that Field Notes (p12) record a
change in Geese plans, taking out the intended game as metaphor of The Knot (which will be
considered later) and replacing it with Touch Backs. The reason for this is that the company
collectively felt The Knot to be ‘too intimate’ after the experience of watching V/1. This reflects

the artistic nature of the Residency where such decisions can only be classed as based in
aesthetics.

Watson also identifies a point of particular relevance after VI1 and the level of emotion,
transference and projection raised:
‘I think that after a performance [of VI1 the games)] serve a different function,
because ...there needs to be some bridge created whereby the actors are seen as

participants as well, | think [the games] serve as a kind of rapport building function”
(Watson 2003 para.35).

In critical moment 7, considered next, several key themes of the Residency begin to emerge, as
the Mirror scene from VI1 is replayed.
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Episode 7

Replay of ‘Mirror scene’ from Vi1 & construction of the group Thinking Report

As has been discussed, through the devices of dramatic representation, dramatic distance and
projective identification Geese have been attempting to stimulate and elicit the inmates’
(Damasian) somato-visceral feelings, their experiences, both conscious and unconscious, and
their cognitions and emotions, thus encouraging the inmates to be talking about themselves
without necessarily overtly doing so. This final step to the level of direct personal relevance will
be taken by the end of Monday, with the work in small groups where the men will be asked to
furnish an example of their own, actual, violent behaviour.

The Mirror Scene replay thus represents an intermediate stage in the move to personal
relevance, still encouraging projective identification but taking a more structured and concrete
form than the preceding feedback of reactions to the performance of VI1. The process of the
exercise is that the scene from the play with Boyfriend 1 and Daughter is replayed in full mask
and stopped at critical points, ‘frozen’. The inmates are then asked to supply a thought or
feeling for Boyfriend 1, which is written up on flipchart as a Thinking Report (TR).

Readers will recall that within the terms of this thesis, ‘thought and feeling’ is a false dichotomy
(Best 1992, Damasio 1996, 2000) but the split is a 'thinking too!’ to help try and establish that
thoughts and feelings BOTH exist and play a role in (violent) behaviour. Readers should also
note terminology: In the TR a ‘feeling’ is generally referring to a cognitively mediated emotion
but can also refer to the ‘raw data’ of embodied somato-visceral arousal. (This is itself a
precursor to later work on ‘Cues and Triggers' on Tuesday which will focus specifically on
identifying and isolating these somato-visceral changes in order for an individual to gain an
‘early warning’ of arousal and thus intervene in the process of violence.)

As said, the inmates’ suggestions of ‘thoughts’ and ‘feelings’ for Boyfriend 1 are noted up on a
flip chart to produce the Thinking Report (TR). After the ‘affect bomb’ of VI1 in the morning,
Robinson identifies the TR is the first sign of the ‘cognitive thrust’ of the Residency: “...cognitive
therapy...is probably deemed the most successful therapy. So you use the theatre as the way
to get in. What | believe is, that we should do that cognitive therapy within the use of theatre...”
(Robinson 2003, para 15). Robinson’s comments may be seen as particularly relevant to the
material considered later in episode 20, Skills modelling in the pub scene, in Appendix A below,
and for critical episode 28, Skills training work in the small groups, in Chapter 6.

Themes of interest in the discourse

The themes identified in Chapter 6, Analysis as being of interest in this section were
categorised as

* Discourse of violence against women
¢ Presence of the ‘demeaning insult’
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e Discourse of choice and decision making

The Thinking Report for Boyfriend 1 is given here in an adapted format to that found in Chapter

6: | have attempted to link the visible stage action with the discussions it stimulates and the
specific lines of the TR which are produced from the discussions.

THOUGHT for Boyfriend 1 FEELING for Boyfriend 1

(Daughter is standing posing before mirror as BF 1 enters from bathroom, sees her, and stops)

Stanza 11

435 (unattributed) What's she doing? She's gonna do something | don't like'//
436 Brookes:  She's getting ready for something..

437: Davy J: Ave, that he doesn't like//

438 Brookes: ..there is this real sense that she's getting this stuff on who's she doing it for/
What's she doing//

439 Andy B:  She’s doing it for herself/

440 Deek T:  She's got a fancy man//

441 Brookes: Could be// If he thought there was a fancy man what would the thought bef/
442 Deek T:  KILL her//

443 Alan A.: Whore//
444 Brookes: Whore// Ma
bitch

ybe, yeah we've got whore and we've got.. and | know we've got

TR1  What's she playing at? jealous hatred

head gets hot
frightened

TR2 [l want to] make her feel small
TR3  Who's/what's she getting tarted up for?
TR4  You bitch! Whore! resentment

Stanza 12

452 James M.: Frightened, he’s frightened//

453 Brookes:  He's frightened so there might be a feeling of fear here// What else// Are there

any other..could there be ..any other feelings at this point//
454 Davy J.:  Resentment/

455 Brookes: Resentment// OK//
456 Guy: What what is the fear// What is it he's scared of//
457 Alan A.:  Other guys looking at her//

458 Davy J: In case she's away with somebody else//
(Farrall 2001a)
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Stanza 13

482 Davy J.: I'm gonna teach this bitch a lesson//
483 Brookes: I'm gonna teach this bitch a lesson//
484 Brookes: Feeling.. Give us a feeling//

(pause)

485 Davy J.: Bad tempered//

486: (unattributed) Annoyed//

487: (unattributed) Angry//

488 Brookes: Annoyed, angry//

489 Davy J.:  Bad tempered//

490 Brookes: Bad tempered// Feeling of annoyance and bad temper//

(BF1 snatches and throws away hat and magazine)
TR 5 that's taught her a lesson good

(Boyfriend 1 posing before the mirror himself)
TR 6 the mirror is mine jealous

(Boyfriend 1 sits on the Child's toy and leaps up)

TR7  TI'll teach this bitch a lesson Annoyance
TR8  What the fuck’s this doing there? bad temper
(Boyfriend 1 sweeps everything off table onto floor, grabs his jacket)

(Daughter grabs arm of Boyfriend 1)

Stanza 15
547 Davy J.:  Well..she's got her hands on him..
548 Guy: Right//

549 Davy J: ..and then he kind of reacts//
550 (unattributed) He wants to get even//

551 Guy: She's got her hands on him so..that's enough to ..that would push it up for you//
(Davy J. nods)

552 Davy J.:  That would provoke him into hitting back//

563 Guy : Uh huh. That's all he would need to..

554 Davy J.:  That kind of provocation//

TR9  Get your hands off me Annoyance
TR10 What do you think you're playing at temper
TR11  I'm off
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(Daughter slaps face of Boyfriend 1)

Stanza 16

582 Davy J.: I'd say he [Boyfriend 1] was a bit shocked as well/
583 Brookes: And a bit shocked..

584 Davy J..  Aye, for the slap on the face//

585 (unattributed) By a whore//

586 Davy J.. Mmm aye//

587 Brookes: On a scale of 1 to 10, in terms of his anger.. where is where is he now//
588 (unattributed): Nine//

589 (unattributed): Nine//

590 Brookes: Nine//

591 Davy J.: Ten//

502 Brookes: Nine or ten// Very high anyway//

TR12 You little bitch!

TR 13 You're getting it

TR 14 'l kill you

TR 15 Who do you think you are?
TR16 Big mistake!

Shock
Anger 9 out of 10

Anger at 10
[desire for} revenge

Fuming

(BF1 twists Daughter's arm up her back)

Stanza 17

610 Kirkham: What's he taking into account when he’s thinking these things like where shall |
punch her//

611 Davy J.:  She SLAPPED him//

612 Kirkham:  How hard shall | punch her//

613 DavyJ.:.  She SLAPPED him//

616 Kirkham: What decision does h

e make about how hard to punch her then//
617 (unattributed) Enough to teach her a lesson//

618 Kirkham: Hard enough to teach her a lesson but..
619 Davy J..  Not hard enough to kill her//

620 lan H: Hard enough to hurt her//

621 Kirkham:  Hard enough to hurt her but not hard enough to kill her//

TR17 How hard shall | punch?

Anger
TR18 Where shall | punch her?

(BF1 punches Daughter in the kidneys, she falls and he again turns to leave)

(Daughter raises herself up and says something to Boyfriend 1)
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Stanza 18
649: (unattributed) She's getting back up again//
650: (unattributed) You've not had enough you're still shouting//

651 Alan A.:  She’s probably said sorry, and he's said I'll_ give you something to be sorry
about//

655 (unattributed) He's put her down she should stay down//

Stanza 19

661 Davy J.:  [She is} Probably laughing//

662 Brookes: She could be laughing/ What do other people think// Do people think she’s
going to be laughing at this point/

663 Alan A.:  She’s probably said sorry, and he's said I'll give you something to be sorry
about//

664 Brookes: She could be apologising, she might be saying sorry//

665 Davy J: She could be swearing at him//

TR19 She hasn't had enough if she’s still shouting Rage
TR20 Cow!
(BF1 crosses back to Daughter, kicks her hard in the stomach walks to door again)

TR 21 That'll do her Easing off
TR22 That'll teach her

TR 23 That'll show her who's boss a5
(Boyfriend 1 pauses to adjust his jacket, and leaves)

(Field Notes p24)

The cycle of violence: From insult to injury

The Geese paradigm presented in the Mirror scene and documented in the Thinking Report
found above and in Chapter 6 is one of process (from insult to injury) rather than isolated
incident with no antecedents. This is a Discourse and an epistemology that will be continually
explored and reinforced over the week. Thus, in terms of pedagogy one ‘educational’ point
remains to be elucidated: That of the cyclical nature of the process of arousal and enactment of
violence, as understood from the Geese perspective:

Stanza D

734 Brookes: OK// When he's outside the door, what will it take// He goes to the pub what will
it take for it to go right back up to ten again/

735DavyJ.:  Somebody to really annoy him//

736 Kirkham:  What's the least thing somebody could do to annoy him//

737 Guy: Somebody just said ask him how's the wife//
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738 Gerry G.:  Somebody could nudge him in the pub//
739 Davy J.:  Looking at him in the wrong way//

740 Brookes: ..and that goes right back up to ten again//
(Farrall 2003b)

These linked concepts of process and cycle are central to facilitating the men in constructing an
understanding of violence as repetitive and a series of linked incidents with common underlying
causes rather than each being an island ‘sufficient unto itself, and is analogous to increasing
expertise in problem solving. The feature which distinguishes ‘novices’ from ‘experts’ in their
solutions is an ability to see the ‘deep structure’ of problems, the common underlying principles
which remain the same even when the ‘surface features' are very different, and this is
particularly important in the realm of ill-defined interpersonal ‘fuzzy problems’ as was explored
in Chapter 2 (Green & Gilhooly 1992, Chi, Glaser & Rees 1983). This ‘problem solving' aspect
of violent behaviour is one which will be returned to throughout the Residency.

Stanza D is also a ‘scaling’ of provocation. It is establishing that violent retribution can proceed
from incidents that the men - when not self-justifying or ragingly aroused - can see are aimost

infinitesimally small as a ‘casus belll and which are thus illegitimate. Brookes moves on to
explore consequences briefly:

Stanza E

749 Brookes:  If it goes back up to ten what could happen//
750 Davy J.:  He could kill someone//

751 Kirkham:  Could kill somebody//

752 (unattributed): Take it out on somebody else//

753 Deek T.:  End up in jail//

754 Brookes: He's gonna end up in jail//

Several aspects of this exploration of consequences are relevant: It is the second time Davy J.
has suggested the death of a victim as a possible outcome of violence, while also raised is the
possibility of a ‘somebody’ simply attacked as a release for Boyfriend 1, and Deek T. offers the
ultimate reality check applicable to the group: Serving a prison term. This is more ‘change talk’
where the men are serving up the arguments for change themselves, rather than being
presented by the staff. Next, without using technical or jargon terms, the possibility of
minimisation, denial and rationalisation as responses to one’s behaviour is raised:

Stanza F
777 Brookes:  If [Boyfriend 1 is] asked about this, about this incident ..how would he describe
it/

778 James M.: He'd try and blame it on her//
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779 Brookes: Try and blame it on her, yeah// How else, how else might he try and describe
it// (pause)

780 (unattributed): She deserved it/

781 Kirkham: How would he explain it/

782 Davy J.: Say it was self defence// She tried to go for him with a knife or something// He
defended himself/

783 Brookes:  Self defence, she slapped him first/

784 Davy J.:  She provoked me//

(Farrall 2003a)

Line 782 may be suggesting the beginnings of a change in Davy J.’s discourse of ‘provocation’:
His earlier analysis of provocation in line 552 above (stanza 15) is now being put forward by him
with a different sense to it, arguably ‘saying and doing’ (Austin 1962) something rather different
than the previous assertion: Reframing or reconstructing an understanding of ‘genuine’
provocation with only one consequent response into a more multivalent and potential thing. This
ambiguity or multivalence, that rationally the violent behaviour of Boyfriend 1 towards Daughter
is unacceptable, but that Boyfriend 1 (and by extension the inmates) may well construct a
different meaning and see it as justified and acceptable, is demonstrated in the close of the
exercise by Kirkham’s question:

Stanza G

790 Kirkham: What would he say about his own, his own behaviour//
791 (unattributed) Terrible//

792 (unattributed) He would think he'd done the right thing probably//
793 (unattributed) Out of order.. terrible//

(Farrall 2003a)

There are clear discrepancies in the discourse of the inmates at this point; development of such
discrepancy is seen as a prime motivational tool in changing behaviour (Miller & Rollnick 1991,
2002).

The Group Thinking Report In Summary....

A lot of attention has been paid to this roughly 40 minute section of Monday; it has been
selected as a critical episode because it contains so many ‘seeds’ or themes or elements of the
Geese Discourse on violence and demonstrates the beginnings of the full Geese contribution to

the Conversation that is the residency, and which will be developed over the coming week.
These include

¢ The notion of process and cyclicality to violence
¢ The existence of a pattern of thinking attached to emotions
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e The possibility of choice and control

Additionally, the replay of the Mirror scene and construction of the group Thinking Report is
taking account of claims that language, as affected by the physical/social environment within
which it exists, strongly shapes thought. The relevance of this is that Best (1992) argues that
the possibility of raising questions depends on having a vocabulary from which they can be
formulated (see Plunkett & Sinha 1992, Das Gupta & Richardson 1995) and thus if the inmates
are not equipped with the language to consider their behaviour, this need must be addressed.

Overall, the approach can be seen as a recapitulation of Vygotskyean ideas of a socially based
child developmental process of acquisition of language and conceptual thought where an
(initially) external dialogue becomes internalised (Vygotsky 2000). This is also linked to social

constructionist notions of ‘social dialogue' as a crucial ‘construction tool' of the self (Mead
1934).

Finally, it is a commonplace of therapy that patents will not disclose what they perceive a
therapist cannot bear to hear (Taylor & Hawarth 2004). it is crucial therefore that Geese can
demonstrate their ability to hear the ‘worst’ the inmates have to offer and not be shocked by
explicitly misogynistic comments and actions such as kicking heavily pregnant women. One can
argue that Geese have provided the actions and the men are merely projecting a script - but the
point remains that Geese can hear, analyse and work with such discourse in a compassionate
and respectful but also dispassionate way. The fact that this happens in a group setting is also

working to establish the creation of the ‘supportive caring group’ crucial to motivation
(McMurran 2002).

The next critical moment to be considered is a very brief moment within the Two Man Exercise,

concerning a particular challenge by a Geese member and what it may suggest for the growing
relationship between Geese and inmates.

Episode 8:
The Two-Man Exercise & Accepting Guy’s challenge

The structured, whole group input continues with the Two Man exercise. This is a stage
exercise where two volunteers are slowly manoeuvred towards one another and the thoughts
feelings and projections elicited from the audience throughout (see Baim, Brookes & Mountford

2003). Readers should note that chronologically, the following activity precedes the intervention
by Guy, a member of the Geese team, which is examined in Chapter 6.

Reiteration of the Geese paradigm

The first of these points occurs in the opening seconds of the exercise, as Mountford states:
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810 Mountford: .... THOUGHTS and FEELINGS and then this thing which comes at the end of
that.. what the thoughts and feelings do and which is BEHAVIOUR// (Farrall
2001b)

Mountford’'s comment here can be seen as linked to several elements of Gee's (1999)
framework for Discourse analysis:

16) What sorts of connections backwards/forwards are made within and across utterances
and large stretches of the interaction?

17) What sorts of connections are made to previous or future interactions, to other people
texts ideas?

18) How do these connections in 16 and 17 help contribute to ‘coherence’ in the situation?

Line 810 represents a connection back to one of the first ‘utterances’ in the Geese discourse,
when in stanza 3 on the presentation of the contracts prior to V/1, Kirkham stated “... this week
is about violence, that's what we're here to look at”. This was an explicit stating of the major

Geese term of the Conversation, but the work of the Residency may be seen to then shift away
from such a direct link, using dramatic distance in VI1 and the device of character tangentially to
explore issues of violence. As Raynsford identifies, “...we are going to talk about violence rather
than macramé for the week. Whatever they try and do we are always going to bring it back to
the issues” (Raynsford 2003 para 138)

Line 810 connects back to this core Geese term, and forward to future work in that the paradigm
presented is foundational: It will provide the ‘working model’ for further analysis. This explicit
connection between thought, feeling and behaviour and explicit process takes a position of
‘assumed agreement’ even though the inmates have not explicitly agreed that violence ‘works’
in the way Geese are presenting. From now on it will be the Geese baseline.

Line 810 thus represents a shift in the degree of explicitness of the Geese discourse from the
hypothetical exploration using Boyfriend 1 of the possible presence of thoughts and feelings or
their potential connection to violent behaviour to an explicitly stated paradigm of process. This is
a very specific position which will be expanded in an attempt to counter that utilised by the
inmates in the small group work which we will examine shortly, where they attempt to use ‘self
discourse’ to construct ‘character and motive' in such a way as to be an act of mitigation for
their violent behaviour (see Wetherall & Potter 1989).

Blurring the spectator-actor boundary

As discussed in critical episode 1, one major way in which Geese Theatre have set out the
terms of their Discourse and initiated the ‘conversation’ with the Discourse of the inmate group
is through the definition of the Chapel as a performance space. Initially this established clearly
defined ‘audience’ and ‘performance’ areas as the inmates accepted the dominance of the
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theatre Discourse and their ‘audience’ role (see critical episode 1, Prologue: Before a word is
spoken).

It has been considered above how, since the point at which the inmates entered the room at the
beginning of the morning, various activity building tasks have been in process. The main activity
(Q8) going on is ‘theatre’ but this has been used as a vehicle for the sub activity (Q9) of
‘considering offending behaviour’, with the actions comprising this (Q10) being the elicitation of
the inmate’s responses to the material they have seen, and their active part in the construction
of meaning for the stage action such as in the feedback to VI1 (critical episode 4), the accessing
of the mask of Boyfriend 1 (episode 5, see above in this Appendix) and the replay of the Mirror
Scene (critical episode 7, see Chapter 6). They have also been engaged in actual physical

games in the performance space (episode 6, Games after lunch on Monday, see above in this
Appendix).

Since these activities have carried the thrust of ‘hidden education’ and an essentially Freirian
pedagogy, the performance space has been established as an ‘aesthetic space' (Boal 1995),
possessing ‘gnosological’ properties which stimulate knowledge and discovery, cognition and

re-cognition. The further properties of aesthetic space, those of plasticity and dichotomy will
become more clearly emergent as the Residency continues.

In the doing of these activities though, the space has predominately been occupied physically
by Geese personnel, although the spectator-actor boundary has already been presented as
permeable through the requirement for involvement of the inmates in the sub activities: Thus
their role as ‘audience’ has not been so passive as is usually associated with that term.
However, to become a truly performative space with the potential to “...abolish the present state
of things, transform totalities™ (Holzman 2000, p83) the inmates must at some point enter fully

into this aesthetic space, experiencing its gnosological and generative possibilities for
themselves.

The process of breaking down the spectator-actor boundary and producing instead the much
more active and empowered ‘spect - actor’ of Boal (1979) is facilitated by Mountford’s invitation:
836 Mountford: "We're here for a week to do some theatre of US performing but also through

you being involved in that in some way// So RIGHT NOW I'm going to ask for 2
volunteers// (Farrall 2001b)

to which Andy B. and Billy D., a man not seen much in this thesis, respond, entering into the
space formerly held by Geese.
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During the course of the exercise, the challenge by Guy that is considered in Chapter 6 occurs.
Following this challenge, the Two Man Exercise concludes with Mountford introducing another
crucial theme in the Geese Discourse:

1001 Mountford: There is something else here as well ..a question.. to think about
for the rest of this afternoon and as we go through the week//
what are the choices that anybody has in a given situation// What

are the choices that people have// Sometimes it feels like | have

no choice, | feel like I'm in a pub and this person’s standing next
to me, and he's staring at me, and | have no choice// [but to
behave violently] (Farrall 2001b)

In terms of connections, this is another link backwards to the themes emerging from the Mirror
scene replay considered in critical moment 7 that Boyfriend 1 makes choices over his actions
and therefore could have chosen differently while accepting that in the existential life world, this
may not be so apparent. This theme of choice, of existential responsibility is a key philosophic
thread underpinning the entire Residency and the Geese Discourse and will feature prominently
from now on.

Episode 9

Small groups: The move to personal level work & expressions of Discourse on
violence

Geese Theatre make a clear distinction between work which is ‘at one remove’ using theatrical
media of character or mask or performance, and ‘personal’ work which is directly about a given
individual's lived experience (see Baim, Brookes & Mountford 2002). To this point in the
Residency, the focus has been on ‘distanced’ or at one remove work even though the process
has been to elicit from the men contributions informed by their personal experience and to
encourage them to project directly onto the characters met.

Now the focus changes directly to personal level work, as the whole group splits down into sub-
groups composed of two Geese workers, one or two staff members and three or four inmates.
In each group, the Geese workers ask the men to volunteer a situation where violence occurred
and which, in their own estimation, they initiated rather than occurring ‘defensively’. The aim is
then to use improvisational drama in a live three-dimensional ‘walk through' of the event in order
to generate material of exactly the sort that was used in the Thinking Report of Boyfriend 1, but
to fill in a real Thinking Report for the actual individual inmate participant.

At this point in the Residency | am not attached to any specific group, but attempting to ‘float’
between the groups to gather data.
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A last word from the inmate participants

The final shared act of the day is a ‘go-round’ where all the participants come together in a
circle and are invited to offer a word or phrase on the day. Davy J. offers ‘“it's been an
experience” (Field Notes p27) and this is a key point: The Residency is a lived, embodied,
kinaesthetic experience, with the level of this experiential element rising as the week
progresses. Davy J.'s statement also captures the Chaotic ‘self similar’ nature of the work: As it
will be in the end so is it in the beginning in terms of what is being delivered and asked; the level

of magnification changes, but the total Violent lllusion Trilogy Residency experience is
encapsulated by day 1.

James M. offers “I might learn something” (Field Notes p27), a discourse of wary acceptance in
opposition to the possible discourse of ‘this can’t teach me anything”. Geese have been

accepted - even if only to a certain degree - as credible communicators, avoiding the generation
of resistance by negotiating a shared construction of meaning.

After this comes only the setting of the assignments (to think further on an incident of violence
for which the men were responsible and to fill in a Thinking Report for it), a requirement which
extends the boundaries of the ‘social space’ of the Chapel overnight, to maintain the identity of
the inmate group through being engaged in a special task as they go back to their separate
wings. These two elements - the go -round and the homework - are part of the ritualistic nature

of the Residency, part of its identity as a Discourse ‘institution’ (the site of repeated patterns).

Recap: By The End of The First Day

All of the exchanges detailed here in Appendix A and in Chapter 6 have been working to
develop the ‘borderland’ Discourse containing both the overall emergent territory of ‘violence’ or
‘not violence’, plus the development of a borderland status for inmate participants as engaged
spect-actors developing the possibility of enlarging their role repertoire. During the day Geese
have been engaged in all of Gee’s building tasks: Semiotic; world; activity; socioculturally-
situated identity and relationship; political and connection. The foundations have been laid for
further work, and the opening statements of both sides in the Conversation heard.

If “The possibilities of changing oneself depend not only on inherent abilities, but also on the
language and social practices which one has learnt” (Best 1992 p 83) then the inmates may be
beginning to enlarge those possibilities as they begin the journey of ‘conscientisation’ (Freire
1990) towards a less oppressive and less oppressed worldview and self-concept, making their

first tentative steps into the aesthetic space that will coalesce into ‘surplus reality’ as the week
progresses.
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Tuesday
Episode 10

Games in the morning

As noted in Chapter 6, the game here, Anyone Who... is a fast physical exercise where people
must swap chairs if they share a similarity stated by a person in the middle of the circle, who
does not have a chair. The point to note is that the game is an embodiment of the Residency
Discourse of ‘theatre’, a continuation of efforts to promote group gelling and encourage a level
of disclosure, and perhaps most importantly, an attempt to continue the processes of expanding
the role repertoire or challenging a set self image as discussed above. Field Notes (p30) record
that there is much laughter during the game and readers should be aware that this is genuine
laughter based in the experience of the game rather than ‘undermining’ laughter as was
experienced during the Two Man Exercise and the reference to gay bars.

Field Notes also record that Davy J. comes in scowling and then leaves before the warm up
exercise starts; Officer Blue tells us that Davy J. was refused a phone call last night (meaning
he was not allowed to make one) and wanted to punch the officer refusing him, but did not
(Field Notes p30). The effects are still apparently with him though, causing him to withdraw.

Episode 11

The Mimed Offence and related activity
Some elements of this episode, mainly concerning Davy J.’s discourse, are detailed in Chapter
6. The following material expands upon elements concerning the masks.

The introduction of half-mask
After the warm up | lead a whole group exercise where | reintroduce the notion of mask,
referring back to yesterday and the idea that the Boyfriend 1 character had a ‘front’, but this time
extending the concept and bringing it closer to the personal level:
“....when you're in prison you've got a different front on to when you're at home
with your families; when you walk out of your cell and you walk down the landing
you might [present as] ‘I'm alright, everything's fine, keep your distance’, even if
you're not feeling like that. So the idea is that a mask is just a front that can come
down or be lifted” (2001d).

The following section on masks relates to half-masks: These are, as described above, masks
where only the upper portion of the face is hidden, leaving the lower jaw and chin free; this
means that unlike in the full masks of VI1 where the actor cannot speak, a half-mask is
designed to allow verbal interaction. This is the case with, for example, Commedia del'Arte,
where masked actors speak but the unique Geese usage is that of ‘mask lifting’ where the
physical removal of the mask from the face as an integral part of the performance. In
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performance, great subtlety of suggestion, intention and emotion can be achieved through
sophisticated use of this technique.

The notion is that when the mask is lifted (literally and metaphorically) what emerges is a
‘deeper truth’ “...the hidden vulnerability, the concealed thoughts and feelings...” (Baim, Brookes
& Mountford 2002, p183). Heywood suggests that it is this particular Geese usage of lifting the
mask that provides the added value:

« 1 think the metaphor works really well with half-masks because you can lift it up

and you can hear ... and we can model... what the emotional stuff or the thinking

might be underneath, so | think they're still an essential part of it" (Heywood 2003,
para 94).

Meakes too supports the centrality of the half-masks in a nod to the holistic approach of Geese:
“ .. | just think it's our most, most important metaphor and so in terms of it being
placed on the (Residency) week | just think it's crucial, | think underpins all of the
work we do. (Meakes 2003 para 156) ...it's something that the men and women
really connect with, the notion of having a front and the thoughts and feelings

beneath that front will have a bearing on the behaviour of that individual." (Meakes
2003 para 158 my emphasis).

This metaphor of ‘lifting the mask’ can be seen as an effort to follow Best (1992) and
Wittgenstein (1958) in developing the conceptual resources of the men in order to promote new
thinking, and links to the subsequent use of the Fragment Masks (see below) as an attempt to
provide language and concepts to describe a set of common human behaviours which are

assumptions so deeply set in cultural practices that they cease to have the appearance of
‘assumptions’ and become ‘how people are’.

The Mimed Offence

See Chapter 6, critical episode 11, for analysis of discourse arising from the mimed offence
scene itself, which is then followed by the introduction of the Fragment masks.

The Introduction Of The Fragment Masks

The Fragment masks are: Fist; Brick Wall; Mr. Cool; Good Guy; Mouth (or Bulishit); Joker and
Poor Me (see Chapter 4, The Research Project, and Appendix H). As noted previously, each
mask is a specialised half-mask, so the actor can still speak while wearing it and each

«...symbolisefs] a prominent strategy - or fragment of behaviour - [they represent] key self-
protective strategies...” (Baim, Brookes & Mountford 2002, p184).

The Fragment masks are also representative of the particular conceptions of role and self
mentioned in Chapter 2: That each of the Fragments is not a complete role but, as its name
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explicitly suggests, is a ‘fragment’ of the post modern or dramaturgical self. As the Residency
progresses, the sense of trying to develop other ‘fragmentary roles’ as a basis for transformative
change will increase, echoing the Morenian conception of self emerging from role and not the
other way around (Moreno 1985). in Best's terms the Fragments represent the assumptions
mentioned above, which have ceased to have the appearance of ‘assumptions’ and become
‘how people are’.

“The fragment masks | think are just a very useful tool about giving a language to

people, manipulation with all the different behaviours.... Fronts, rackets, it just gives

a language. And it also tells them that we know that's what happens too” (Kirkham

2003 para 125).

In this assertion Kirkham is linking ideas discussed above around the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis
and Best's notions of an enhanced conceptual vocabulary, to earlier discussions of the
collective entity of ‘Geese Theatre Company’ as a credible communicator, the Fragment masks
acting as the performance of VI/1 does, to let the inmates ‘know that we know'. Brookes notes
however that

“...in all our other work the Fragments really provide quite a big stimulus for work,

[but] they really quite get lost in the [Residency] week. By the time they emerge it's

almost like the men have gone to another place, it's gone sort of slightly beyond

them in most cases ... Because | think [that's because] we've started off with full-

face masks and | think that does something [extra]” (Brookes 2003 para 98).

Readers should also note that in contrast to the Geese usage described with the ‘normal’ half-
masks where the mask is raised and lowered repeatedly, a ‘truth’ being obtained when it is
lifted, this is not what happens in the Mimed Offence. In this, (and in the replay) there is no
dialogue and the scene is a literal ‘scene setting’ to allow use of the Fragment masks. With the
Fragment masks, whichever specific mask is in use is removed entirely only to be replaced
immediately by another in rapid sequence, to illustrate someone using the masks either as a
deliberate strategy or as an unconscious coping mechanism - an embodiment of the
‘assumptions’ mentioned above.

The inmates are now encouraged to question the Tony character about the scene they have
just seen: Mountford responds using the Fragment masks, switching rapidly back and forth.
Below are illustrative examples taken from the exercise.

Stanza 31
95 Andy B: What were you thinking when you walked in the bar//
96 BULL: I wasn't thinking nothing you know.. | was just going in there for a drink// That's

what | was doing.. That's what | wanted//
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97 James M:

98 JOKER:

99 Farrall:
100 COOL.:

(Farrall 2001d)

Why did you go ahead// Why did you go ahead with the beer glass and the pool
cue?

They were TAKING THE PISS weren't they// (laughter from audience) You
know I'm sitting there drinking and | put my money on the - on the - table - and
they you know, they start to have a game with somebody else - what am |
supposed to do, say I'm sorry, don't you worry about that// (laughter)

Why didn't you just go up to them and say excuse me | think it's my go//

Listen pal the places | go to you can’t do that can you// You don't.. you know..

ask someone politely not to stick a knife in you// You know.. YOU LIVE in a .. in
a DIFFERENT WORLD.

Field Notes (p30) record that while all the other men are attentive and focussed on Mountford

and the masks, Gerry G. is leaning in but glancing around, appearing rather unconcerned and

dismissive. Line 100 also illustrates how the live performance can incorporate material form the
groups: This ‘different world’ theme belongs to James M. from Mountford's small group.

Stanza H
108 Kirkham:
109 WALL:
110 Kirkham:

111 WALL:
112 Heywood:
113 WALL:
114 Kirkham:

Why haven't you talked about this while you've been here this week//
What do you mean//

| mean why haven't you spoken about this// (pause as Wall stares at her) Your

offence// (long pause as Wall looks at ceiling) We did ask you..yeah//
| dunno//

Would you say you were violent//
Am | violent//

Well then.. how would you describe yourself//

115 GOOD GUY: Ahh .. 1 only resort to violence..you know.. if somebody's started on me// You

116 Kirkham:

117 FIST:

(Farrall 2001d)

know.. in situations like that.. I'm not a VIOLENT MAN. These three [in the bar]
they would have picked on someone who might get hurt/

You wanted a fight from the moment you walked in there// You were checking
the bar out to look for a fight//

What you SAYING// | go.. | go LOOKING FOR TROUBLE is that what you're

saying.. when | walk down the street// | walk in a pub and | LOOK FOR A
FIGHT is that what you're saying//

As the Fist mask appears there are smiles around the group and laughter from several men, but
Gerry G. now looks bored and yawns obviously (Field Notes p30).
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Stanza |

131 FIST: itts BOLLOCKS that, what you're saying// What you saying I'm a FUCKING
ANIMAL that just goes LOOKING FOR A FIGHT ..You know ..(swaps mask to
Poor Me)

132 POOR ME (whiningly): If people just left me alone ..there'd be no trouble// You live where |
live where there's fuck all.. you know what I'm saying// My girlfriend’s left me
now as well.. | can’t get access to my kids..

(Farrall 2001d)

Processing the Fragment Masks

Brookes now leads the processing, meaning that mask by mask she invites the men to clarify
what the Fragment mask represents, what behaviours, thoughts, feelings, utterances might be
associated with them. The aim is to equip the men with a pragmatic vocabulary to label familiar
behaviours while widening the conceptual references available to them in order to facilitate a
possible change in understanding around these same behaviours. This is again linked to
Wittgenstein (1958) Best (1992) and Vygotsky (2000) in that behaviours for which the masks
provide a concrete reference and which the inniates are presenting as ‘natural’ are being re-
interpreted as socially constructed - a front - and thus subject to choice and to transformation.

389 Brookes: ... do these make sense// Yeah// Do you recognise them// Yea// What we want
you to do is to think ..about ..the masks and if there’s ONE in particular that
you've used more than others.. and in what situations you've used it// Maybe
there's a COMBINATION maybe there's two.. or three.. that you use a lot/
When you get into a difficult situation.. And think about why you use it and
when you use it/ (Farrall 2001d)

The processing is also part of the general ‘elaboration’ of cognitive material — requiring people
to ‘think about it' - and represents the overall Freirian pedagogy of the Residency. We have
seen the same process over Monday in the feedback to VI1 and the Mirror Scene, and this
attempt to encourage ‘active’ thinking facilitates ‘depth of processing’ (see Craik & Lockhart
1972, Craik & Tulving 1975, Rogers, Kuipers & Kirker 1977, Bower & Gilligan 1979, Rose 1994)
which in itself helps with subsequently greater recall, understanding, relevance and saliency, as
meaning is constructed (Bruner 1990). Offenders in general are not at their most comfortable
with abstract thinking (Blud 1998) and the hope is that the concrete referents and accessible
language provided by the masks - such as the sight of a Fist peeping out but ready to spring
from behind the Brick wall - make consideration of abstract concepts easier to grasp.

In aesthetic terms, there is also a Brechtian level to the Fragments as a device for the
verfremungseffekt of ‘de-familiarising’ or creating a distance from the too-familiar in order to see
it in a new way (Esslin 1959), an echoing of Boal's concern with the ‘everyday’ becoming too
‘mechanical’ and the need to subject it to scrutiny in order to notice it (Boal 1992). While this is
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an artistic argument, there are clear parallels with the notion mentioned above of ‘assumptions’,
the ‘tacit presuppositions’ (Bruner 1996) which have become so embedded as to require de-
familiarisation to be noticed as assumptions, and therefore provisional (Best 1992, Wittgenstein

1958), and is another reminder that the theatre based nature of the Residency is not incidental,
but is a key element in the process and its outcomes.

Leaping ahead slightly to the next lot of small group work Geese discuss individually with the
men which of the Fragment masks or their combinations they would identify for themselves.

Colin S. identifies Brick wall & Cool - | suggest the Fist exists behind the Wall - and Darren C.
identifies Fist & Brick wall.

Chapter 6 next briefly considers events in the coffee break ‘interlude’ concerning a conversation

with James M., before continuing with an analysis of 'discourse on violence' found in the
Thinking Report of Darren C, in critical episode 12.

Episode 12

Return to the small groups and discourse on violence - Darren C.'s Thinking
Report

Chapter 6 concentrates on an analysis of the Discourse of violence in Darren C.'s recountation
of a fight in (or at least beginning in) a bar. The Thinking report is developed from a ‘walk

through’ and the following material expands on some of the links to theory node 2, emotion and
memory.

Misty watercolour memories?

Darren C. has not done his ‘celiwork’ assignment, a lapse that will become characteristic of his
ambivalent engagement with the Residency. Darren’s previous suggestion of an incident where
he was responsible for the violence was of a football match where everyone was fighting and he

was attacked, mitigating against his being able to take responsibility for his behaviour, as
Heywood described (see recap by the end of Monday, in Chapter 6). Pursued now for another

example Darren suggests: “There was these three guys in a bar. | was playing pool... an’ a fight

started. | bottled one of them and the others run. This guy says "...don't fucking call me mate
you prick™ (Farrali 2001d)

The discourse involved in Darren C.’s statement is the focus in Chapter 6; here we will consider
the offence reconstruction walk throughs in gaining a Thinking Report as providing an early
instance of Boalian aesthetic space, used at the personal level of individual behaviour. As
discussed in this Appendix above under episode 3, the gnosological properties of aesthetic
space have already been utilised at the group level, with a particular emphasis on projective
aspects, by the performance of The Violent lllusion Part |. What happens in the walk through is
not Morenian surplus reality because the walk through deals with a reconstruction of past
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