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What Is Applied Theatre Good for?
Exploring the Notions of Success,
Intent and Impact

Kelly Freebody, Michael Finneran, Michael Balfour, and Michael Anderson

This book aims to be critical and provocative for scholars and practitioners who
align themselves with the applied theatre field. It considers issues that have con-
cerned the field since its inception, such as the extent to which applied theatre makes
change, the relationship between change and intent, the values espoused or assumed
in the field, and the extent to which our work aligns with social change agenda in
ways that are inspiring, problematic, or neither.

In her seminal paper exploring the ‘relatively new’ umbrella field of applied
theatre, Judith Ackroyd attempts to define, understand, and problematize the term.
She concludes with the warning “We forget at our peril the question of what applied
theatre is for” (2000, p. 5). It is here that this book begins. It attempts to explore the
question of what applied theatre is for. We say explore, rather than ask or answer
because we acknowledge that:

1. Applied theatre is not one thing. There is little agreement in the field regarding
the specifics of what is or is not applied theatre. The term “is imperfect. It is a
term cast in different places, and therefore it will catch different practices accord-
ing to the theatre histories of the places from which it is thrown” (Thompson
2012, p. xiv). It is therefore used at different times by different people to refer to
a specific set of practices, a general set of practices, a collection of different

K. Freebody (<) - M. Anderson
The University of Sydney, Sydney, Australia
e-mail: kelly.freebody @sydney.edu.au; michael.anderson @sydney.edu.au

M. Finneran
Mary Immaculate College, University of Limerick, Limerick, Ireland
e-mail: michael.finneran@mic.ul.ie

M. Balfour
Griffith University, Brisbane, QLD, Australia
e-mail: m.balfour @griffith.edu.au

© Springer International Publishing AG, part of Springer Nature 2018 1
K. Freebody et al. (eds.), Applied Theatre: Understanding Change, Landscapes:

the Arts, Aesthetics, and Education 22,

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78178-5_1


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-78178-5_1&domain=pdf
mailto:kelly.freebody@sydney.edu.au
mailto:michael.anderson@sydney.edu.au
mailto:michael.finneran@mic.ul.ie
mailto:m.balfour@griffith.edu.au

2 K. Freebody et al.

practices, practices from a shared history, and/or an epistemological or ontologi-
cal perspective of drama work.

2. Even if we could pinpoint one kind of applied theatre, the field is vast, and not
particularly well organised at recording its scope. There are applied theatre proj-
ects happening with small groups of children in Uganda (e.g., Fleming 2011),
with prisoners in the UK (e.g., Harkins et al. 2009), with dementia patients in
Australia (e.g., Balfour et al. 2015) and school children in Hong Kong (e.g.,
Chan 2013). Much applied theatre work happens without fanfare or advertise-
ment and so it is not possible to make claims about the work as if we have a
comprehensive picture of it.

3. Applied theatre practice, like much work in the fields of the arts, learning, social
justice and community development, is relational. As a result, different partici-
pants will have differing ideas about what the work is, why it is happening,
whether it is good, how and why it can or should be measured and how it is or
isn’t helpful.

Having acknowledged these three caveats, we do wish to explore the field, as best
we can, to understand more deeply what constitutes applied theatre practice, why it
occurs, and how the field conceptualises the notoriously slippery notion of success
to make claims about its transformative qualities.

This chapter aims to set the scene for the book; to give a sense of where applied
theatre is located with regard to definitions, contexts and social change. It will also
outline the purpose, methodological approach and informing principles of the
research from which the first half of this book has emerged. While we do hope to
celebrate powerful work here, a key goal of this book is to provide a critical per-
spective on our field; to raise concerns, problematize representations, question con-
ceptualisations of theory and practice, and to try to begin a detailed discussion about
the effect of different perspectives and practices in the field. To this end, we begin
with an attempt to harness a working definition moving forward.

1 Applied Theatre: Vocabulary or Practice?

The term applied theatre seems to have moved from being a new term to relatively
commonplace both inside and outside the academy in a few short years (Ackroyd
2007). Now, in 2018 as we write this, there are a plethora of university courses,
textbooks, funding opportunities, and research projects focused on applied theatre.
The term itself and what it refers to, has been defined, re-defined, argued over, cel-
ebrated and disagreed upon in that time. The purpose of this introduction is not to
establish a rigid definition. In this book we will be working with, and referring to,
projects and theories that would blur the lines and problematize any one definition.
Additionally, there are some excellent considerations of this topic already published
(see Nicholson 2005; Thompson 2012; O’Connor and Anderson 2015). Instead, we
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wish to engage in a critical discussion about the term and its history, drawing on
some of the key definitions and problematisations presented by key scholars.

One key question surrounding applied theatre is whether it refers to a term or a
set of practices. Both Nicholson and Ackroyd have suggested that when it was first
adopted in the field it was seen as an umbrella term, referring to a range of philoso-
phies and practices. The oft-quoted definitions consider the intentionality and par-
ticipatory nature of the work. In a critical genealogy of the history of applied drama
Nicholson (2010) discussed a shift of terminology, suggesting the term ‘applied
drama’, for her, originally “referred to discursive and scholarly practices, that it sug-
gested a way of theorising drama that aspired to be publicly and socially beneficial”
(Nicholson 2010, p. 151, italics added). The terminology, though, has shifted and,
according to Nicholson, has been adopted by scholars, practitioner, policy makers
and funding bodies, to refer predominately to a set of practices undertaken by those
that work in the field. This shift is problematic for some working in the field.
Ackroyd has critiqued the rhetoric around applied theatre. Seven years after the
publication of her article welcoming and defining the term (2000), Ackroyd (2007)
suggested that the field had stopped using applied theatre as a term, and instead
employed it to refer to a form of practice. She notes that her 2000 paper made claims
that appeared modest in comparison to the rhetoric used now. Rather, now applied
theatre “masquerades as something neutral and democratic” (p. 3) whilst engaging
in a discourse that is reductive and exclusionary — refusing to acknowledge practices
that fulfil the defining features of applied theatre, if they are perceived to be “ideo-
logically unsuitable” (p. 7).

This critique from Ackroyd not only brought into question the productiveness of
having a term that referred to a narrow set of practices in the field, but also the focus
on ‘publically and socially beneficial’ drama work (Nicholson 2005, p. x); A prac-
tice of theatre “wedded to vital issues and one that values debate” (Thompson 2012,
p. xv-i). The extent to which the form or practice of applied theatre can be separated
from the perceived philosophy of applied theatre can be uncomfortable for many in
the field. Ackroyd raises the issue “Many in our field may have shared drama prac-
tice with those in business. Fair enough, but how far should we go? Should arts be
used to improve staff self-presentation skills? Should drama be used to promote
sales? What about tobacco companies?” (2000, p. xx). Balfour takes this question
out of the rhetorical realm to discuss the practices of Geese Theatre Company in the
UK. This company began in the 1980s as ‘radical practitioners working with the
marginalised’ (2009, p. 349), but is now a specialist theatre company working with
offenders to focus them on taking responsibility for their behaviour. These shifts in
the work of applied drama practitioners continue to be influenced by various eco-
nomic, political and social movements, but one by-product appears to be a lack of
clarity around how, when, and where applied drama is being utilised, for whom, by
whom, and with what level of success. So, like most fields, there is a plethora of
understanding about what the term actually refers to. But beyond that, there are dif-
ferences of opinion about whether or not applied theatre should be; whether the
term serves the field at all.
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This problematisation of the term (rather than the theory or practices it’s seen to
represent) has received notice in the two decades or so since it started enjoying com-
mon use. Ackroyd worried that ‘applied’, contrasted with ‘pure’ makes the work
seem less than, impure, less genuine. This is contrasted with Thompson’s view that
‘applied’ disciplines condemn their related fields through the implication that they
are disconnected from the ‘real world’” and therefore not useful to real people and
communities (Thompson 2012). Usefulness, however is also problematized in
applied theatre (despite the obvious focus on the use of theatre to promote change).
Scholars have wondered whether the term ‘applied’ traps the work “through a pri-
mary focus on usefulness” (Freebody 2015). Whilst these scholars are not suggest-
ing that applied drama should not be useful, in neoliberal times, ‘usefulness’ is not
necessarily a value free or ideologically suitable focus.

Here we hit a big potential contradiction in the field of applied theatre. Many in
the field have claimed the work is concerned with social good and the health and
wellbeing of communities (Neelands 2009; Nicholson 2005). However, others have
wondered whether it acts as a marketing term rather than a way of understanding
theory or practices in theatre (Ackroyd 2007). If this is true, then it begs the ques-
tion, despite a perceived radical tradition, is applied theatre actually a neoliberal
tool?

If, as Nicholson (2010) suggested, the terminology has shifted from a way of
scholars theorising about kinds of theatre work, to a way of practitioners discussing
their practices, then the term applied theatre can be used by those working in fields
such as drama education, Theatre for Development, Community Theatre and so on,
to describe their work for the purposes for advertising and funding. Applied theatre
programs are not funded for their “agenda-less creative work™ (Balfour 2009,
p. 350); rather, arts interventions are usually seen as acceptable to the extent that
they provide participants with particular social competencies, the appropriateness
of which is determined by funders and/or practitioners. As a result, “social inten-
tionality underwrites most applied practice, specifically in relation to participation
and transformation” (Balfour 2009, p. 350). The connection between the intention
behind the work, the funding of the work, and the ‘proof” of transformation worries
some in the field — “the promise of change” (Ackroyd 2007, p. 5) leads to an out-
comes orientation that does not necessarily align comfortably with the philosophy
of applied theatre work. These issues are explored further by authors in part 2 of this
volume, who describe, problematize and analyse specific projects to explore the
relationship between applied theatre and a change agenda.

Beyond the concerns about which specific practices and theories are allowed
under the umbrella, we wonder whether these arguments over definition and prac-
tice are in fact what has created the field, and made the term so ubiquitous so quickly.
There is a tendency in fields of academic study for naming and defining to create
momentum. The question of efficacy starts to become less important than the suste-
nance and prominence of the field itself. While some umbrella terms, such as
Cultural Studies, have been successful in creating momentum and establishing an
accepted and acceptable field, the practical and philosophical history of applied
theatre makes this more difficult. Approximately two decades into its life, we
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wonder if the term is starting to become destabilised again. Performers appear to be
turning to social acts and growing politicisation in response to increasing inequality,
and significant shifts in global insecurity. Artists are becoming parts of larger demo-
cratic/advocacy movements, such as the Umbrella Movement in Hong Kong (see
Chan 2016). Perhaps the irony here is that it seems applied theatre’s distinctive
avoidance of overt politics is becoming increasingly questionable and distasteful. If
this observation is correct, then it seems the practice has come full circle; retuning
to its activist roots; a rediscovery of unvarnished advocacy and cultural revolt.

2 Applied Theatre: Context as Governing

Under this umbrella term, allocations of theory and/or practices of applied theatre
are paradoxically easier and more difficult to understand. Easier because it allows
one to collect theories, ideas, and practices from a variety of established and emerg-
ing fields and connect them through their alignment with one term. More difficult
because different contexts (institutional or philosophical) have diverse intentions
for and perspectives on the work. While some have worried that applied theatre, as
afield, has a tendency towards insularity, we argue, rather than insular, we are secto-
rial. When we do come together under our umbrella we celebrate and highlight what
we have in common, rather than what separates us. This does not mean, however,
that there are not powerful considerations that separate us. Context is governing;
theatre in prisons, for example, needs to attend to the institutional and philosophical
context if it is to be successful. Similarly with theatre in schools, communities,
healthcare facilities and so on. Rather than consider this problematic, we agree with
scholars such as Nicholson (2005) and Cohen-Cruz (2010) that this is a strength. It
would be concerning ‘if the convenience of this collective noun reduced a rich
diversity of theories and artistic practices to a single, homogeneous discourse”
(Nicholson 2005, p. 5). Thompson takes this further to suggest that the hidden ref-
erents in the term are what allow discussions between various practices possible
“The person, group or community doing the applying is invisible and this allows
theatre by elderly people to come into dialogue with theatre for youth” (Thompson
2012, p. xv).

The context of applied theatre work influences the practices, philosophies and
institutional considerations, but also orients to specific agenda and funding sources.
The relationship between participants, practitioners, institutions and funding bodies
can make a complex web of expectations, intentions and, as a result, evaluations of
work in applied theatre. As Balfour suggests, “The commissioning of transforma-
tion by these donors infects the ways in which applied theatre defines and talks
about itself” (2009, p. 347). So the context drives both rhetoric and practice in the
sectorial federation of applied theatre. It also defines the notions and articulations of
change, depending on agenda. This is particularly relevant to our discussion in this
volume. Applied theatre is inexorably connected to transformation. Not just in its
marketing, although this is a common element of the rhetoric in the field (Balfour
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2009), but by its very ‘applied’ nature. Applying theatre fo something indicates that
this application can change at least one element of that thing.

3 Applied Theatre: Understanding Change

Change may be the catalyst for applied theatre work; yet notions of change are dif-
ferent in different contexts. It is therefore worth investigating how the field of
applied theatre — nuanced and sectorial as it is — conceptualises itself around change.
This is a large task. In order to introduce our foundational perspectives entering into
it, we will ask and explore four questions.

1. Why does there always need to be a problem?

As the neo-liberal global education reform movement (GERM, for short) is mak-
ing its way across the globe, drama educators are resisting through a new interest in
the place of beauty (Winston 2013) and play (O’Toole 2007) in drama education
practice. Applied theatre practice, however, does not seem to engage so readily in
these discourses. One possible reason for this, we argue, is the focus on the problem.
This is potentially due not necessarily to the practice itself, rather to the fact that the
economic capability of applied theatre is undermined by some of the structures it
works within. In education, for example, applied theatre practitioners are reduced to
being the ‘social elastoplasts’, coming into schools whenever there is not an exam
or test. We discuss this further later. For theatre to become applied theatre, there
must be a ‘problem’ in need of ‘fixing’. Moreover, that problem is specific, and tied
to these participants. Without such guidelines, it becomes impossible to conceptual-
ise the purpose of the work, and whether or not it’s been successful. From a policy
perspective (and one could argue that applied theatre is an aesthetic branch of social
governance), “policy cannot get to work without first problematizing its territory”
(Osborne 1997, p. 174). This goes back, however, to the concern that the problem,
whatever it may be, becomes the key player in the work. A main protagonist, centre
stage and in charge of guiding the main storyline.

This leads us to question: If we see the world through its problems worth fixing,
are we approaching the theatre work and the participants, from a deficit perspective?
If so, why has this come about? And does it matter if we are? We argue that it does.
A deficit perspective of participants, related specifically to their ‘problem’ (of youth,
offending, culture, gender and so on) has two key factors at play: the understanding
of an individual’s personal circumstances based on their problem (i.e., a person is
this race/gender/context); and a perceived failure and/or lack of ability of that group
of persons to be empowered or productive in their current circumstances.

2. Do we socially construct problems through the way we pose solutions?

New research methods in social policy are using Foucault-informed poststructur-
alist perspectives (Bacchi 2009) to understand the role of policy in creating and
maintaining policy ‘problems’ through their proposal of particular solutions. This is
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a powerful idea — governments, through their creation of polices related to, for
instance, safe sex, create public, often value-laden understandings of what ‘unsafe
sex’ is. This leads us to consider whether practice and writing around applied the-
atre programs (such as evaluation, promotion materials, funding applications) do
not simply address problems that exist, but produce ‘problems’ as particular sorts of
problems. Further, the manner in which these ‘problems’ are constituted shapes
lives and worlds, influencing public and personal perceptions of certain groups
(Freebody and Goodwin 2017). This positions applied theatre practitioners as com-
plicit in the agendas of others through their gaining of funding and with that, influ-
ence over participants. This methodological perspective for understanding applied
theatre documents is a central aspect of the research presented in this volume,
explores the ways the ‘solutions’ presented in through applied theatre work, actively
‘talks into being’ social problems.

3. What can or should we claim in the transformation agenda?

With the critical perspectives on the discourse of applied theatre discussed above
beginning to emerge in the field, so too has critical commentary about how we make
claims about change. Tony Jackson argues that if drama starts to make unreal expec-
tations about direct transference to the everyday world then “it is likely to have
slipped from its anchoring within an aesthetic framework and veered toward didac-
ticism, propaganda, or wishful thinking” (Jackson 2007, p. 270). Belifore and
Bennett note that ideology in applied arts — the belief in their power to transform —is
“something close to orthodoxy” amongst those that advocate for applied arts pro-
grams (2008, p. 4). Certainly, grand claims about applied arts as a “form of cultural
democracy” (ASC! 2016, p. 1) or “a valuable resource ... it is an act of distributive
social justice” (Stone Hanley 2013, p. 4) are still a prominent, broad stroke, per-
spective in the field. It is, however, becoming more cautious. Practitioners seem to
be moving away from general advocacy to a deeper interrogation of specific prac-
tices that allow create spaces for change (e.g., Cahill 2016), while at the same time
offering critical commentary on those practices. As Cohen-Cruz reminds the field
“theatre reproduces the same hierarchies that plague the world at large, the same
assumptions of who can speak, who must listen, and who is not even invited into the
conversation” (2010, p. 5).

4. And what of the ‘miracles’ debate?

In 2004 Jonathon Neelands’s article ‘Miracles are happening’” was published in
Research in Drama Education. 12 years later it remains one of the journal’s most
cited articles. The article neatly and eloquently sums up some of the issues intro-
duced in the paragraph above — expressing concern about the mythologising of
drama and the stories of miracles acting as “proof of drama’s efficacy in resolving a
range of problems” (2004, p. 48). Neelands’s expressed his growing concern that
folk wisdoms about practice have contributed to the proliferation of ‘hero narra-
tives’ and ‘localised miracles’, specific, motivationally-oriented instances that have
generated little programmatic work among either researchers or practitioners. This



8 K. Freebody et al.

mythologizing of drama practices led to a distanced view of drama and the world —
not recognising context or individual agency.

Drama cannot, of course, of itself teach in any kind of way, nor can it, of itself, be powerful.
It is what we do, through our own human agency, with drama that determines the specific
pedagogy and specific powers that these examples of rhetorical elision ascribe to the idea of
drama itself (Neelands 2004, p. 48).

We argue here that Neelands’s commentary on the inside vs distanced perspec-
tives on drama and theatre practice is still relevant to current understandings of how
applied theatre transforms. A motivation for this research was to develop these
deeper, inside understandings of current applied theatre practice using documents
from the field to move past this generalised mythologising - the orthodoxy dis-
cussed by Belifore and Bennet (2008) — to understand how a focus on change works
in practice.

In practice, the focus on change requires applied theatre practitioners to take on
multiple roles. Some of these roles are (relatively) unambiguous and obvious —
facilitator of drama work for example — roles for which the practitioner has been, or
can be, trained. Some are straightforward in practice, but potentially problematic in
the discourses surrounding them — evaluator and fundraiser, for example — roles for
which the practitioner may have been trained, but most likely has learned through
experience in the industry. Others are more vague — community worker, diagnosti-
cian, advocate — roles that are almost completely context-specific and difficult to
prepare for. Despite having differing relationships with the overarching change-
making process of applied theatre, all these roles are directly related to it. At their
core, they are about establishing what needs to be changed, gathering funding for it,
implementing a program to make such change, supporting the participants through
it, and then evaluating the extent to which the change occurred.

As this is an introduction to a book about understanding change in applied the-
atre, definitions of applied theatre and how the field conceptualises notions of
change are obvious places to begin. For the remainder of this chapter we will attempt
to identify, present and explore key issues in, or elements of, applied theatre for
transformation in an attempt to position these ideas prior to attending to the research
project underpinning the first half of this book. No doubt each practitioner and
scholar in applied theatre orients to different influential concepts. For us, the follow-
ing interrelated key ideas will be explored:

* Participants in applied theatre.

e The economics of applied theatre as social action
» Efficacy and benefits of applied theatre

e Evaluation in applied theatre

This chapter concludes with a preview of the research project that informs the
first half of this volume, and a discussion of how the disparate voices in the second
half of this book come together to provide us with a nuanced understanding of
change in applied theatre practice, theory and research.
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3.1 Participants

Dramatic practices that are applied to community and educational settings have always
striven for inclusivity and equality and, to maintain this commitment to egalitarianism,
there is a need to be constantly vigilant about what or who is included, and who may be
marginalised, silenced or dispossessed (Nicholson 2010, p. 151).

The idea of taking part in a participatory theatrical encounter suggests that a
large degree of empowerment and agency is imparted, gifted or awarded to the par-
ticipant. Taken further, it implies that freedom can be sought, granted or acquired
through the process of engaging with the applied theatre work. This volume seeks
to unsettle this idea. Central to this unsettling is a conversation about who the people
are who take part in this work, and on what basis, and under what expectations they
are present.

Foucault claims that power and language are inseparable. Their importance for
this work lies in their influence on the discursive formations of a field (Foucault
1969). Recognising these discursive formations allows for the acknowledgment and
identification of objects of discourse, which can assist a field in the suspension of
fixed beliefs in natural and universal entities. The objects of discourse “exist(s)
under the positive conditions of a complex group of relations” (1969, p. 49). These
positive conditions are established, ‘between institutions, economic and social pro-
cesses, behavioural patterns, systems of norms, techniques, types of classification,
modes of characterization’ (1969, p. 49), but their importance is that they are not
present in the discursive object, nor a factor in the deployment of the object or its
analysis, but are merely what enables it to appear, or as Foucault prefers, ‘to be
placed in a field of exteriority’ (1972, p. 50). The implications of this for the field of
applied theatre is that the relationship between knowledge and power are never
fixed, stable or natural in the work of the field, and can only be understood in the
context of the ‘positive conditions’ within which the work takes place. As we have
previously argued, everything is contextual. Every applied theatre project, and its
intent and success, requires that the power structures which govern the involvement
of participants is considered anew, through the discourse of the work, and is prob-
lematize. The language used to describe participants is immediately indicative of
the discursive structures in place. Discourses position participants in different
ways — as clients, as patients, as marginalised, as victims, as requiring saviours, as
children, as vulnerable, as recovering, as at risk.

Unpacking the discourse of participation becomes critical when we consider that
in many instances, applied theatre represents the subversion of cultural ‘norms’
around the production and reception of drama and theatre. For many participants,
particularly in the first world, theatre is still governed by the contract whereby par-
ticipants purchase a ticket voluntarily with money, in the expectation that they will
sit quietly, and outwardly passive in a darkened room, whereupon performers will
use a variety of theatrical conventions to manipulate time, space and identity, with a
view to entertaining and perhaps challenging the audience.
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For practitioners in applied theatre the problem is exactly opposite. The work of
Augusto Boal remains the default archetype for the relationship between the facili-
tator, players and participants in such work — the ideas of the spect-actor and joker
have become spiritual norms in the field, and explored further by Prentki in
“Bottom’s Dream Applied Theatre: Anything Goes but what Stays?” in this volume.
It is evident from research, however, that the diversity of practice is much broader
and greater than that. The challenge for critical work such as this is not just one of
discussing the range and types of extant practices but of framing critical models and
modes of participation. It is also the challenge of bridging cultural norms and expec-
tations around participation in applied work to understand the extent participants
come to the work knowing their rights and their role in the work, regardless of
whether their presence is voluntary or not. This includes understanding that the
work may seek to change their views on the world, something they may accept or
reject; and allow them to choose active or passive engagement and spectatorship, in
keeping with the democratic principles of empowerment which all applied theatre
that we are aware of seeks to embody.

In a nutshell, we argue that applied theatre doesn’t always do a great job at under-
standing what it demands of its participants, and doesn’t always know how it sees
their role. Participants in applied theatre often don’t have a choice about being pres-
ent or not. The framing of participation, and the role of participants in applied the-
atre is key to developing an understanding of notions of success, intent, value and
change, and will be explored further in Chapters “Values, Intentions, Success and
Impact in Applied Theatre Documents” and “Critical Perspectives on Applied
Theatre for Social Change: Defamilarising Key Words in the Field”.

3.2 The Economics of Applied Theatre as a Social Action

We mentioned earlier in this chapter the problematizing of the potential relationship
between applied theatre and business that has taken place in the literature. The
extent to which it’s ‘ok’ to be an applied theatre practitioner working with private
business for commercial purposes seems to be a grey area for the field. Certainly
there has been a blurring in the lines around business, industry, theatre and social
action. Much of this blurring stems from the development of applied theatre as an
industry. One that serves, not only ‘clients’ (and here we come to a tricky place —
funders or participants?), but also the practitioners themselves.

The relationship between participants and practitioners, already complex,
becomes messy and multifaceted when external and/or additional relationships are
put in the mix; relationships with funders, institutions, places, money, just to name
a few. Snyder-Young (2013) argues that dialogue about change in applied theatre
which focuses on what the experience gives the participants and not on what the
practitioner gains from the exercise (tenure, employment, money, prestige) is deeply
problematic. Critical perspectives on welfare have discussed ‘the poverty industry’
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and questioned the extent to which governments and charities sustain poverty
through the provision of service professions:

What became the professionalization of being human took off, bloating under government
contracts. For every poverty problem, a self-perpetuating profession proposed to ameliorate
the situation without altering the poverty... Furthermore, to keep the “service” engine
stoked, every manner of failure has been ascribed to the families themselves. Laziness.
Cheating. Dependency. (Funiciello 1990, p. 38).

This is a provocative idea — at odds with the radical, personal, and indeed com-
passionate way many in the applied theatre field would position their relationship
with participants. It is however, the case that many in the field (along with many in
other social service fields) receive their income as part of this service industry.
Therefore, it is our belief, that a discussion of the relationship between applied the-
atre and change needs to engage in a critically aware analysis of the industry of
applied theatre.

If the poverty industry is a problematic space for communities and governments,
then it is appropriate for us to adopt a critical lens when discussing broad notions of
change, intention, success and value in applied theatre work. On one hand, it can be
argued that practitioners ‘use’ the circumstances of the precariat to gain and keep
employment, turning problems into currency (Standing 2011). On the other hand,
applied theatre has emerged from a radical tradition, one concerned almost abso-
lutely with understanding and fighting oppression. So where do we stand? How
dark or light is our shade of grey? This is obviously not a question for an umbrella
field, but rather each individual project within it. It is useful, however, for us to
acknowledge that the space we inhabit, not matter how much we attempt fill it with
democracy, fun, purpose, and care is not unproblematic. The relationship practitio-
ners have with participants, funders, institutions and communities is governed by
context, intention and individual or shared understandings of how participants need
to change.

3.3 How Does it Work? How Do We Know?

So far, many of our provocations around change have questioned its rights as a focus
for applied theatre work. This is not necessarily to say that we as applied theatre
scholars, practitioners, teachers and authors believe that change should not be at the
centre of what we do. What we are attempting to achieve is a critical perspective on
the place of change — its relationship to participants and funders, and its governing
effect on the development and implementation of programs. We align with Foucault’s
(1996) notion of critique — as an opportunity to question underlying assumptions
and accepted practices, to understand our work more deeply. It is difficult and com-
plex, but worthwhile as it allows us to move beyond rhetoric and platitudes, to
develop genuine and informed ideas about the possibilities and opportunities work-
ing with theatre gives practitioners, participants and funders. Now, however, we



12 K. Freebody et al.

move away from making critical and provocative statements about change to explore
what we consider some of the concepts that work within or alongside the transfor-
mative agenda in applied theatre — benefits, efficacy and evaluation.

Significant attention has been paid to the particular aspects of applied theatre and
drama education that provide opportunities for engagement, change, and expres-
sion. Snyder-Young (2013) outlines three specific elements that she believes makes
theatre different from other forms of community organizing:

1. Itis live and public
2. Itis not real
3. It is collaborative problem solving (Snyder-Young 2013, pp. 11-12).

Number 2 and 3 on this list have been spotlighted in drama education literature as
key spaces for engagement and learning (e.g., Heathcote 1984; Neelands 2009). The
seminal educator, Dorothy Heathcote emphasised the importance of living through
drama — of accepting the fiction and finding safe spaces to explore personal issues
through the adoption of fictional roles (Heathcote 1984). Bundy and col-
leagues (2016) have explored this further by developing nuanced understandings of
the role of emotion and engagement in participatory drama and theatre work.
Jonothan Neelands has produced a body of work exploring and advocating for the
ensemble nature of drama work and its potential to develop pro-social skills in those
participate in it (Neelands 2009). These three areas provide a focus for exploring the
benefits of working with the dramatic form to educate, activate and ‘transform’
participants. At the heart of all of these ideas however, is one key
principle — participation.

Participation is arguably the most common element of applied theatre practice. It
is often taken to be what separates applied theatre from other more traditional activ-
ist or educative tools. The active involvement of participants in making, directing
and reflecting on theatre as seen by Boal as one solution to the potential issues
explored above — the problematic power relationship evident between an artist who
wants to transform and the participants to be transformed. Prentki too sees partici-
pation as a solution to Theatre for Development’s “history as a propaganda tool and
neoliberal force” (Snyder-Young 2013, p. 35). By participating, those making the-
atre can ensure their perspectives are, at least attended to, if not embraced.
Participation in applied theatre also interacts with our embodied histories, while
simultaneously creating new potential ways of being.

(T)heater, in being an explicit play with and around ‘action matter’, deals with the basic
processes of how we learn to perform our lives. Actions undertaken or witnessed in theatre
will leave emotional memories, behaviour fragments, characteristics, lines, gesture and
images of self that will fit or conflict with an existing shape (Thompson 2012, p. 50).

Participation is, by all accounts in the field, a central tenet of practice. It is the
participatory spaces provided in applied theatre work, merging with existing under-
standings of self in the world, that is seen to house so much potential for learning
and change.
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3.4 Evaluation

Despite the perceived opportunities considered to be inherent in the practices of
theatre, “the arts occupy a particularly fragile position in public policy, on account
of the fact that the claims made for them, especially those relating to their transfor-
mative power, are extremely hard to substantiate” (Belfiore and Bennett 2008, p. 5).
Belifore and Bennett (2008) suggest that recent, neoliberal, outcome-driven trends
in social policy development have marginalized the place of arts interventions.

Evaluation of applied theatre is an issue that has received prominence in the
scholarly literature for the past decade. The 2006 special edition of Research in
Drama Education Drama of Change? Prove it! Impact and assessment in applied
theatre indicated and explored a concern within the field that evaluation practices
were sketchy and under-defined. The editors of that special edition claimed that the
field of applied theatre carries as part of its ‘disciplinary inheritance’ a suspicion of
pedagogies and forms of evaluation that are imported from other disciplines.
Simultaneously it is characterised by a general reluctance to developing and sys-
tematising its own forms of evaluation (Etherton and Prentki 2006, p. 144). Since
then, scholars have started calling for research to bring insight to “how and what
claims are made” (Balfour 2009, p. 353) and a better understanding of intentions
and experiences of participants as well as what constitutes success of these pro-
grams (Etherton and Prentki 2006).

McDonald (2005) has suggested that applied drama practitioners should develop
a culture of ‘genuine dialogue’ (Balfour 2009, p. 355) about political values and
ethics of practice. Others further suggest that the field consider what is subjectively
‘good’, as well as objectively of ‘quality’ if it is to seriously address concepts of
evaluation and impact. Matarasso (2013, pp. 4-5) observed that applied drama
“cannot be judged as good (or bad) unless the concept of ‘good’ is defined” and that,
if improving practice is the goal of evaluation, “unchecked subjectivity is of limited
use in guiding human action”. Considering transformative principles such as social
change and personal growth are terms that have acquired such a range of referents,
it makes it difficult to use them productively to assess the impact of the work of
applied theatre programs (Hughes and Wilson 2004; Matarasso 2013).

4 OQOutline of the Book

This volume is in two parts, but attempts to tell a holistic story about the concept of
change and how it informs and operates within applied theatre theory and practice.
Part 1 reports on a research project aimed at exploring and interrogating perspec-
tives on transformation in applied theatre for social change. To achieve this, the
study focused on documents written about applied theatre — including websites,
evaluation reports, scholarly journal articles and book chapters, and university
course descriptions. These documents were then analysed in three key ways:
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1. Placed through concordance software to provide a ‘broad brush’ understanding
of what vocabulary was common, and commonly linked in the different docu-
ments — accounting for type of document, type of theatre practice, and geograph-
ical location.

2. Thematic coding, assisted by NViVO software sought to unpack the ways
‘value’, ‘intention’, ‘success’ and ‘impact’ were referenced, presented, (poten-
tially) problematized, or understood in the documents.

3. Poststructual analysis, informed by the critical policy analysis method: What’s
the problem represented to be? (Bacchi 2009) on the key words and themes
emerging from the thematic coding provided a critical perspective on the research
findings.

The first half of this volume explores these findings, first setting the scene with a
historical discussion of the change and value agenda in applied theatre and the arts
more broadly (Chapter “Theories of Change: Cultural Value and Applied Theatre”),
followed by the presentation of findings from the concordance (Chapter “Language
and the concept of change: Overview of Leximancer Analysis”) and thematic cod-
ing (Chapter ‘“Values, Intentions, Success and Impact in Applied Theatre
Documents”), and finally a critical, de-familiarizing exercise, informed by the post-
structual analysis of the data (Chapter “Critical Perspectives on Applied Theatre for
Social Change: Defamilarising Key Words in the Field”).

This is not a field speaking with ‘one voice’ about how we understand and evalu-
ate change in our work. In order to ‘Understand Change’ as our title has suggested
we would try to do, we need to explore the multiple perspectives on what it is, in
theatre, in applied theatre, in communities; and who is responsible for it. To this
end, the second half of this volume brings together essays and reflections from
applied theatre practitioners and scholars on how the field can (can't), does (doesn’t),
and should (shouldn’t) conceptualise change. These discussions are at times angry,
considered, playful, imploring, and critical. Together they provide us with a dispa-
rate view of a single theme. Some of the chapters explicitly address the relationship
between theories of change and the evaluation practices of applied theatre work
(See Cahill, Chapter, “Evaluation and the Theory of Change” and Snyder-Young,
Chapter “No “Bullshit”: Rigor and Evaluation of Applied Theatre Projects”). Others
draw on discussions of specific applied theatre programs to draw broader conclu-
sions about the nature of applied theatre and the opportunities and challenges asso-
ciated with it’s mandate to ‘make change’ (see McEwan, Chapter “Change and
continuity in applied theatre: Lessons learnt from ‘The Longest Night’”, and
Ahmed, Chapter “In the Interstice of Intension and Intention of Transformation:
Where Applied Theatre Fosters Neoliberal Entrepreneurship”). Some chapters draw
the reader deeply into theatre, script, play, and performance to engage with, and
question, transformation discourses in the field more broadly (see Prentki, Chapter
“Bottom’s Dream Applied Theatre: Anything Goes but what Stays?”, and
O’Connor & O’Connor, Chapter “Hearing Children’s Voices: Is Anyone
Listening?”).
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In this volume we draw on Richardson’s (2000) notion of Crystallization as a
way of engaging more with a topic beyond rigid, straight lined, triangulation, but
rather in a way that:

combines symmetry and substance with an infinite variety of shapes, substances, transmu-
tations, multi dimensionalities, and angles of approach....Crystallization provides us with a
deepened, complex, thoroughly partial, understanding of the topic” (p. 934)

Crystallization therefore encourages us to see the refracted reflections of light
coming from the concept of ‘change’ (our crystal) beaming in a variety of directions
and landing on many surfaces. While the first half of this volume draws out themes
from a specific research project, the second half of this volume aims to extend,
expand, and redirect those ideas to provide each reader with a nuanced look at how
change is conceptualised, enacted, problematized, and celebrated in applied
theatre.
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Theories of Change: Cultural Value
and Applied Theatre

Michael Balfour and Kelly Freebody

Chapter one set the scene for the discussions in this volume. In this chapter, we want
to provide a sense of context and history to the relationships between applied theatre
practice, scholarship, evaluation and theories of change. To this end, we aim to attend
to the long intellectual legacy of the concept that the arts have an impact socially on
communities and audiences. Despite the breadth and growth of applied theatre prac-
tice in the last two decades, Kershaw notes that “applied theatre, community perfor-
mance and related forms apparently have attracted few historians” (Kershaw 2016,
p. 16). This chapter will draw on work that established historical considerations of
the role of applied theatre, and the arts more generally in society, its relationship to
theories of change, social policy, and the sovereignty of doing good.

Artists orientate heavily to their understanding of invention in their work as
authentic to the context, the moment, and the relationship between audience and
work. Belifore and Bennett, however, make the important point that contemporary
social and cultural policy knowingly or unknowingly intersect with a very long
philosophical debate about the social function and impact of the arts that dates back
to Plato and Aristotle (Belfiore and Bennett 2008). Arts practices in fact “rely on a
synthesis of memory and invention” (Nicholson 2010, p. 147). The memory of the
work, however, is less prevalent in the discursive practices of the field. This chapter
attempts to remember the history of the writing about and practices of art for social
change with the idea that it is important that artists and researchers develop con-
scious understanding of where they fit within the discourse of social impact and
theories of change. In this way, a more precise and coherent rationale can be articu-
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lated about the nature of their work. There is much to learn from the long history
and legacy of social impact discourse as it is filled with intellectual dead ends as
well as well-formed arguments that push through contemporary debates and pro-
vide a context for layered and mature discussion of the field.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a critical and historical overview of the
common-sense relationship between applied theatre and social change, and to
explore the emergence of specific discursive practices related to cultural value, the
arts, and social change. The second half of this chapter will draw on this commen-
tary to spotlight how these ideas have emerged in one context: prison theatre. This
part of the chapter will focus on recent research that developed a framework for
practitioners and criminal justice professionals to understand and better articulate a
framework for understanding social change using a logic model approach. In doing
this, we acknowledge we undertake the role of ‘history-maker’, with

...an ethical responsibility to be reflexive about the ways in which theories and practices are
evidenced, documented and represented, and to be alert to the ways in which the past is
used to create new social imaginaries (Nicholson 2010, p. 148).

Indeed, attention to how practices are documented and represented is a core tenet
of the research project from which this volume emerged. Engaging in critical per-
spectives that attempt to uncover how discursive practices in the field have devel-
oped, and then gone on to become true, mundane, and unquestioned, is the broader
purpose of this book.

The criticism that is so often leveled at applied theatre — and the arts in general —
is that there is a naivety associated with the faith-based debates that the arts are good
for you, and that the arts can transform and change marginalized communities and
empower them to — well what is not always clear. As Ahmed asks in this book: what
exactly is the nature of that change — to transform agrarian communities into neo
liberal consumers? The rush to do good — to make change, to inspire and trans-
form — is such a strong motivating quality in applied theatre work. And yet so often
practitioners do not seem to consider the complex moral and social implications of
what they do, the nature of change, or the overall models of change that fuel the
missionary zeal. As Cahill argues, in her chapter in this book, applied theatre
research needs to explore how transdisciplinary approaches to theories of change
can help to make transparent the links between theory, praxis and evaluation. And
certainly, applied theatre has as a field, attempted to avoid its own marginalization,
through a growing (if sometimes inconsistent) effort to map its pedagogical contri-
bution to social and personal change.

The arts occupy a particularly vulnerable position in relation to social theory and
policy, as a practice that routinely works with and for ‘socially and politically dis-
advantaged groups and communities’, community arts or applied theatre projects
operate within a range of ‘macro-histories’ — institutional (prisons, schools, sys-
tems), political (nations, communities), and so on (Kershaw 2016, p. 16). Micro-
accounts of specific applied theatre projects, therefore are affected by, and affecting
of, these broader histories. As Kershaw states, the ‘spatial and temporal dimensions’
of applied theatre projects in war zones, for instance, “are critical to how macro-
histories may impinge on, and be evoked by, locally focused projects” (Kershaw
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2016, p. 19). As a result, these local, or what he terms micro-accounts, often borrow
sub-sets of theory to justify the claims for social change and transformation. In this
way, how the artistic practice is given value is influenced by the existing discourses
and social norms of the particular context it’s trying to affect (Crossick and
Kaszynska 2016). For example, prison theatre makers rationalize their work in rela-
tion to criminology and criminal justice policy both to explain themselves but also
to pull the practice closer to the context. The danger here is that the complex theo-
ries of a particular context overwhelm and instrumentalize the theatre work in such
a way as to reduce the very qualities of the work that brought them into the context
in the first place. There are instances of work in prisons, schools and other institu-
tions that has been adapted to a series of role-play exercises that anyone can do with
a manual and a little training. The theatre, in other words, can become colonized by
the contexts it seeks to change. The flip side of this is that applied theatre practitio-
ners go in with a revolutionary zeal that is anti-establishment and romanticizes
offenders as oppressed and disadvantaged. We are exaggerating the extremes here,
but both of these impulses exist, and the difficulty comes in that the claims for
change and transformation are extremely hard to substantiate. A series of role-plays
are unlikely to transform individuals into model citizens, just as a theatre workshop
is unlikely to incite a radical Marxist revolution.

Applied theatre practitioners have become increasingly adroit and aware of the
need to create projects that align to specific learning aims and goals within an evalu-
ation framework. It goes alongside the torturous push for funding, acceptance and
access into institutions and contexts. While project aims and objectives are standard
practice, the models of change that sit behind these imperatives are often muted
assumptions that go unchecked by funders, institutions and practitioners themselves.
The enormous (and often resented) process of evaluating and (less often) research-
ing the impact of applied theatre projects becomes entangled in the latest suite of
evidence-based measures. In attempting to understand change, that which can be
measured matters. This is particularly problematic for the arts in general and applied
theatre specifically. The concept of change and transformation (whether micro-
change or revolutionary change) is so complex a process, it is impossible to capture
in a series of measured attributes. Typically, pre-post questionnaires are used to
track attitudinal, behavioral or emotional change. There might be post project inter-
views, statistical information about a group’s engagement and participation, but are
these elements really going to say much about change? These pseudo-scientific pro-
cesses also do not record how other factors in an individual’s life might be influenc-
ing them. Family, economics, peer groups, and so on, make it virtually impossible
for any conclusions to be drawn about whether the theatre has been the root cause of
any change. Similarly, a focus on behavioural or attitudinal change might miss the
unintended consequences of an arts experience. Heritage captures this well when
after a four-day AIDS/HIV workshop in a Brazilian prison he interviewed one of the
participants about the impact of the workshop on future behavior who said:

I have just taken part in a workshop where I have cried, hugged, laughed, played in ways
that I have never done in the past. I have changed totally. Perhaps next week I will have
unsafe sex. I don’t know. Why are you so obsessed with the future? What has happened now
is most important (Heritage 2004, p. 190)
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So, the notion of evidence is significant but fraught. What practitioners often see
and talk about is the temporary transition of participants from low functioning to
high functioning in the space of a (good) workshop. A group can be one thing when
they enter the room, and seem transformed when they exit. Does this mean the
change is substantial or transitory? The aesthetic impact of an applied theatre proj-
ect rests in the individual subjective experience, and while we can talk about micro
moments of change and new perspective-taking, there are very real limitations to
the extent to which broader and concrete outcomes can be generalized and claimed.

This to a considerable degree explains why there has been an increase in litera-
ture reviews and impact studies attached to, in particular, publically funded arts
projects. By and large these studies are positioned as advocacy for a specific orga-
nization and/or funding agency to make a better case for the arts. Indeed, a mini
industry of arts consultancies has been established. They provide thick documents
and seemingly thorough data analyses that push a policy message of increased fund-
ing, arguing that the benefits of the projects are supported by evidence-based claims.
To a large extent this is how most policy advocacy groups work, regardless of their
fields of interest. Sometimes it is precipitated by warnings of impending crises and
urgent action required. How else to grab the attention from other policy priorities in
defense, health, border security, education, criminal justice? The reality is that the
arts in whatever geographical territory you look at are often marginal, and certainly
way down the pecking order of public and social policy. Therefore, it is no surprise
that arts and cultural policy have often re-invented their social value in an effort to
align with the latest governmental priorities and buzz words. And so, the arts, rather
nefariously, have been proposed as a creative industry, a major exporter, a vital tour-
ist attraction, a significant ingredient in economic renewal for areas of disadvantage,
and closer to applied theatre, active contributors to reducing crime, enhancing health
and well-being, and building capacity in social cohesion and resilience.

Therefore, rather than being concerned with “questioning whether or not the arts
actually do have the economic and social impacts claimed for them, researchers
have directed their efforts to coming up with evidence that they do” (Belfiore and
Bennett 2008, p. 7). The question here is not so much the politics of advocacy, or
even the veracity of the data and the evidence. This goes with the territory. What gets
missed however is the actual nature of the aesthetic experience. Would the arts mat-
ter even if they didn’t have social impact, are they valuable in and of themselves? It
is an important question, because it positions value as something other than simply
instrumental or economic. We’ll explore the thematic of value later in the book,
drawing out the data from our coding of the literature. But it’s important to remain
vigilant to the history and politics of value — the ways in which in different periods
and across different applied theatre domains, usefulness is interpreted and re-inter-
preted in different ways as a response to broader social and governmental policies.

The concept of cultural value is key to navigating debates around the instrumen-
tal and intrinsic nature of the arts. There have been recent attempts to pin down the
value of the arts — some attempts attending to extending theoretical perspectives,
and others oriented to developing tools for practitioners and evaluators. Holden’s
Capturing Cultural Value attempted to provide ‘a new language for culture’ drawn
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from a combination of economics, anthropology, environmentalism and public
value (Holden 2004, p. 10). More recently Crossick and Kaszynska’s Cultural Value
Project (2016) has attempted to:

...break down the divide between the intrinsic and the instrumental camps, to transcend the
debate about things to be valued ‘for their own sake,” or else understood only in terms of the
narrow economic or other material benefits that they provide. The project has sought to put
the experience of individuals back at the heart of ideas about cultural value, arguing that it
is only once we have started with individual experience that we can then work outwards,
and understand the kinds of benefit that culture may have for society, for communities, for
democracy, for public health and wellbeing, for urban life and regional growth. By working
outwards from the individual in this way, we quickly realise that we need a wider and sub-
tler repertoire of methodologies if we are to talk about the concept of cultural value, and
evaluate it meaningfully (Crossick and Kaszynska 2016, p. 5).

In relation to understanding change, the move here is to identify the significance
of how the arts create (or do not create) meaning-making as part of the individual
subjective experience. There is still a limitation here, as both Holden’s work and the
Cultural Value Project are positioned within social and cultural policy. The method-
ological road still leads to impact and funding. And as long as value is linked to
funding there will always be the play for advocacy (especially in an era of austerity),
even if there is greater clarity and balance between identifying arts ‘true’ worth.
Nevertheless, the Cultural Value Project was an ambitious attempt to capture the
elusive qualities of cultural value, and at least to propose ways of understanding and
developing methodologies that might constitute complex notions of evidence. As it
was funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council rather than an advocacy
body or arts funder, there is a refreshing disavowal and conscious critique of the
tension between research and advocacy. “If we’re to have the grown-up conversa-
tions about why arts and culture matter that the report calls for, then we have to
accept when arguments are weak, methodologies are unsatisfactory, or evidence is
insubstantial” (Crossick and Kaszynska 2016, p. 7).

The recent literature on cultural value and social change has emphasized the
need to contextualize the intellectual history of the inherent tensions between instru-
mentalism and arts for art’s sake (Crossick and Kaszynska 2016). This history maps
out the pre-Enlightenment methods of production in which there was no separate
category of the arts but an embedded relationship with religion, ritual, and crafts-
manship (Habermas 1981; Chairman-Bernstein 1992). In this conceptualization
there was no false dichotomy between use or ornament, but rather an acceptance of
the purpose of craft and aesthetics in daily life. The terms of instrumentalism have
therefore shifted and changed, and it is this intellectual genealogy that is critical to
contemporary debates about theatre and social change.

‘Instrumentalism’ is, as a matter of fact, 2500 years old. The arts have been used as a tool
to enforce and express power in social relations for as long as the arts themselves have been
around. We would argue, in fact, that the first lucid, cogent and systematic theorisation of
instrumental cultural policy can be found in Plato’s Republic (Belfiore and Bennett 2008,
p. 140).

The reference to Plato sets up the debate about the corrupting nature of the arts,
on one hand, its potential for destabilising, iconoclasm, and undermining society
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because it is escapist and a distraction from important societal concerns, and on the
other, Aristotelian traditions in which the potential of the arts is conceived of as
improving and educating citizens. It is not within the capacity of this chapter to
explore in depth the complex heredity of this intellectual history, but suffice to say,
Aristotelian arguments have developed, fractured, and deepened through a variety
of traditions, for example from positivist thinkers such from Voltaire, through
Schiller and Shelley to de Tocqueville and Dewey.

The intrinsic-instrumental dichotomy has dominated the intellectual discussion
of the role and function of the arts in society. A move to more nuanced approaches
that sidestep the either-or debate, might re-frame arguments in relation to what
might be asked of the arts, as opposed to whether it is appropriate to expect a ‘use-
ful’ dividend. The research that explores values attempts to re-set a long (and per-
haps fruitless) debate concentrating on the nature of the phenomena instead and
accepting that this nature is subject to contemporaneous norms:

Valuation is an action and an intervention, and is about attributing cultural value to objects
and events in the context of prevailing social norms and customs. The dichotomies that
shape much debate are thus themselves constructed through such discourses, nowhere more
so perhaps than when we consider cultural policy (Belfiore and Bennett 2008, p. 140).

The significance of this re-phrasing of social impact and change is that the values
discourse re-positions arts within a broader intellectual history and debate, and
importantly broadens it away from the reductionism of the measurement and public
management approach that has dominated Western arts policy since the early 1980s.

Applied theatre history traces the contours of social and political policy from the
1980s through to contemporary times. The shift from community arts and its out-
right left wing agenda fell from grace with the hard line and pernicious de-funding
of companies by Thatcher’s government in the UK (and Howard in Australia).
Private sector funding was introduced to sponsor the arts. It was the era of small
government and the privileging of entrepreneurism (‘loads of money’). Concepts of
social change so widely promulgated by community theatre/arts movement were
replaced with buzzwords such as ‘targets’, ‘monitoring outputs’ and ‘auditing’ per-
formances (O’Brien 2013). The rhetoric of the 1980s and beyond consigned the
nebulous ideas of educational liberation and egalitarianism to the scrap heap. The
lofty ideas of the arts as nurturing cultural sensibility, the human spirit and moral
reasoning’ were given short shrift (Ellis 2013). Arguably applied theatre practice
emerged as a pragmatic response to the radical shifts in social and political policy,
and in doing so renounced the political aspirations of social change embedded in
much of the 1970s community arts and theatre in education movements. The politics
did not disappear, but became subterranean, and covert. Hence, it might be argued,
the field has been somewhat stunted in its ability to talk about radical change
because it has been so concerned with acceptance and the business of survival that
examining — and really examining — the complexities and theories of change that
inform its silent assumptions have become stilted and rather unsophisticated. In
short the faith-based dogma of change and transformation have remained unques-
tioned and unexamined.
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Applied theatre was created as a resistance against these moves, but also as a
desperate way to survive and adapt the momentous shift into an era of accountabil-
ity in the most simplistic of terms. Value was defined purely in relation to its instru-
mental utility. Applied theatre researchers and practitioners responded by building
in and absorbing these measurement cultures, vainly attempting to construct evalu-
ations that would be accepted by the specific agencies they were working with.
There are two important things to highlight here. First is how quickly and effec-
tively the shift to measurement and new instrumentalism became the dominant
paradigm (thanks to Thatcher’s, Howard’s, and to some extent Reagan’s reforming
agenda) and has continued to be one of the main frameworks for the last 40 years.
Second, it’s important to recognize that within these frameworks there has also been
a desire to make meaning from data and evidence. Those that argue for a lack of
accountability, perhaps romanticize the position of the arts too much. Resources are
limited and funding finite. Applied theatre, ironically, has rather thrived in certain
sectors as a result of valuing the arts in relation to social policy. Both the conserva-
tive and (in the UK) New Labour arts policies intrinsically challenged artists to link
their work to broad societal policy (with lashings of measurements). For example,
in prison theatre domains, several companies were established and grew close part-
nerships with criminal justice agencies and latterly with arts council funding.

Within the broader ambitions of the book we will be exploring how concepts of
value, intent and success have emerged as discursive practices across a range of
documents associated with applied theatre practice. In the next section, it is useful
to explore the politics and history of change in relation to one area of practice —
prison theatre — which has grown up in the era of managerialism and measurement,
and to track the scope and diversity of how the field articulates concepts of change
in this specific context.

1 Change in Applied Theatre: Prison Theatre

There have been a number of key applied theatre areas that have had to reflect and
respond to context-specific interpretations of change. Theatre for Development
practice often demands social and economic forms of change driven as much by
NGO imperatives as the grounded needs of communities. Those working in theatre
and health often understand efficacy in terms of medical forms of measurement.
And prison theatre work, caught up in the correctional technologies and rationales
for punishment and rehabilitation, defines and responds to criminological para-
digms of social policy. If change is to be understood in broader terms, then it can
only be achieved with an approach which is both epic and intimate — the micro and
the macro — and linked to the specificities of a context. To a degree the affect/effect
of applied theatre resides in the commitment to aesthetic imperatives and a confi-
dence in negotiating and engaging with transdisciplinary approaches. The three-
way partnership model of applied theatre — the artist, the participant and the
institutional/agency — do construct tensions and contradictions, but can also be a
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powerful and dynamic framework through which positive outcomes and transparent
modes of understanding can emerge.

Prison theatre provides a particularly rich example of the inherent paradoxes of
applying theatre work, because the criminological goal is so tightly focused on indi-
vidual change. Theatre-based practice needs to be able to demonstrate how it relates
to criminological criteria such as articulated models of change, empirical validation,
or how a programme addresses identified criminogenic needs of a target group. In a
context where correctional budgets are under pressure, the case for the arts needs to
be made with ever greater sophistication, or at the very least an understanding and
ability to be in dialogue with institutional priorities within the criminal justice sys-
tem. The notion of change in prison-based work is pre-determined and benchmarked
against rehabilitation criteria. This directly informs the ways in which theatre com-
panies are invited and permitted to be in a prison, and this fragile ‘offer’ is con-
stantly under scrutiny, and perpetually a victim of shifts in policy. It is testimony to
theatre practitioners’ resilience and their ability to build productive working part-
nerships with criminal justice staff that have enabled theatre work to exist, grow and
develop in multiple ways. But it is always with a conscious understanding that agil-
ity and responsiveness to changes in the criminal justice ecology are a basic survival
instinct.

Therefore, the notions of change — in behaviour and criminological attitudes —
are complex linguistic, policy and political territories. The restrictive criminal jus-
tice environment calls for clarity and a strong evidence base, but also a degree of
courage and confidence to articulate value and understanding in ways that are both
acceptable to the context their rigor, and that can fully capture what theatre might be
able to achieve that other ‘interventions’ might not.

The two main approaches to prison work have been either to explore the align-
ment between the arts and criminological theories in order to pursue key criminal
justice objectives (e.g. victim empathy, social skills development, cognitive behav-
ioural skills to address offending behaviour) or to take an aesthetic stance, and argue
that the soft skills of being engaged in arts practice have a multitude of benefits
(usually in relation to self-esteem, confidence, new perspectives on identity). This
intentionality and positioning is important because it frames the kind of work that is
delivered. Exploration of change need to be focussed on clarifying the language of
artists and criminal justice agencies. It’s a murky area on both sides. There are art-
ists that have clear ideas of not wanting anything to do with the change business.
They are art makers. They make art. And yet when asked to identify the benefits of
their work, they talk in terms of individual transformation. The same inconsisten-
cies exist in criminal justice agencies, in which models of change are presented in
neat logical diagrams of ‘input’ this training or cognitive behavioural programme to
deliver this ‘output’ (change in attitude/behaviour/criminological tendency). The
‘science’ of prison is certainly more sophisticated and nuanced than in previous
decades, but the statistics in relation to rehabilitation or reducing reoffending remain
stubbornly high across all international jurisdictions.

As the contemporary prison theatre field developed in the 1980s and 1990s, so
too did the need for evaluation, research and evidence to support the claims and



Theories of Change: Cultural Value and Applied Theatre 27

rationales for the work. In the 1990s the Unit for Arts and Offenders advocated for
evaluation methodologies to be incorporated into the work of practitioners, and in
more recent years this call has been heeded, at least in the UK (Peaker 1998; Balfour
and Poole 1998). In 2011, The Arts Alliance (UK) (a development from the Unit for
Arts and Offenders), commissioned The Evidence Library, a catalogue of research
evidence on the effectiveness of arts organisations in the criminal justice sector and
an assessment of the viability of providing an online catalogue of research (Arts
Alliance Evidence Library n.d.). Whilst there are a small number of studies docu-
mented in that work which are published in academic journals, the majority of the
work cited is grey literature either unpublished evaluations available by request
through an arts organisation, or in the form of a document published on an organisa-
tion’s website.

The Evidence Library builds on a previous literature review, Doing the Arts
Justice (Hughes 2005) which provided a significant overview with a clear account
of the current evidence and theory base for the arts in the criminal justice sector.
Hughes presents a number of major thematic strands in arts practice in the criminal
justice sector which can be summarised as follows (Hughes 2005, p. 53):

1. Arts to enrich the prison curriculum (where arts based programmes enhance
basic skills training in areas such as parenting and family relationships)

2. Arts education (classes to develop skills in specific art forms such as music edu-
cation or painting classes)

3. Arts as therapeutic interventions (arts-based therapy or as a tool in a broader
intervention program)

4. Arts as adjunctive therapy (arts practice with broad personal and social develop-
ment aims that develop readiness for future interventions or as an adjunct to
intervention programmes)

5. Arts for participation and citizenship (arts practice that prepares offenders to
play a positive role in the community or arts programmes based on restorative
justice models or generative activities/contribution to community)

6. Arts as a cultural right (arts for social inclusion, based on the idea that everyone
has a right of access to high quality arts opportunities and cultural experience).

Hughes’ evolving taxonomy documents a range of different rationalisations for
change and is a helpful guide for theatre makers to understand and position their
projects in relation to different change agendas. Subsequent to Hughes’ review, two
other reports have been developed. Unlocking Value: the economic benefit of the
arts in criminal justice evaluates the economic benefits of arts interventions
(Johnson, Keen and Pritchard 2011). This document assesses the effectiveness in
terms of economic value of three arts programmes with ex-offenders in the
UK. Reference is made to the progress made since the Hughes report and notes:
“Six years on, the number and quality of evaluations has increased...yet the sector
continues to face significant challenges in demonstrating its effectiveness” (Johnson,
Keen and Pritchard 2011, p. 10).



28 M. Balfour and K. Freebody
2 Framing a Language of Change

Understanding the narratives and theories of change that theatre practitioners use to
talk about prison work, was the key feature of a recent Australian Research Council
Linkage project, Captive Audiences: performing arts in Australian prisons. The
research explored five case studies of arts companies working in Australia, to find a
basis for effective dialogue between arts and correctional organisations. Whilst the
intentions of arts facilitators and correctional managers were very similar, it seems
that a common language enabling arts organisations to effectively communicate
with corrections was often oblique. The research developed a framework that helped
to assist in the development and management of prison arts projects: for arts facilita-
tors it offered a vehicle for reflecting upon the intentions of the project and a lan-
guage and structure for developing proposals; for correctional staff it offered a
framework for understanding the potential contribution of proposed arts projects to
the prison, and a language for developing policy, engagement and evaluation with
arts organisations.

Prison theatre projects are by their very nature heterogeneous: no two projects
are the same, and therefore their contribution to the correctional enterprise is varied,
and often multifaceted. The research documented and critiqued arts practice within
Australian prisons and saw a range of projects that contributed across a number of
domains: cultural access, education, health and wellbeing, prison environment,
changing offending behaviour and reintegration.

Captive Audiences identified a need for developing a framework that could offer
a common language of change, intention and rationale — mapped across both cre-
ative practice and institutional priorities. The research drew on the use of a logic
model approach for project development, management and evaluation. This kind of
tool is used extensively within both correctional and arts management to develop
projects and build common understanding amongst stakeholders. Working through
a logic model process also helps to ensure that any evaluations yield relevant, useful
information based on the intentions and assumptions of the project.

A prison arts logic model should include:

1. Situational Analysis: What are the perceived needs? Why are we doing this proj-
ect? (e.g. lack of engaging rehabilitation services for a distinct prisoner group;
need for development of the educational curriculum in ways that are relevant to
a prisoner population; low motivation among prisoners for engagement in
prison activities and programs.)

2. Goals: How is this project meeting this perceived need? Phrase your goal in
terms of the change you want to achieve over the life of your project, rather than
a summary of the services you are going to provide. (e.g. developing links with
community and culture for Aboriginal prisoners in this prison; motivating pris-
oners to engage with literacy through poetry and performance.)

3. Assumptions: What assumptions are we making? (e.g. arts projects can assist in
the rehabilitation of prisoners; cultural expression is a basic human need.)



Theories of Change: Cultural Value and Applied Theatre 29

4.

Intentions of the project in terms of correctional service delivery: How does this
project fit in with the service delivery of the prison? (refer here to the positioning
of the project in terms of the framework in Diagram 1)

. Project Inputs: What resources are necessary for completing the activities? (i.e.

human, financial, organisational, community or systems resources in any combi-
nation). How will these assets/resources be gained? (e.g. physical facilities, cos-
tumes, sets, art supplies, musical instruments, funding of the project, facilitator
skills, approvals, sufficient prison access, staff support, willing participants)

. Project Activities: What are the specific actions that make up the project? (Describe

the activities involved in the project (e.g. theatre games; song writing; group
reflection; rehearsing a play) as per the project’s aims and goals, appropriate for
the participants, the facility, the technology, the resources of the facilitators, the
intended artistic outcome, and the intended instrumental outcome. Include
detailed descriptions including the duration and intensity of the project activities.

. Project Outputs: What are the creative outputs (e.g. theatre performance; film;

published material; songs; dances)? Describe these in detail (including audience
type and anticipated number; numbers of prisoners involved and in what roles;
what happens to any creative product or data generated by the project).

. Short-term Outcomes: What are the projected immediate and tangible benefits of

the project? Ensure that projected outcomes are linked with stated resources and
activities.

. Intermediate-term Outcomes: What are the next projected results or impacts that

occur because of the project activities? Document expected changes in program
participants, the organisation, the prison, and/or the community as a result of the
program. Include specific changes in awareness, knowledge, skills and behav-
iours. Include any previous evaluation data here. These link your short-term out-
comes with long-term outcomes as a logical progression and must remain within
the scope of the program’s control or sphere of reasonable influence and be gen-
erally accepted as valid by various stakeholders of the project.

10. Long-term outcomes: What change do you hope will occur over time? Long-

term outcomes are those that result from the achievement of your short- and
intermediate-term outcomes. They are also generally outcomes over which
your program has a less direct influence. Often long-term outcomes will occur
beyond the timeframe you identified for your logic model.

While some of the language might seem rather instrumental and technical, the

process of using it has been invaluable for providing a translation tool between
prison/arts practitioners reflecting on their own intentionality as well as mapping
the priorities of criminal justice agencies in understanding how the arts might best
be positioned within the institution/sector.

The following diagram demonstrates how this logic model was applied to the

priorities of the Australian Correctional priorities, but hopefully the illustration
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Diagram 1 Logic Model for Australian Correctional priorities

shows how it might be possible to map this onto different applied theatre contexts,
at least as a starting point.

As with Cahill’s chapter (later in this book) which offers a slightly different
approach, the use of tools such as a logic model process aim to surface often invis-
ible curriculums and rationales bound up in work that seeks to address personal and/
or social change. These kinds of approaches to understanding change also demand
that an assessment of social impact cannot be left to the end of a project or be done
in isolation of the context, participants and agencies involved. Attempting to under-
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stand notions of success, intent and impact requires a precision of language, a will-
ingness to engage in and be accountable to transdisciplinary knowledges, and an
appreciation for the long historical legacy of building cultural value that can tran-
scend faith-based rhetoric and provide authentic and meaning-making change.
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Language and the Concept of Change:
Overview of Leximancer Analysis

Michael Finneran

Language is important.

This volume, from the outset, foregrounds this proposition and proposes that we
take the language of drama seriously, and scrutinise it critically in order to gain
insight into our understandings of drama for social change.

The manner in which language is used in applied theatre has received relatively
little attention, although indirectly it has been a cause for concern (e.g. Thompson
2011; Schonmann 2005; Schonmann 2011; Weltsek and Ociepka 2011). The lack of
critical awareness around language can potentially lead to the emergence of a rhe-
torical discourse. In a field driven by activity (Nicholson 2005, p. 38), this is a prob-
lem if it remains critically unchallenged. Rhetorically-driven practices and projects
can result in work which embodies a type of ‘super-hero’ or ‘save the world’ ideal
in terms of how it seeks to exemplify and work towards achieving change.

Rhetoric has may forms. It is understood in lay terms as emotive or heightened
language, used directly and perhaps forcefully to win over an audience. Classically,
rhetoric was an elegant branch of oratory, with the intent of winning hearts and
minds through artful persuasion. It is suggested here that one can regard it critically
as purposeful language, which has a clear intent within a discursive community:

Rhetoric ... can be understood as a form of heightened language and therefore discourse;
but also as a meta-language, i.e. a language used to make statements about other languages.
This dual dimension to its nature, suggests that rhetoric itself is imbibed with political and
ideological meaning, and created for reasons of cultural capital and therefore position-
taking and status within a field. (Finneran 2009, p. 145)

Language, therefore, must be understood in the context of it not just having
impact within a discursive process, but also of having significant meaning. Foucault’s
theory regarding discursive formations (Foucault 1972) offers some insight here.
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The rules governing the emergence of discourse through the mapping of surfaces of
emergence, the identifying of surfaces of delimitation, and the classification offered
through grids of specification, offer some insight into his assertion that the emer-
gence of objects of discourse “exists under the positive conditions of a complex
group of relations” (1972, p. 49). Such an object is never born without meaning, but
is created within the conditions that are in existence ‘between institutions, economic
and social processes, behavioural patterns, systems of norms, techniques, types of
classification, modes of characterization’ (ibid.). This allows us to situate an object
of discourse within a ‘field of exteriority” (1972, p. 50), and begin to look from the
objects of discourse back to the positive conditions and describe the importance
they hold in better understanding the relationship between language, knowledge and
power in the discourse of a field such as applied drama.

The premise of this volume is a relatively straightforward one. We hold that criti-
cally unchecked language can lead to critically unaware (albeit positively intended)
work. This chapter aims to begin a detailed exploration of public documents in the
field of applied theatre, specifically those associated with some kind of social
change. We believe that by looking at the language used within a field and by treat-
ing them as objects of discourse, as constituent parts of a greater community rather
than merely as individual words, we can better understand the prevailing conditions
which govern and shape the field.

1 Methodology

To better understand the language of applied theatre for social change, a broad anal-
ysis of the current literature was carried out. This enquiry consisted of a qualitative
mapping of the field based on the following steps: identifying the scope of the
enquiry; identifying and locating the relevant documents; selecting the documents;
analysing documents; and collating, summarising and reporting results.

The boundaries of applied theatre for social change are often ill defined. One
way of better understanding this set of practices was to identify the meaning given
to social change by focusing on the stated intent of such practices, the definition of
success and the value placed on the kind of change or transformation claimed to be
a result of participating in such projects. While this chapter explores the specific
language emerging from an analysis by concordance software, Chapter “Values,
Intentions, Success and Impact in Applied Theatre Documents” employs a thematic
analysis, drawing on the notions of intention and success and Chapter “Critical
Perspectives on Applied Theatre for Social Change: Defamilarising Key Words in
the Field” employs a critical analysis of the emerging themes. Taken together, these
three chapters provide a broad, yet critical perspective on discursive practices and
understandings of change in applied theatre.

The enquiry was, thus, based on locating documents available online which dis-
cuss, present or analyse applied theatre programmes or projects from around the
world published within this decade and with a specific and identifiable social change
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agenda. The pivotal final search criterion was defined through the identification of
observable claims of tangible and intangible intentions and successes in the work
being described.

The type of documents included in this analysis were funding programme guide-
lines, university and further education course outlines and outcomes, companies
and associations’ annual reports and mission statements, community-led project
and programme evaluation or impact reports, and scholarly papers published in
peer-reviewed journals and conference proceedings. Relevant scholarly documents
were identified and located in the first instance using Google Scholar while other
documents were located using other search engines, such as ecosia.net to locate
funding guidelines, course outlines and annual reports; and ecosia.net, google.com
and comminit.com and some meta-search engines (dopgile.com, ixquick.com, web-
crawler.com, savvysearching.com) to locate evaluation reports.

The search criteria used to locate relevant documents was: published 2005—
2015 AND change AND success AND (applied theatre OR applied drama OR
drama in education OR theatre in education OR forum theatre OR prison theatre OR
drama therapy OR community theatre OR theatre for development). This search
yielded 223 documents. Initially all documents appeared to be relevant to this study,
however a closer look at the year(s) of publication and/or implementation of the
project, the programme or project’s intention or purpose and the definition of suc-
cess or effectiveness highlighted the need to cull certain documents from the final
analysis because they fell outside the dates or because they did not include much (or
any) discussion of applied theatre practice. This culling exercise reduced the num-
ber of relevant documents to 139.

Documents from the final data set were also reviewed and summarised based on
the collation of information about the type of document, the name of project, the
company or practitioner(s) involved, the year(s) of implementation of the project,
the location of the project (continent and country), the context within which the
project took place (e.g. school, prison, community), the type of practice used (e.g.
forum theatre, psychodrama), the intention of the project, the purpose of the docu-
ment, indicators and definition of success and project or programme outcomes and,
when appropriate, the evaluation or research methods used, and key theoretical
ideas.

This review was further used to identify sub-sets to be run through Leximancer,
a piece of concordance software. The Leximancer software scans the inputted text
and creates lists and maps of the sets of ‘concepts’ it discerns. It produces results in
two different ways. Firstly, Leximancer produces a ranked list of concepts. Based on
a frequency count of words central to the text being studied, it auto-generates lists
of frequently occurring concepts. It also allows for concepts to be paired, which
highlights the frequency of co-occurrence of two concepts across all texts. Secondly,
Leximancer has the ability to generate reports and maps. It this case, these were
generated for the top ten themes (which is an umbrella term highlighting a cluster
of concepts) which were present across document sets. This process allows for the
visual mapping of ‘meaning’ to take place, as Leximancer graphically draws how
the concepts are linked, and maps the proximity spacing between the concepts, thus
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Table 1 Number of documents per category for the evaluation reports and scholarly papers data
set

Categories Numbers

Context of School and universities (n = 29), community (n = 23), prison (n = 9), clinical
practice (n =2) and across several contexts (n = 2).

Geographic Europe (n = 23), Americas (n = 15), (Africa (n = 9), Oceania (n = 8),
location International (n = 6) and Asia (n = 4)

Material type | Scholarly papers (n = 41), organisations programmes (n = 38), university course
outlines (n = 25), evaluation reports (n = 24) and funding guidelines (n = 11)

Sector Social (n = 35), health (n = 16), education (n = 13) and not applicable (n = 1)

Type of Forum theatre (n = 18), Mixed approach (n = 15), Community-devised theatre

practice (n = 12), Theatre in education (n = 6), Applied theatre (n = 3) Community
theatre (n = 3), Drama therapy (n = 2), Theatre for development (n = 2), Other
(n=4)

allowing the relationship between concepts to be visually read. Conceptual relation-
ships which are linked are identified through linear pathways, and those which are
closest are physically closest on the map. The analysis of the final set of documents
was conducted in this fashion. Reports were generated for the complete set of docu-
ments as well as subsets of documents, as outlined below. These reports highlighted
the vocabulary and conceptual relationships associated with ‘change’.

2 Leximancer Results

Leximancer reports were generated for the complete set of the documents (n = 139)
as well as for sub-sets of documents (evaluation reports and scholarly papers,
n = 65) according to different categories, as outlined in Table 1.

The same exercise was then also applied to each sub-set was as outlined in
Table 2 and Table 3.

3 Initial Analysis and Concept Ranking

The Leximancer analysis reveals a number of interesting, though perhaps unsurpris-
ing, aspects of the data through an analysis of the concepts and themes generated in
lists of frequencies and maps.

Leximancer was used to scan the texts to identify frequently used terms (con-
cepts), excluding weak and nonlexical semantic information, thus revealing fre-
quently used terms around which other ideas cluster. Analysis of the preliminary
concept ranking reveals that none of the documents examined showed an engage-
ment with the all the concepts central to this study, namely change intent, success
and evaluation. Change is the most common relevant concept, ranking 23rd of the
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Table 2 Number of documents per category for the evaluation reports data set

Categories

Number of documents

Countries
and regions

Africa (n = 3, Lebanon, Malawi, South Africa), North America (n = 3, Canada,
US), Europe (n = 6, UK), Oceania (n = 4, Australia, PNG and other Pacific
Islands)

Project The projects and programmes evaluated lasted between a few weeks up to

duration 4 years (2010-2013). The evaluation reports include 5 mutliyear projects/
programmes and 10 that lasted less than 1 year. Projects and programmes
evaluated occurred between 2002 and 2014.

Contexts Schools (n = 7, public, primary, secondary, specialised, etc.), Community (n = 6,
e.g. youth, sex workers), prisons (n = 2), mixed (n = 1, schools and hospitals)

Type of Forum theatre (n = 4), community-devised theatre (n = 3), combination of

practice applied drama techniques (n = 3), TIE (n = 2); drama therapy (n = 1), amateur
theatre (n=1)

Evaluation Ranged from interviews or single questionnaire to a combination of document

tools analysis, observation, interviews, focus groups, surveys and/or psychometric

tests.

Table 3 Number of documents per category for the scholarly papers data set

Categories

Number of documents

Countries
and regions

Europe (n = 12, Finland, Norway, Turkey, UK), North America (n = 11, Canada
and US), Africa (n = 4 Kenya and South Africa), international (n = 7), Asia
(n = 2, Bangladesh, South Korea), Oceania (n = 2, NZ)

Project Projects researched mostly took part in the 2000s, though one took part in the

duration early 1990s. Of those that provided a date about half (n = 11) were less than a
year-long project and the other half (n = 10) were projects that took place over 2
to 4 years.

Contexts Educational institution (n = 21, Schools, University students, School and
university students), Community (n =9, after-school programme, children,
disabled people), Prisons (n = 5), clinical (n = 1), across contexts (n = 1)

Type of Forum theatre (n = 10), mixed approach (n = 10), Community-devised theatre

practice (n = 6), Theatre in Education (n = 3), Drama therapy (n = 2), Professional
development in drama devised (n = 2), TFD (n = 2), inclusive theatre (n = 1),
Sociodrama (n= 1)

Research Most research projects used a qualitative approach (n = 34) as opposed to a

methods quantitative approach (n = 2, with pre and post-test against control group).

Qualitative approaches often used a range of tools, including: Informal
interviews, focus groups

concepts overall with an occurrence rate of 46% (n = 1174) across the sample. This
percentage refers to the frequency of text segments which are coded with a particu-
lar concept, relative to the frequency of the most frequent concept in the list, which
will always be 100%. It does not suggest that this percentage of data sources contain
that concept, but it is an indicator of the relative strength of a concept’s frequency of
occurrence. Evaluation follows in 38th place occurring 887 times (33%). To place
these in some context, there are 101 significant concepts (significance>11%
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occurrence (n > 282)). Some of the other relevant conceptual rankings are learning
(#21), social (#24), research (#30) and impact (#57).

The concept map (Fig. 1) produced from the analysis of the complete set of doc-
uments provides visual representation and summary of the concepts, and identified
spatially within the top ten themes discerned. Themes in Leximancer are formed by
the programme ranking the concepts by connectedness, starting by forming a theme
ground based around the top concept discerned through the analysis, and then pro-
ceeding to the next ranked concept and so on. The top ten themes are represented
here and included in this analysis. They are

project with 100% connectivity, use (98%), theatre (94%), work (72%), change (46%),
applied (19%), report (18%), Theatre (6%), family (5%) and application (2%).

Fig. 1 Concepts Map for the complete set of documents based on ten Themes
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Project is the right-hand side circle of the larger of the two dominant circles with
use on the left. The replication of the concept of theatre in the list of themes can be
explained in terms of their differing discursive relationships, with the top two
spheres on the left-hand side of the map representing both the larger and smaller of
the theatre themes, with clearly different emphases, the smaller (uppermost) theme
having students as its dominant concept. The fourth-ranked theme, work, is central
in the map, with the concept of community perhaps unsurprisingly, being at the very
heart, intersecting with the themes of both project and use also.

The theme of change is located at the top right-hand corner of the map. Change
as a concept is spatially somewhat peripheral, and linked most closely with role.
There are two separate and distinct areas of discursive interest discernible in this
thematic sphere. One set of relationships pertains to the idea of change within the
dramatic form, with concepts such as audience, stage, actors and play all in close
proximity, thus indicating that these concepts are frequently used in conjunction
with change. More interestingly, change is also closely associated with behaviour,
personal and life, which is more indicative of what we typically understand in terms
of change in terms of the nature of applied theatre. Most noteworthy in the context
of this study is the absence of any significant discourse regarding intent or success
in achieving change; the data simply has the concepts take, place, experience and
performance close by, indicating a discursive relationship.

At the opposite side of the map (Fig. 1) in a particularly crowded area of thematic
intersection (between use and report), sits the theme of evaluation. The intersecting
area is a spatially crowded thematic crossover, indicating high levels of conceptual
relationship. Evaluation overlaps significantly with programme, public and sup-
port indicating a high level of discursive relationship between the language of eval-
uation and the functional generation of reports and also as being central to language
around the use of applied drama and theatre work.

4 Paired Concepts

In the next phase of relational analysis, Leximancer was used to look to the co-
occurrence of paired concepts within a user-defined section of text. The two highest-
ranked relevant concepts, as noted above, are change and evaluation. Their paired
concepts are indicative of the highest number of instances of significant discursive
usage within the complete dataset. Change is most closely paired with social
(n = 172), people (n = 150) and theatre (n = 149), with behaviour, participant,
process, project and community making up the rest of the top 8 paired concepts.
This indicates an expected trend around the sort of change discussed in the formal
documents of our field. It can be safely inferred from the paired concepts that the
sort of change which is most often discussed in these data is social in nature, and
more specifically, behavioural. Such change, therefore, tends to involve communi-
ties of people, many of whom, we can safely assume, are p