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As with all the chapters contained within this publication, this 

writing began life as a conference paper. As with all chapters that start 

their lives as conference papers, the immediate work to be undertaken is 

to navigate the shift from the ear to the eye. The action of selecting words 

and characters for the eye over the ear mean necessary shifts have 

occurred. This is a journey familiar to many, so familiar that one might 

wonder why it is offered here as a preface. If there is nothing new, nothing 

particularly unusual in this approach, it may not be worthy of pause or 

reflection. And yet here we are, beginning the chapter with just such 

provenance. 

The words we share here were initially conceived to be spoken 

into a room full of bodies sharing temporal and geographical co-ordinates. 

In the context of presence, absence and invisibility, it seems impossible not 

to acknowledge this context, and the generosity of those bodies that have 

supported the gestation of these ideas.  

When words are shaped for ears, needs must account for rhythm 

and cadence, for words written with the ear in mind are also written for a 

mouth. Mouths breathe, and kiss, and eat, and spit. They are entrances 

and exits; giving and receiving in a way quite unlike other sense organs. 

Words that are framed for ears are inevitably framed for mouths and their 

already unclear intent. The result is that they are perhaps designed with 

forgiveness in mind.  
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Words meant for eyes, even eyes that have a tendency to run 

ahead, are words that cannot assume such forgiveness. Eyes, even hungry 

eyes, have the chance to return again to revisit and pore over, and with 

each return they can strip away more and more meaning. While this is not 

presented as a chapter about translation, without meaning to we have 

found ourselves wandering into the territory of mediation. In the 

landscape of performance much ink has been spilled on trying to figure the 

space between the live and that which documents it. Although we did not 

mean to start here, perhaps this wandering is inevitable when we begin 

from the space between the ear / mouth and the eye. 

In so doing, this acknowledgment requires us to reflect upon the 

development of the words shared herein, and to pause to consider the 

journey between the ears and the eyes. This form of translation must 

account for the fact that words that were once offered as a performance, 

in a room with bodies, must now shift to account for their new purpose. 

Despite this being our way in, this chapter is not specifically about the 

contingencies of the eye or the ear. If this chapter is about anything, it is 

an attempt to situate the body in the context of performance, while 

accounting for the potential of its disappearance. We do not intend to 

foreground the body of the performer, nor are we framing our enquiries 

from a consideration of the body of the audience. The more time we have 

spent in the analysis and the making of performance materials, the less 

clear these distinct positions have become. We have come to think of these 

two positions not as binaries, not even as co-present in one action, but 

instead to think of them as the same thing. In performance, there is only 

the body. 

As Donna J. Haraway who in her book Staying with the Trouble: Making 

Kin in the Cthulhucene, tells us: 

 

[n]othing makes itself; nothing is really autopoietic or self-organizing. [...] 

Sympoiesis is a word proper to complex, dynamic, responsive, situated, 

historical systems. It is a word for worlding-with, in company. Sympoiesis 
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enfolds autopoiesis and generatively unfurls and extends it (Haraway 

2016). 

 

Haraway’s ‘worlding-with  ’reminds us of the need for, and value of, 

constant dialogue, and the holding open of spaces for difference, and 

acknowledging the systemic problem of their absence. Listening to one 

another, sharing words and ideas is a profound act of love. And as Zygmunt 

Bauman reminds us sharing is: 

 

a truly planetary responsibility: acknowledgment of the fact that all of us 

who share the planet depend on one another for our present and our 

future, that nothing we do or fail to do is indifferent to the fate of anybody 

else, and that no longer can any of us seek and find private shelter from 

storms that originate in any part of the globe (Bauman, 2008). 

 

Despite there being no novelty in the experience of translation, it is the 

potential for erasure that keeps us returning to the inception of these 

thoughts, and the process required to migrate them from ear / mouth to 

eye. In so doing, we remind ourselves of the distinctions in the strategies 

of dissemination. Words written for the ear / mouth expect to be 

interrupted, they know there will be space for questioning and 

qualification. As a result, they are afforded, and afford themselves, more 

latitude; if we mis-speak, if we mis-hear, we can apologise and re-phrase, 

or ask for something to be repeated, re-visited. The words of the ear / 

mouth are afforded explicitly the potential to world-with. When an 

absence in the narrative is noted, a listener might choose to remind the 

speaker that they have opened up a space of erasure. In this moment, the 

worlding-with becomes a valuable strategy of intervention. 

It goes without saying that the paragraph above is utopian. It assumes 

an adoption of Haraway's worlding-with, which in itself represents a 

departure from traditional hierarchical ways of thinking and engaging with 

the world. Haraway is emphasising the potential of collaborative co-

creation, and extending this potential beyond the intra-human, to include 
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strategies that value knowledge constructed collectively, and allow 

understandings of collectivity to include the non-human agent. This is quite 

an assumption. The idea is that worlding-with encourages a more 

horizontal, inclusive, and diverse approach to understanding and meaning-

making. It seeks to position language and knowledge not as fixed and 

determinate but shaped through ongoing and shifting interactions. It 

demands a more inclusive, democratic, and interconnected way of 

engaging with knowledge and the world around us. However, as authors 

and academics, we know the narrative gravity of knowledge imposed from 

a singular, authoritative source. This despite the shared understanding 

that such singularity is a form of silencing. No knowledge is created in the 

vacuum of the singular, but to recognise this is to require an acceptance of 

those hitherto silenced. 

As the third decade of the twenty-first century rolls onwards, the 

triumvirate of presence, absence and invisibility speak with as much clarity 

to those who are excluded and how social and cultural mechanisms 

function to ensure that this is the case, as much as they do to the more 

performance-centred understandings surfaced thus far. The erasure of 

which we write is the erasure of elision, where meanings slide across the 

inexactitudes of speaking and listening. While presence, absence and 

invisibility can be pressed into the service of performance philosophy as 

we have done, they offer greater resonance to wider questions of 

exclusion. As we have already suggested, the recognition of the 

contingencies of words and their relationship to mouth, ear and eye evoke 

bodies. When bodies are surfaced, we must interrogate who is given the 

space to speak, and how those utterances are heard. Perhaps this is why 

we no longer wish to think of the bodies of the performer and the audience 

as separate; to do so is to continue to keep them functioning in their siloes, 

with behaviours pre-determined, prescribed, and gently hierarchical, 

hiding who is kept out of the engagement. 

Haraway’s radical inclusion as framed in her concept of the 

“Cthulhucene” moves beyond the accepted “Anthropocene”, as a means 

to speculatively shift to a more nuanced understanding of human and non-

human entanglements. Through diversification of the entities and species 
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that might be presumed to have agency in a complex web of 

interconnectedness, Haraway unsettles the narrow and destructive lens of 

humanity as the only means to understand the multi-system messiness of 

life on Earth. Evidently the worlding-with she is suggesting moves way 

beyond the simple adoption of ‘we  ’that Elin Diamond cautions against. 

Diamond reminds us that in the urge towards finding a collective voice, it 

is nevertheless possible to exclude, whether unwittingly or by design. In 

her essay “The Violence of  ‘We’: Politicizing Identification” she offers a 

guide through which to interrogate that no matter the claims made of 

expanded performance practice (claims we have ourselves made), even 

performance that foregrounds the de-centred, the experiential, and the 

singular nevertheless runs the risk of exclusion (Diamond, 1992). 

Within our own scholarship, we have increasingly reflected upon this 

potential for exclusion. For us, this has surfaced because of a self-imposed 

strategy of collaborative authorship. We have long known there is a risk of 

flattening out our experiences as we try to craft a singular voice that sits 

within the expected conventions of scholarship. We often acknowledge 

this difficulty, and given that the critical roots lie in the poststructural, 

more often than not, this struggle can be absorbed. Thus, erasure is a 

deliberate strategy of our writing, which returns us to the conference 

paper upon which this chapter is based which was itself an attempt to 

account for erasure and invisibility. What though of those voices for whom 

such strategies are unavailable, as they are not invited to be present in 

the first instance? This chapter grows out of a conference paper which 

offered a tacit attempt to manage these concerns. The paper was a 

performance as much as it was about performance; perhaps more so. 

Without an explicit negotiation of what was said, and how it was delivered, 

this chapter will continue to feel like hedging, so perhaps we should speak 

directly of the paper, before pursuing our lexical route any further. Rather 

than collaborate on the writing of an output which would be our usual 

approach to preparing a conference paper, we worked separately to make 

audio recordings of our ideas, and then on the morning of the 

presentation, we exchanged the audio-files with each other which we did 

without listening to the content. Instead, we placed our headphones on at 

the start of our session, and encountered each others words for the first 
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time in front of our audience. By way of context, we offered the following 

introduction: 

We hope that as we forgo the eyes in favour of the ears, we might find 

new ways in to thinking about being with. Borrowing from bell hooks: 

‘Enter that space. Let us meet there. Enter that space’ (hooks, 1994). 

The paper began with both authors taking their positions at either side 

of a wide stage at the front of a large lecture theatre. If you would like 

specifics, Bob was downstage left, and Lee was downstage right. They were 

both wearing Bluetooth headphones and holding their mobile phones. Bob 

was the first to press play, and she said: 

The words I am speaking to you now are not mine. They are Lee’s. He 

spoke them, is speaking them into the microphone of his phone. He did this 

where he knew I would not be able to hear him. These words are as new to 

me as they are to you. What follows seeks to uncover the traces, the echoes 

of feelings ‘like that ’which resonate affectively, but lack the linguistic and 

lexical coordinates to bring meaning into a more familiar shared space. 

Instead, we seek to dwell in the uncanniness of knowing / not knowing, of 

seeing meaning out of the corner of an eye, but being unable to hold it 

steady in our ocular grasp. When the ‘raw feels  ’of shared affective states 

fail to generate a concomitant cognitive leap, and the explicatory power of 

language is usurped by experience, an audience experiences a ‘qualic 

exchange  ’(Whalley and Miller, 2016). When we were in the workshop on 

Monday, with Olga and João, they began by choosing phrases from each 

other’s notebooks - writing them down, and claiming the words as their 

own. Perhaps we are working with a similar strategy here. Only I worry that 

these words, once they leave my mouth are dead. Unlike the marks made 

on paper, which are intended to abide, the utterances that fall from our 

mouths last only as long as the sound-waves interrupt the ears of the 

listener. Of course, they can be recorded, captured and reproduced. But 

then these are no longer my words, they become something else. A dead 

thing. As I speak these words that are not mine (although they are mine 

once I speak them, aren’t they), they become an uncanny double. At first I 

thought perhaps my words were zombies, moving through the world 
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unaware that they are dead. Now I think that perhaps my words are more 

like a Fetch, an ominous double of something living, whose appearance is 

often regarded as portent of doom. I like the Fetch, mostly because it 

doesn’t seem to know what it is. Seen in the evening, it is a warning of 

death, seen in the morning it is the sign of a long life ahead. Thankfully this 

paper has been scheduled for the morning, and my Fetch-words, while still 

not quite alive, will at least cause you no harm. 

While there is evidence of an approach that might be understood as 

performance philosophy in the manner in which these words were written, 

there is also an explicit grounding in the presence of the bodies doing the 

speaking. Although written by Lee, and spoken by Bob, the reference to 

the workshop by Olga Mesa and João Fiadeiro speaks to the invocation of 

a wider shared experience. Shared not only by the authors of that paper 

and of this chapter but shared with members of the audience who had 

similarly attended the workshop being discussed. The words we chose to 

speak referenced not only the bodies of those in the auditorium, but the 

imagined absence of the Fetch. Its doubled absent form, a mythical, or 

perhaps imagined presence, offers radically different understandings 

depending upon the hour of its encounter. By positioning our spoken 

words as Fetch-like, we accept a contextual element to their receipt; their 

meaning might wander depending on the moment of their reception. In 

this, we were acknowledging that hearing-speaking-ear-mouth words are 

endlessly mutable in a way that eye words tend to resist. The newness of 

the words in the ears of the speakers (remember, we were saying these 

words for the first time, having heard them only moments in advance of 

their delivery), goes to further Fetch-ify the delivery. In the act of 

remediation, moving them from pre-recorded to live delivery, they were 

afforded a spontaneity with the attendant space for error. 

This technique is one familiar to practitioners of Verbatim Theatre, a 

form established in the work of British theatre director Peter Cheeseman 

in the 1960s. Cheeseman is often credited with pioneering an approach 

that utilised interviews and real-life accounts as a means to create new 

theatre practice. As a form, it focuses on the recreation of real-life events 

by using the exact words spoken by people involved. Alecky Blythe 

developed these strategies to include an approach she refers to as 
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‘recorded delivery’ (a technique that shares the name of the performance 

company she founded in 2003) in which performers engage in the live 

repetition of pre-recorded speech. In pieces such as The Girlfriend 

Experience (2009), actors listen to recorded interviews via earpieces and 

replicate the speech, nuances, and pauses, to capture authenticity in 

performance. As performer-academics, we were utilising this technique to 

foreground the concept of immediacy, and reinforce the slipperiness of 

presence in the context of an academic conference. Rather than seeking to 

convey the rawness and truth of a real-life event, we were deliberately 

working with the potential for error to actively engage an academic 

audience in an immersive and lived engagement with disappearance. As 

performers (for that is effectively what we became throughout the course 

of the paper), we were never in control of the ideas we were negotiating, 

hearing them only moments before the audience, and interpreting and 

understanding them in real time. Like the audience, the words were 

landing on us with a level of immediacy unusual for one giving a conference 

paper. The result is that the ear-mouth words were fleeing the speaker’s 

sensing even in the moment of their communication. The reception / 

delivery process of this paper meant that as we were less able to fully 

engage with the ideas we were speaking than would usually be the case, 

we devolved a certain amount of responsibility to the audience.  

When Lee pressed play, he said: 

The words I am speaking to you now are not mine. They are Bob’s. She 

spoke them, is speaking them into the microphone of her phone. And I 

haven’t listened to them until now. The experience for me is one of radical 

presence, even though by covering my ears I make myself less available to 

you. I was thinking this morning of the advice offered by scientist Rachel 

Armstrong on ways of being in the world: 

 

Black Sky Thinking is […] reaching beyond current frameworks and pre-

determined projections, into the terrain of the unknown. But more than this, 

[it] bring[s] this unknown into the present in a way that has immediate 
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effects and engages others, always cognisant that the ‘Future Is Messy’, 

not linear and deterministic. 

 

Armstrong’s Black Sky Thinking helps me to own that I am a refractive 

body, a fact central to my practice, my research, and my pedagogy. We see 

things through others, but as the light leaves them, and reaches us, 

inevitably we are seeing it differently. Her words lead me to others, to the 

teachings of Deborah Hay and her Cheap Thrills workshop. Held in Austin, 

Texas, in 1988, she asked each participant to constantly attend to a state 

of being open to the idea and reception of nourishment.  As these ideas 

reach out to me across the decades, something about Armstrong and Hay 

resonate. Perhaps it is an openness to chaos. And I try to take both into my 

studio practice. 

Their words make me want to divine extended ways of looking, things 

that sit alongside Gillian Rose’s visual methodologies, for example, or draw 

on the embodied strategies of looking offered by choreographer Emilie 

Gallier, whose concept of the ‘vection  ’of a spectator calls for an active 

engagement with, and narration of the experience. And I find that I am 

increasingly interested in the following questions: What is the knowledge 

we produce as artists in relation to the process of transmission? What is it 

that we do? What do we say? How might the embodiment of our practice 

be transmitted? How is it disembodied? 

I think the corner of the eye is the place in which these questions can 

begin. I wonder if the corner of the eye is like the corner of the room. How 

long do we spend there? If there is an architectural and anatomical echo, 

when Bachelard writes  ‘recalling the hours we have spent in our corners  ’

(Bachelard, 1958/1969), I am prompted to remember their potential. The 

anatomy of corners suggests an intersection; a change of direction; more 

than just a place to gather dust. Does seeing out of the corner of the eye 

offer a new kind of dramaturgy? 

Bob continued: 

Although I don’t plan on speaking today about my own performance 

practice, I am sure it haunts my thinking, perhaps because performance is 
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littered with ghosts. Not only the literal ghosts of Banquo and Old Hamlet, 

but always the promise of new ghosts to come. As Herbert Blau tells us in 

performance ‘we are seeing what we saw before  ’(in Carlson, 2001). Of 

course it was also Blau who reminded his reader ‘that to watch 

performance is to watch someone dying right before your eyes  ’(Blau, 

1982). From the zombie, to the Fetch, to the ghost, all drawing me towards 

the Derridean concept of hauntology. But the ghosts of hauntology are of 

a somewhat different order than those haunting the stage. They are those 

things which haunt through replacement, or as Colin Davis (2005) offers, 

‘the priority of being and presence with the figure of the ghost as that 

which is neither present, nor absent, neither dead nor alive’. It is by 

embracing that which stands in for the thing that it replaces (think of the 

‘vintage  ’filters in Instagram, a digitised patina of age and distance 

overlaying the most immediate and transnational sharing of the personal), 

that the hauntologic exists. And while it absolutely applies to the digital, 

the dispersed, the postmodern, it might also be indicative of all arts 

practice. As Andrew Gallix observes: 

 

 [w]hen you come to think of it, all forms of representation are ghostly. 

Works of art are haunted, not only by the ideal forms of which they are 

imperfect instantiations, but also by what escapes representation. […] “all 

stories are, more or less, ghost stories” and all fiction is, more or less, 

hauntological (Gallix, 2011). 

 

Surfacing in his book Spectres of Marx (1993), the neologism brings 

together haunting and ontology, to create a disembodied alternative to the 

branch of metaphysics that deals with the messy business of being. 

Ontology is the interrogation of thingness, a process undertaken in 

recognition that to be a thing, it is necessary to have been. Thus hauntology 

allows a way to step into a dialogue with those things that never were. For 

Derrida, Hamlet is the pre-eminent hauntologic text. We are not asked to 

mourn Hamlet’s death, we are asked to mourn those possibilities that his 

death removes. 
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Lee again: 

Although I like the challenge of this new dramaturgical approach, 

thinking from the corner of my eye makes it very hard to know quite how I 

am feeling about the work I encounter. I remember sitting on a sofa in the 

teeth of the pandemic. We were experiencing lockdown like much of the 

rest of the world: confined to a few rooms; going out only for the most 

essential reasons; experiencing everything through a lens and a screen. 

Talking to friends was done at a remove. The world had shrunk, both in the 

sense that we occupied less space, but also in the sense that suddenly 

everyone was encountered in the same way; people in the same city were 

experienced no differently to people across the world. A friend said “urgh, 

imagine all those articles that are going to go on and on and on about 

experiencing performance in lockdown”. 

She begins with her back to us. She is naked. She is staring at us. 

Evidently the coordinates of the flesh are wrong. But nevertheless, she has 

her back to us, she is naked, and she is staring at us. No matter the 

apparent confusion of anatomy, this is what is happening. Perhaps to say 

‘she  ’is staring at us is to give the wrong impression. She is standing, with 

her back to us, naked, and we are being stared at. An old man looks out of 

the back of her head. A naked woman, standing with her back to us, staring 

through the eyes of an old man. It is already a disturbing image, but the 

fact that she stands at the far end of a domestic corridor space only makes 

it worse. I am sitting on my sofa, behind me is a door, on the other side of 

the door is a corridor that looks very like the she is standing in. I stretch out 

my hand, gently push down on the handle, and slowly crane my neck to 

look. To look out of the corner of my eye. She isn’t there, that much is clear. 

But she is somewhere. Which makes it feel as though she could be 

anywhere. And perhaps this is where the horror starts. Her domestic space, 

unwittingly invited into our own domestic space. The piece is Mette 

Ingvartsen’s reworked piece Manual Focus (solo version for camera). I look 

for what is there. Haunted by that which is not. Although there are spatial 

dynamics at play, how could there not be, we are dealing with the interplay 

between bodies and space after all, it has become clear that it is not 

spatiality per se that is the locus of our consideration. It feels impossible to 

us to understand this piece through its spatial coordinates, given that we 
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experience it only in two dimension. I am not with this piece, rather I am 

occupying an extended moment of in-between. 

 

Despite simply watching a screen, just as I have on countless other days 

during the long twilight of 2020, there is something pricking at me. It is 

rendered fundamentally different. Not in the Heraclitean sense, but in a 

way that feels somehow alchemic. But the words to explain escape me. 

They are absent. And I reach to explain the gap to myself. Are they what 

Herbert Feigl calls ‘raw feels  ’(Feigl, 1967), what Thomas Nagel refers to as 

those ‘subjective characters of experience  ’(Nagel, 1974) that serve to 

make up our ‘phenomenal states  ’(Chalmers, 1996) (see Perry, 2012). I 

know that I am feeling something, experiencing something, but I struggle 

to put the experience into words. It is the concept of qualia that allows me 

to navigate those moments where experience offers up more epistemic heft 

than language can fathom. In those moments that there is a lacuna 

between the sensate and the cognate; a gap that cannot be bridged by 

lexical or linguistic means. 

Then Bob concludes: 

By positioning audiencing as an artistic practice, we offer a way to 

revisit the coextensive polysemy of activate spectatorship. While we 

continue to value the readerly text of Barthes, and the emancipation 

offered by Rancière, we seek to use audiencing as a means to extend them. 

Returning to Fiske, when discussing audiencing he writes about media 

product as a ‘site of struggle’, and he considers audiencing as a ‘micro-

rebellion’, a process that opens up the possibility of change at a structural 

level, through incremental incursions into the dominant ideologies of what 

it is to be a spectator (Fiske, 1989). 

As is often the case with the ear-mouth words of a conference paper, 

these are offered less as a conclusion, and more as a point from which to 

begin. They are boundary markers, and much like Heidegger’s thoughts on 

the concept, serve as a line which marks the edge of a territory, the point 

from which something else might begin emerge. Words in this way 
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function like Freya Vass-Rhee ’s concept of ‘boundary objects  ’(Vass-Rhee, 

2015), as they are not confined to or defined by a singular situation but 

instead take shape and are reshaped as they move across contexts. 

However, at the end of work written with the eyes in mind, the potential 

for being with your reader is dispersed. One day we might meet and discuss 

the words contained herein, but the chances are much higher that we will 

remain a Fetch; something intangible, never fully in your presence. Which 

is not to suggest these words are disembodied, far from it. We write from 

bodies, and we write to bodies, even though presence in this context is 

more vexatious. 

In our attempt to navigate the present - absent bodies writing - 

encountering these words, we find ourselves mirroring the contemporary 

trend of foregrounding the de-centred, the experiential, and the singular 

aspects within audience discourse. By acknowledging the echoes of 

Diamond's 'the violence of we' (Diamond, 1992) and the prevalent 

academic focus on the de-centred experience of audiences, this 

exploration aligns itself with said contemporary research trajectories. 

However, in our pursuit to unpack the complexities of audiencing, we 

strive not merely to reiterate but to extend these discussions towards a 

nuanced understanding that encapsulates the transformative potential 

inherent in the act of audience engagement. 

In considering the complexities of audiencing as a 'site of struggle' and 

'micro-rebellion', we confront the paradox of discussing such concepts 

within a context that inherently lacks bodily presence. Yet, this very 

paradox underscores the significance of our discourse. While recent 

research emphasises the de-centred, experiential, and singular aspects of 

audiences, this reflection aims to extend these discussions. By positioning 

audiencing as an artistic practice rooted in poststructural criticality, we 

strive to reinvigorate the coextensive polysemy of activated spectatorship. 

In this pursuit, we both honour the readerly text of Barthes and the 

emancipatory nature proposed by Rancière while seeking to expand upon 

them through the lens of audiencing. Ultimately, our exploration echoes 

Fiske's notion of incremental incursions into dominant spectator 

ideologies, highlighting the potential for structural change through the 

transformative power inherent in the act of witnessing. 
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