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ABSTRACT

To begin with, the role of theatre, and especially popular theatre, is
contextualised within the theory of art and society and the debate about
’popular’ and ’mass’ culture. The thesis attempts to reassess the
possibilities for positive and dynamic relations between audience and
theatre within this context, through an investigation of some actual
relationships between them. What is defined as ’mainstream’ theatre is
the basis of the research. The three major productions studied are A Day
in the Death of Joe Egg by Peter Nichols, Bloody Poetry by Howard
Brenton, and Blood Brothers by Willy Russell. Qualitative research on
audience responses for each play resulted in 37 in-depth interviews.

A chapter is devoted to the problem of methodology for such a
gualitative study; in particular, to the Tack of any model method for
analysis. The interview material is presented and discussed play by
play. Initially, a broad ’consensus’ view of each play, provides a
background to the description and analysis of responses. Analysis is
carried out under the headings of different ’cultural profiles’,
determined in relation to the play as ’accordant’, ’discordant’ or
’neutral’ in orijentation. The influences of such cultural profiles are
shown in some cases to predetermine the perceived meaning or effect of
the play, independently of the executants’ intentions. Some responses
are more readily understood as determined most importantly by a personal
’inner history’, which can be even more resilient to change. Despite the
predominance of habitual notions, it is found that particular kinds of
theatrical technique are more successful than others in overriding
biases corresponding to cultural profile. This is especially true of
theatricality which raises the emotional identification of respondents
with characters or events on stage without mobilising stereotypes.

Findings indicate the importance of the cultural profile and personal
history of audiences in any theory of the theatre’s social function. The
innate conservatism which characterises cultural profiles is seen to be
a crucial factor. Conclusions suggest a need for models which do not
rely on preconceptions or hidden assumptions about audience response. In
addition, the emphaéis which emerges on the autonomy of audience as
critic and creator raises questions about the function and aspirations

of certain types of theatre.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

To

Dr. Ron Chan for giving me so much of his time,
and Duncan Parks for giving me so much of mine.

Mr. Egerton for his Audio Visual expertise.
Departmental secretaries and LUT cleaning staff
who agreed to be subjects for pilot surveys.

Mr. Michael Meacham, Artistic Director, Leicester Haymarket
and subsequently, Mr. David Aukin, Artistic Director,
and Mr. Scott Foster, House Manager, Leicester Haymarket.
Ms. Diane Finlayson for assistance in recruiting respondents.

Ms. Caroline Gardiner, London University
Department of Arts Policy and Management, the Barbican.
Ms. Denise Deegan.

Inter-library loan staff,
The Pilkington Library, Loughborough University of Technclogy.
The British Library Reading Room, Boston Spa,
for their impeccably efficient and courteous services.
Ms. Sheena Barbour, Information Assisstant,
Information and Research Reference Library
of the Arts Council of Great Britain, Picadilly, London.
Ms. Sally LeBreton for bibliographic assistance.

Daisy Chan for her warm and witty hospitality.

The theatre-going public of Leicester, Nottingham and Derby
for their unfailing cordiality.



TABLE OF

CONTENTS

1. INTRODUCTION............. ceasas caee

AimS..veannnnn Cereeaena Ceesaaenen
Type of theatre studied.........
Research methods used...........
Qutline of the thesis.......c....

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND............

Historical Perspective...............

NOot2S. st ittt i e tiietnenneesarennns

KEY CONCEPTS AND TERMINCLOGY

I Culture and Ideoclogy.....vvenvivnnn
ClasSS.veineennensnsaersnncnsnnas
CUTEUrE. i it it ittt s cennransnnans
Popular Culture.......iveenennnnn
Mass CUItUrE. ..t iieevieeennnannnn
Bourgeois Culture...vovneneennns
Ideoclogy.e..... Meraraas Cerenaaas

II The Nature of Response............
Entertainment......coviveevivnns
Psychological Characteristics...
Social FunctionS....cesvencnannns
Theatricality..vi v ennrennen.
REATTISMe ettt einsrrerennronnnnses

3. METHODOLOGY. .. vt vveenreernnneen.
Qualitative and Quantitative [zt

Educating Rita. ... inieineneen,
TOE Girls.e et iienninnennanens
Interviewing Methods........ovvevvenn
Interview Guide....viinenennnnnn
Interaction effects.............
Selecting and Sampling. . ...cvvvensnn.
Salection of plays..eevenvvennnn
Selection of Respcndents........
Methods of Analysis....vvei i

Data ReduUCt i, it i s it s ie v esennsnensesnssonansnsnssens

Encoding and decoding....v.vn...

----------------------------
----------------------------
............................
............................
----------------------------
----------------------------
............................
............................
............................
............................
............................
............................
............................
............................

............................
- S
............................
............................
............................
............................

----------------------------
............................
----------------------------

0
mpm_g_‘g
m

13

14
14
15
17
20
25
27
33

212
oo

24
38
41
41
43
44

I B
w WO

(&)}
—-

w
—

MM o;mWm

~ = MO

() BN o) JNS) )
— s QO

~N > (a]
W W O W

CUTEUTAT Profiles . et enseeeseseesvennnneaeseesnnsnassnnss

w 00 -
(G211 - e )]

w
~N O



PART TWO

4. BLOOD BROTHERS by WILLY RUSSELL......ccvuiceerennaneanann, senaa

SYNOPSiS.eeceenccncans

The ConsensusS.........

RESPONSES
Theatricality....

Emotional impPacCt...eeeeeneeenssoensanssennsassasscanssnnsas

Realism..vouon.

ANALYSIS
Accordant........
Discordant.......
Neutral..........

Cocmmentary............
Stereotype.......
"Realism’........

5. BLOCDY POETRY by HOWARD BRENTON.......ceiviiennnnnnenniaa,

SYynopsSis. ... ceevvnnnnn
Brenton’s View........
RESPONSES
Theatricality....
Harriet’s Ghost

Politics.uvv...
Women’s roles..
ANALYSIS
Accordant........
Discordant.......
Neutral..........
Commentary............

-------------------------------------------

New message or old oULToCK. vttt v i it ieceenaeroneeanansnn

ClasSe.erennnnnns
Rcmantic Hero....

Gender differences 1N roSpPONSE. .t i ernneesrtoscessaassnans

Artistic autoncmy

88
88
90

93
93
94
96
39
101
103

104
109
118
130
121
134
137
146

147
147
149

154
154
156
157
158
161
164
164

—
—~
-—h

PO PO =& =& & b & - o2
OO W W O DD W -
WO WMIDIY WY wv



6. JOE EGG by PETER NICHOLS. ......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiettriniennannnn 207

LT o - = 207

Consensus..... ettt s et Cheerertaaeeaa Ch it sreeene. Ceeeaas . 209
RESPONSES

TheatrdCaTlity. ettt i it ittt it ettt ieenneennnonneenenneensss 212

Entertainment. i it iin e nienneoreensnennnannnnennnnenns, 212

HUMOUT 4 i sttt ettt s oo navecenoseoncsensenennsennosenssennensen 216

= o] = 219

Addressing the audienCe. . voii ettt ii ittt eteeeerernnnn. 223

THEME. o ittt ittt tneteeenneaacnosessennesnssensononaennnnnss 230

AN @l T-roUNd VIBW. ..ttt iieitinttsoneenseesnseasneeannsenns 230

Marriage and the female role .. oottt ittt ittt ennnnnns 232

o = 237
ANALYSIS

- Xod ot Y ol F- o 1 238

=Y o o T 245

) [T ol - Y s & o 253

(0] 1111 1= = 258

7. SOME GENERAL IMPLICATIONS. ..t et iiieerennenennenotoseenenneass 254

APPENDIX A. Information about respondents.......iiiiiniiinnennnns 270

APPENDIX B. Excerpts from transcripts.. .o iieiinneinnnnnnnennnns 274

Bloody Poetry - Adult Education ClassS..iiiiiniieeriinnnnnnenennns 274

Interview with Mr and Mrs LANE.......ciiinrinnn. 279

Interview with Mr and Mrs REEKIE......c..vv.n... 283

Joe Egg - Interview with Occupational TherapistS.veeeeeiveennnn.. 236

Interview with KNIGHT ...ttt ittt eninereenosennnnnnnss 291

Blood Brothers — Interview with POWNER. ... iviiiiintiieneennnenens 292

BIBLIOGRAPHY..... Ch e s it aee et ettt st e e et 296

LIST OF FIGURES:

1. Society of West End Theatre Cuestionnaire
2. Interview Plan

3. Examples of Guide Questicns

4

5

. Example of Descriptive Matrix (emotional responses)
. Example of Explanative Matrix (responses to ending of Blcody Poetry).



CHAPTER ONE : INTRODUCTION

Aims

The motivation behind this research is the conviction that the literary
and performance arts of our western society do, or can, have a real
relevance to the people, and not just those people especially trained in
their production and appreciation. The actual relations between the arts

and the people are therefore the object of study.

Theatre seemed to provide the most readily accessible point of contact
with a public at large which was likely to comprise, at least to a
certain extent, ’the ordinary (wo)man in the street’. An important
research aim is to investigate the responses and satisfactions of a
fairly wide cross-section of people.[This reflects a concern with the
role of theatre for a ’population at large’, rather than a restricted
elite. It should become clear that the use of the terms ’elite’ and
'elitist’ are justified because of the difficulty of finding more
appropriate vocabulary for some of the attitudes which will be reported

(e.g. see especially, Commentary on Bloody Poetry).

Some cultural homogeneity of audiences is necessary, however, in brder
to be able to see the role of theatre within a cultural contexty It was,
for instance, beyond the scope of this thesis to explore the varieties
of cultural context which would have resulted from studying West End
productions. I had some initial involvement in a Society of West End
Theatres project, helping to conduct a survey of West End theatre
audiences run by Caroline Gardiner of City University in 1984. This
experience showed that the number of overseas visitors made West End
audiences too cosmopolitan to be suitable for this research.

To these ends theny/fhe type of theatre studied was restricted to
’mainstream’ theatre in major regional playhouses; that which is readily
available Tocally to a large pub119{ Fuller definitions of ’mainstream’

follow, below and in Chapter Three.

There is a long tradition of "the association of the idea of the general
perfection of humanity with the practice and study of the arts”
[Williams 1968 p59]./It is the aim of this study to identify those
factors in the relationship between stage and audience which are most
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crucial to this association. To do this, the relative importance of the
"message’ of the play, the theatricality which presents it, and the
cultural profile of the audience experiencing it, is addregfgg//;s part
of this discourse, a subsidiary aim is to consider whether the ways in
which theatre producers pursue the association with the ’general
perfection of humanity’ are in contrast to the associations audiences

themselves may make.

It is an important premise of this work that the subject of study is not
'the play’, to which the audience then respond. It is the dynamics of
the relationship between the two. As a subject, this is not easily
definable because of its subjectivity. Faced with the problem of
rendering these dynamics into some reportable, discussable form, the
views of the audience themselves are the only logical definitions to
use. The formulation of an appropriate methodology for this research has
proved problematic. As far as possible, the methodology has been
specifically formulated to approach the audience in a way which might
reveal more about the nature of their role as critic.

The type of theatre studied
In attempting to define which kind of theatre this work is concerned
with, the question of how we define ’theatre’ at all comes into play.
Some definitions of ’theatre’ [e.g. Bentley 1965 p150] might not include
the kinds of dramatic activity seen in fringe, street, community, agit-
prop, or improvised theatre. These may be set up specifically to work
outside the kind of conventions which define the type of theatre with
which this study concerns 1tse1f./The artistic director of Welfare
State, makes this clear:

They [theatre buildings] are closed systems. Qur research is

into nascent ritual (using theatre) as part of a way of living

rather than a repeated dramatic production, where theatre is

an end in itself [Kershaw 1983 p29].
The activities of some drama groups might easily be defined as political
events, neighbourhood celebrations, etc., rather than ’theatre’. They
may have an obvious ’social reality’ i.e. an immediate aim and function
e.d. Unity Theatre’s involvement in Tenants Defence League in support of
rent strikes, 7:84’s involvement with factory sit-ins and the miners’
strike. Or they might specifically concern themselves with minority
groups - e.g. Gay Sweatshop, Temba Black Theatre, Tara Arts Asian
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theatre group. Study of these kinds of dramatic activity was not
appropriate to the aims and assumptions of this research. It is a
fundamental assumption of the thesis that there are aspects of theatre
which are important to audiences other than those which respond to
specific 'problems’ (unfair rents, discrimmination against gays or
blacks). An important aim is to seek insights into these less-obviously
functional satisfactions for audiences. The study of responses to
theatre with a particular kind of ’problem-solving’ role, then, would
tend to obscure the kinds of satisfactions in which we are interested.
In addition, although the selection of theatre-goers who were
interviewed can still be seen as the selection of an exclusive group
(all theatre-goers are in a minority), it is less exclusive than that
for theatre aimed at particular localities or minorities.

Shakespeare and other established ’classics’ (e.g. Chekhov, Ibsen,
Brecht) were also avoided because of a predeterminedly defined role.
They have an established ’identity’; audiences have a particularly clear
idea of the status and significance of such plays before they experience
them. Some degree of ’stereotyped’ response would therefore be 1ikely to
detract from concentration on the original aims (eg. a response
conditioned by familiarity with Shakespeare as an 'A’ level text).

For these reasons, the main productions studied have been performed in
the main houses of large, well-established provincial theatres. The
plays were performed by the resident companies of the theatre (rather
than visiting travelling theatre groups etc.) as major productions in
the seasonal programme of a city’s major playhouse. This is what may be
termed ’mainstream’ theatre, because it is presented within a generally
well understood context. That is to say that the theatre buildings
themselves and the/;vents staged within them, are 1ikely to be
recognised as performing a particular role and function by most of the
population. At least, this can be said of them in a way that it cannot
of the halls, schools and outdoor spaces used by travelling theatre

companies, agit-prop or street theatre, or even small ’studio’
auditoriums of larger theatres.

It seemed reasonable to suppose that this kind of theatre, more than
most, assumes a relevance to the population at large in the city which
supports it. One reliable indication that this is the case is the
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widespread subsidizing of such theatre by the Arts Council and City or
County councils. Details of subsidy given to theatres in this study were
not available. However, unpublished statistics consulted at the Arts
Council Library, Picadilly, London, reveal close monitoring of figures
required for grant decisions by the Arts Council. e.g. Table II: Home
based audiences (Main Auditorium) by Theatre, showing number of
performances, total seats sold, percentage of capacity, average
attendance per performance, total receipts £, ticket yield and ticket
price for Leicester Haymarket 1979/80 -1982/83 and similarly Table VI:
Home based audiences (Studio) by Theatre. Also concerned with assessing
the claim for subsidy is Leicester: Haymarket Theatre Audience Survey
Leicester City Council Recreation Committee, February 1982 7pp. This
survey covered frequency of attendance, mode of travel, place of work,
place of residence and age. It was commissioned to determine where most
of the theatre’s patrons were coming from, and therefore, where finance
should come from; the City council, County council or some other source,
when grant aid was being decided for Leicester Theatre Trust.

These indications of an assumption of relevance to a population at
large, are supplemented by evidence, gathered in the course of this
work, from professionals who say their theatre aspires to such a role
(Playwrights, Howard Brenton (Bloody Poetry) and Anthony Minghella (A
Little Like Drowning, Whale Music), questioned at Open Forums held while
their plays were in production at Leicester Haymarket, Artistic Director
of the Haymarket (Michael Meacham), who agreed to be interviewed for
this research and playwright, Denise Deegan, who also consented to be
interviewed about her West End success, Daisy Pulls it Off, which had
been the subject of a SWET survey).

Research methods used

The mass of research material which will be referred to was collected
from 83 respondents in all, contacted in the course of 37 interviews
(Tisted in Appendix A). These produced at least 20 hours of recordings
representing about 200,000 words of transcripts. The research is
qualitative rather than quantitative, taking the form of a series of in-
depth interviews. The reasons for this preference, together with a
detailed consideration of appropriate research methodology are to be
found in Chapter 3. This also describes the interviews which were
carried out, usually one to one, in the respondents’ own hcmes, and
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within a few days of their having seen the performance. The formulation

of a method of content analysis for the material collected is described
at the end of the chapter.

Outline of the thesis

After a brief introduction to the historical background, Chapter 2
introduces approaches to culture and the arts which form the context of
the research. Discussion in this section is formative in the definition
of terminology used in the research and is intended as a guide to the
meaning of terms as they are used in the thesis.

The process of collecting and reporting audience responses in itself
cannot help but be on some level an interpretative one - if only in the
sense argued by Holub [1983 p102], that it is not possible to place
oneself outside of conventions of perception and assumptions in order to
be unconstrained by the possibilities built into a system of
intelligibility. What can be done, however, is to acknowledge those
assumptions which one is conscious of having worked with, and which will
affect the angle of approach in important ways. Chapter 2 attempts to
provide this perspective and perhaps reveal some of the underlying
assumptions. It is hoped that offering some sense of my own
understanding of the basic concepts and terminology in the field will
reveal a sense of the ’position’ from which I have worked.

Methodological problems have featured quite strongly in this work, and
some time is spent outlining these in Chapter 3. Discussion of the
research data proceeds according to the principles determined in this
chapter. The second part of the thesis deals with the research data
collected in the series of in-depth interviews with members of
audiences. The plays respondents had seen were A Day in the Death of Joe
Egg [Nichols 19671, Bloody Poetry [Brenton 1985] and Blood Brothers
[Russel1l 1985] (some reference is also made to Our Day Out [Russell
1984], but see p63). For the purposes of clarity from the outset, it is
worth noting here that respondents’ contributions are indicated in upper
case throughout e.g. CRAWFORD, to distinguish them from other references
which are given in square brackets e.g. [Althusser 1971].



CHAPTER TWO : THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Historical Perspective

A sense of the historical background to ideas of popular culture is
useful for this study. It gives an important perspective to what could
otherwise be simply explained as habitual notions. The reference to a
tradition of ideas of culture is not meant merely to trace a progression
of theoretical debate, it is necessary to an understanding of actual
relations between ’ordinary people’ and ’culture’. It allows the
audience responses discussed in this work to be seen not simply as the
result of some temporary persuasion, but as a part of some deep-seated
expectations of the arts as a cultural experience. It can make the
difference between seeing respondents as dupes of a mass media society,

or as people bringing important cultural expectations to the experience{'

The type of theatre with which the current work concerns itself depends
upon the rise of a sufficiently affluent middle class who pay to go to
the theatre. These audiences, for whom theatre-going can be seen as part
of other social aspirations rather than simply as part of a common
tradition of popular entertainment, do not have a real continuity from
before the industrial revolution. New practices brought with them
radical changes in the distribution and organisation of communities on a
scale which demanded completely new value systems and hierarchiesl. This
is perhaps where a decisive split between culture and popular art first
becomes conceivable. A distinctive popular entertainment industry, of
melodrama and music hall, grew to cater for the new masses. The music
hall, which had its hey-day in the Edwardian period, is a prime example
of the significant 1ine of growth and change which developed from
industrial-urban culture, but which nevertheless maintained many
elements in common with earlier folk culture [see Hall and Whanel 1965
p55]}. Traditions behind it included popular spectacles and shows, the
gin palaces, pleasure gardens and song-and-supper rooms of the late
Victorian era. It was,

part of the very life of ’the community’ - though that

community was now much more stratified than any of the earlier

’organic’ societies [ibid.p56].
Despite this vital relationship with the community, another major shift
was that this was no longer the art of the community, it was an art of
the performer: "The community had become an ’audience’: the art had been
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individualised" [ibid.]. Like Hall and Whanel, I would choose not to
sentimentalise the music hall as a late expression of folk culture, but
rather to see it as transitional between an earlier folk and later
popular art where a separation between audience and stage begins.
Schechner associates the shift towards entertainment, as opposed to
ritual function in theatre with such a separation [Schechner 1976 p207]
and this development can be seen as decisive. It enables the evolution
of a relationship in which the audience becomes the punter, paying to be
pleased by the entertainment business. The beginnings of such a
relationship can be seen in the tendency of the music hall to market
itself by playing to the gallery and to rely on spectacle and novelty to
attract audiences. This allows us to see music hall then, as heralding
a new era of theatre as a distinctly commercial enterprise.

As the growing populations of workers in the new industrial centres
swelled music hall audiences,}a new class emerged; the bourgeoisie, made
rich by the rapid expansion of capitalist enterprises in industry. This
burgeoning middle class sought to emulate the aristocracy, who had been
so pre-eminent in the 18th century, through patronage of the stage with
their new found wealth. In attempting to buy their way into the higher
echelons of society, this middle class were seeing theatre as a status
symbol and commodity. This idea of theatre as an aspect of prestige, so
evident in Edwardian times, is one which has a continuing importance to

the development of post-war policies for the arts.

Ideas among the public and the profession about the role, status and
aims of modern British theatre have been shaped by what may be broadly
distinguished as three kinds of important post-war influence. The
profit-motivated pressures of commercial theatres, most importantly and
influentially centred in the power of the West End were and remain
crucial. But the emergence of state subsidy and policy for the arts in
the form of the new Arts Council, at a time when the ideals of the
Welfare State were to the fore, also introduced the oppositional motives
of the ’Welfare’ model and the ’Glory’ model.

The post-war Arts Council has its genesis in the CEMA (Council for the
Encouragement of Music and the Arts) which, originally a small
organisation, was one of those formed during the first months of the war
in 1939 for the dissemination of entertainment and the arts to troops
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and factory workers. The CEMA began its operations "as a kind of welfare
agency” [Pick 1983 p147], in which drama was a means of general
enlightenment and a popular amateur activity. Thus it was initially
concerned with the encouragement of amateurs, but abruptly changed its
policy in the middle of 1940, to promote professional theatre as a facet
of national glory - "the best maintained at its peak for the
discriminating” [ibid]. At this stage, West End productions were
prepared to cash-in on the advantages of being association with this
socially and educationally purposeful body [ibid p145]. Nevertheless, in
view of the changing role and influence of the CEMA, West End theatre
people were anxious that any peacetime Arts Council would revert to a
populist, welfare, stance and that a National Theatre might be run on
different lines to the West End; with a concern for the entirity of the
population which was antithetical to that of the West End establishment.

Despite such fears, the glittering ritual associated with high society
which had surrounded the Edwardian West End did not fade so easily as
did the opulence of fashion in the austerity years, particularly so long
as it continued to be championed by the 1ikes of Noel Coward and his
followers (see Pick 1983 p152-156 and Chpt 10 passim). The fact that the
West End continued to be synonymous with top class theatre partly
explains how the post-war Arts Council could fall into an uneasy
partnership with the West End ’Group’; that consortium of managers
(Prince Littler, Binkie Beaumont) who wielded a massive influence on the
theatrical 1ife of the country at the time. In this context, the concern
to see state subsidy as supportive of the best of British theatre -
Pick’s ’Glory Model’ [Pick 1983 p157] - took precedence over any
’Welfare Model’ role for the Arts Council, as envisaged by its founding
fathers, as an agency of general enlightenment and welfare, to stimulate
all arts equally and encourage the artist to see himself as servant of
some tangible social ideal. The Chancellor, Hugh Dalton’s
’understanding’ with Covent Garden that Government funding to the Arts
Council was given provided that ’Opera is not let down’ [ibid., see also
Dalton’s letter to chairman of Covent Garden Board, reproduced on
p158]lis cited as early evidence of this prevailing tendency.

In Pick’s [1983 p160] view, the failure to assert moré progressive Arts
Council policy and funding along Welfare lines 1949-56 amounted to the
virtual abandonment of national drama to ’The Group’. Beside the
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continuing influence of the commercial West End, even the ’revolution’
of 1956, heralded by the success of Look Back in Anger [Osborne 1981]
failed to have a radical effect on such power-broking. The new realism
of the kitchen sink dramatists was variously cited as a justification of
state subsidy and an overthrow of the old West End theatrical rank and
privilege. In fact in retrospect, it can be argued that the West End
itself also promoted the popularity of the kitchen sink dramatists, who
were taken up by provincial and subsidised theatre after their West End
successess, as much as the reverse being true. The expensive ritual of
the West End experience remained the apex of theatrical activity which
only the differential of seat pricing induced by subsidy of other

theatre even marginally challenged?.

It was not until the beginning of the 1960’s that there were signs of an
emerging alternative theatre which could form substantial opposition to
the West End style. Arnold Wesker’s Centre 42 was one of the first of a
loosely knit amalgam of small-scale touring drama groups which by the
early seventies had come to be a significant item in Arts Council
figures under the heading of ’Alternative’ theatre [Pick 1983 p169]. In
London, Bernard Miles achieved surprising success with his Mermaid
Theatre run on different lines from well-established practices of
theatre management, and more importantly, with a general philosophy
which contained the germs of a revival of a form of popular theatre.
This comprised an almost complete lack of professional specialisation,
with members of the company trying their hand at all aspects of
preparation, and a strong sense of working for the cause, successfully
instilled by Miles to the extent of his being able to engage artists for
mere token payments. Discarding proscenium arch conventions, which they
considered to be exhausted, the company followed the simpler styles of

staging and production they believed were now necessary.

Some alternative companies were recognised as successfully developing
new popular styles and finding responsive audiences in untheatrical new
locations, but-once again, the suggestion of a missed opportunity
presents itself. The conservative influence of Arts Council supported
theatre either alienated or assimilated alternative types of theatre.
McGrath is among those who prefer to remain largely outside mainstream
regional subsidised repertory theatre, considering its obligations to be
inimical to the autonomy essential to the theatrical ends he pursues. To
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this end, he locates his theatre in theme, as well as often in
actuality, in working class communities and traditions, while
acknowledging that this can also have its problems. His essay about
northern working mens’ club entertainers [McGrath 1981] recognises the
prejudice and chauvinism which can sometimes characterise such cultural
traditions. It reveals his awareness of a narrow-mindedness and a
propensity to ’isms’ in working class communities , pointing out that he
is not trying to replace one set of ’isms’ for another. To avoid this,
he stresses that his theatre attempts to be a critical engagement with
working class values. In a sense, he trades the restrictions of one kind
of cultural and ijdeological background, for another.

Other attempts to break out of the West End mould can also be seen to
have been undermined by a climate supportive of established mainstream
theatre. Those who, 1ike the Portable Theatre group, started out
producing theatre which drew much of its energy from the counter-
cultural ideology of the late 60’s [see Taylor 1971] have since
abandoned some of their nihilism. Brenton, for example, moved on to the
idea of using accepted forms, in order to disrupt them [see Ansgorge
1973]. David Edgar holds to his belief that it is possible to offer a
contrast to the theatre of social disintegration - a sense of history
providing causality, continuity and inspiration - within the context of
mainstream subsidised theatre (e.g. Maydays [Edgar 1984] presented at
the Barbican in 1984). Griffiths has been criticised for compromising
his left-wing ideals too far in his decisions to write for the
conservative media on the basis that any revolutionary message is
assimilated into the reactionary medium. In the same way as what was
radical avant-garde theatre like Waiting for Godot [Beckett 1978], or
Look Back in Anger [Osborne 1981], becomes a recognised ’classic’, it
is possible to see these ’revolutionary’ writers becoming perceived as a
recognised part of the institution of British theatre.

As the effects of these seeds of revolution failed to bear radical
fruit, the challenge from the alternative movement weakened after the
mid-seventies. Funding also failed to materialise here [Pick 1983 p178],
and especially for companies outside of the core group which emgerged as
the Establishment of the Alternative Theatre [Linklater 1980 p95).
Meanwhile the decision to spend nearly £200,000,000 on the building of
the National theatre (opened in 1976) and the Barbican complex (opened
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in 1982) indicated the almost irrevocable determination of a policy
based on centres of excellence. Although based on its own kind of
idealism, this was still no move towards finding again a theatre that
could simultaneocusly address large numbers of people, or reclaim the
vivacity of popular entertainment and genuine community drama.

Outside London, the 1940’s saw the rise of regional repertory theatres.
Later, Jennie Lee’s [1965] White Paper, A Policy for the Arts, proposed
the formation of Regional Arts Associations, but it is significant that
subsequent actual action along these lines is recorded as being taken by
local individuals, not by government or state institutions:

half of these associations owe their origin to the initiative

of private individuals who found their intrepid way into town

halls and county halls, and into the Arts Council, and

obtained their objectives by zealous persistence ... the whole

initiative was local ... Certainly the vigorous new

development of regionalism in support of the arts was not due

to any ebullition of crusading zeal from the Arts Council.

[Abercrombie 1980 p68]
Where the Arts Council did intervene, in what has been termed its
"greatest contribution to drama in its first thirty years ...the
reinforcing, development and eventual transformation of the repertory
movement” [Linklater 1980 p80], the concern was once again with ’the
best’ - the improvement in standards as described by Linklater [ibid
p81] - rather than its accessibility for ’the most’. The great surge of
regional theatre-building, although benefitting partly from Housing the
Arts grants, relied most heavily on local funding. Since 1958, some
forty-five completely new, or substantially rebuilt, repertory theatres
have been opened, "largely with Local Authority money and through local
subscription” [Linklater 1980 p86, and see also Table 5, p87].

These local regional initiatives for the arts, and theatre in
particular, indicate the importance of the idea of art and culture as an
aspect of civic pride. Whilst not actively or financially taking the
initiative in the regions, the policies of the Arts Council were
designed to create centres of excellence, particularly in London, in
which to cultivate standards that should ’Raise or Spread’ [Willatt 1980
p22] to all other manifestations of artisitic activity. The regional
movement shows that the image of cultural centres as emblems of
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prestige, at least, had become a stirring notion. The particular
cultural function that this implies may be expected to be reflected in
audiences for these kinds of regional theatre. Nevertheless, the very
modernity of the new theatre buildings and the expansion of their
functions which this facilitated, changed the aspect of audiences to
some extent. Whereas audiences for traditional weekly repertory had been
mainly middle-aged or elderly and female [Linklater 1980 p83], new
regional repertory theatres, with a different form and standard of
programme and the attractions of other activities (exhibitions, poetry
readings, restaurants, bars, bookstalls, lunchtime recitals) attracted
younger audiences [ibid. p83, p88]. Sufficient expansion of this idea of
a theatre, as a centre of recreation and refreshment in the fullest
sense, has the potential (as does alternative theatre experienced
outside designated theatrical space), to undermine the association with
formality, glamour and aristocracy which prevailed before the war.

Promoting a brief of ’the best for the most’, the Arts Council, whilst
patently restricted in their ideas of what might constitute ’the most’
[see Pick 1983 p175], committed itself, then, to an idea of ’the best’
rooted in the capital and “"effective power houses of opera, music and
drama” [Pick 1980 p12]. In important ways this sti1l maintained the
image of good theatre as being located in a particular geographical,
cultural and social niche which in effect retained the exclusivity of
Edwardian times. There is an argument for saying that audience
expectations of the form and function of theatre are "still heavily
influenced by the traditions of the drawing-room comedy" (Gooch 1984
p14). Even in the realm of subsidised alternative theatre, the same kind
of concern to guarantee the standard of Arts Council funded work
manifested itself. Whilst such standards could still be identified as
being closely associated with elitist cultural aspirations, they left
themselves open the the charge of political censorship (e.g.Gooch 1984
p46). Latterly, local authorities have been seen as more progressive in
their support of alternative theatre, and Gooch maintains that this is a
hopeful aspect of a burgeoning belief in theatre as a cultural activity
of value to local community:

there is now a whole generation of audiences for whom their

most memorable cultural experience has been the surprise of

turning up at a scruffy local hall with no proper seating and

no proper stage, and having their preconception of theatre as



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	DX093946_1_0001.tif
	DX093946_1_0003.tif
	DX093946_1_0005.tif
	DX093946_1_0007.tif
	DX093946_1_0009.tif
	DX093946_1_0011.tif
	DX093946_1_0013.tif
	DX093946_1_0015.tif
	DX093946_1_0017.tif
	DX093946_1_0019.tif
	DX093946_1_0021.tif
	DX093946_1_0023.tif
	DX093946_1_0025.tif
	DX093946_1_0027.tif
	DX093946_1_0029.tif
	DX093946_1_0031.tif
	DX093946_1_0033.tif
	DX093946_1_0035.tif
	DX093946_1_0037.tif
	DX093946_1_0039.tif
	DX093946_1_0041.tif
	DX093946_1_0043.tif
	DX093946_1_0045.tif
	DX093946_1_0047.tif
	DX093946_1_0049.tif
	DX093946_1_0051.tif
	DX093946_1_0053.tif
	DX093946_1_0055.tif
	DX093946_1_0057.tif
	DX093946_1_0059.tif
	DX093946_1_0061.tif
	DX093946_1_0063.tif
	DX093946_1_0065.tif
	DX093946_1_0067.tif
	DX093946_1_0069.tif
	DX093946_1_0071.tif
	DX093946_1_0073.tif
	DX093946_1_0075.tif
	DX093946_1_0077.tif
	DX093946_1_0079.tif
	DX093946_1_0081.tif
	DX093946_1_0083.tif
	DX093946_1_0085.tif
	DX093946_1_0087.tif
	DX093946_1_0089.tif
	DX093946_1_0091.tif
	DX093946_1_0093.tif
	DX093946_1_0095.tif
	DX093946_1_0097.tif
	DX093946_1_0099.tif
	DX093946_1_0101.tif
	DX093946_1_0103.tif
	DX093946_1_0105.tif
	DX093946_1_0107.tif
	DX093946_1_0109.tif
	DX093946_1_0111.tif
	DX093946_1_0113.tif
	DX093946_1_0115.tif
	DX093946_1_0117.tif
	DX093946_1_0119.tif
	DX093946_1_0121.tif
	DX093946_1_0123.tif
	DX093946_1_0125.tif
	DX093946_1_0127.tif
	DX093946_1_0129.tif
	DX093946_1_0131.tif
	DX093946_1_0133.tif
	DX093946_1_0135.tif
	DX093946_1_0137.tif
	DX093946_1_0139.tif
	DX093946_1_0141.tif
	DX093946_1_0143.tif
	DX093946_1_0145.tif
	DX093946_1_0147.tif
	DX093946_1_0149.tif
	DX093946_1_0151.tif
	DX093946_1_0153.tif
	DX093946_1_0155.tif
	DX093946_1_0157.tif
	DX093946_1_0159.tif
	DX093946_1_0161.tif
	DX093946_1_0163.tif
	DX093946_1_0165.tif
	DX093946_1_0167.tif
	DX093946_1_0169.tif
	DX093946_1_0171.tif
	DX093946_1_0173.tif
	DX093946_1_0175.tif
	DX093946_1_0177.tif
	DX093946_1_0179.tif
	DX093946_1_0181.tif
	DX093946_1_0183.tif
	DX093946_1_0185.tif
	DX093946_1_0187.tif
	DX093946_1_0189.tif
	DX093946_1_0191.tif
	DX093946_1_0193.tif
	DX093946_1_0195.tif
	DX093946_1_0197.tif
	DX093946_1_0199.tif
	DX093946_1_0201.tif
	DX093946_1_0203.tif
	DX093946_1_0205.tif
	DX093946_1_0207.tif
	DX093946_1_0209.tif
	DX093946_1_0211.tif
	DX093946_1_0213.tif
	DX093946_1_0215.tif
	DX093946_1_0217.tif
	DX093946_1_0219.tif
	DX093946_1_0221.tif
	DX093946_1_0223.tif
	DX093946_1_0225.tif
	DX093946_1_0227.tif
	DX093946_1_0229.tif
	DX093946_1_0231.tif
	DX093946_1_0233.tif
	DX093946_1_0235.tif
	DX093946_1_0237.tif
	DX093946_1_0239.tif
	DX093946_1_0241.tif
	DX093946_1_0243.tif
	DX093946_1_0245.tif
	DX093946_1_0247.tif
	DX093946_1_0249.tif
	DX093946_1_0251.tif
	DX093946_1_0253.tif
	DX093946_1_0255.tif
	DX093946_1_0257.tif
	DX093946_1_0259.tif
	DX093946_1_0261.tif
	DX093946_1_0263.tif
	DX093946_1_0265.tif
	DX093946_1_0267.tif
	DX093946_1_0269.tif
	DX093946_1_0271.tif
	DX093946_1_0273.tif
	DX093946_1_0275.tif
	DX093946_1_0277.tif
	DX093946_1_0279.tif
	DX093946_1_0281.tif
	DX093946_1_0283.tif
	DX093946_1_0285.tif
	DX093946_1_0287.tif
	DX093946_1_0289.tif
	DX093946_1_0291.tif
	DX093946_1_0293.tif
	DX093946_1_0295.tif
	DX093946_1_0297.tif
	DX093946_1_0299.tif
	DX093946_1_0301.tif
	DX093946_1_0303.tif
	DX093946_1_0305.tif
	DX093946_1_0307.tif
	DX093946_1_0309.tif
	DX093946_1_0311.tif
	DX093946_1_0313.tif
	DX093946_1_0315.tif
	DX093946_1_0317.tif
	DX093946_1_0319.tif
	DX093946_1_0321.tif
	DX093946_1_0323.tif
	DX093946_1_0325.tif
	DX093946_1_0327.tif
	DX093946_1_0329.tif
	DX093946_1_0331.tif
	DX093946_1_0333.tif
	DX093946_1_0335.tif
	DX093946_1_0337.tif
	DX093946_1_0339.tif
	DX093946_1_0341.tif
	DX093946_1_0343.tif
	DX093946_1_0345.tif
	DX093946_1_0347.tif
	DX093946_1_0349.tif
	DX093946_1_0351.tif
	DX093946_1_0353.tif
	DX093946_1_0355.tif
	DX093946_1_0357.tif
	DX093946_1_0359.tif
	DX093946_1_0361.tif
	DX093946_1_0363.tif
	DX093946_1_0365.tif
	DX093946_1_0367.tif
	DX093946_1_0369.tif
	DX093946_1_0371.tif
	DX093946_1_0373.tif
	DX093946_1_0375.tif
	DX093946_1_0377.tif
	DX093946_1_0379.tif
	DX093946_1_0381.tif
	DX093946_1_0383.tif
	DX093946_1_0385.tif
	DX093946_1_0387.tif
	DX093946_1_0389.tif
	DX093946_1_0391.tif
	DX093946_1_0393.tif
	DX093946_1_0395.tif
	DX093946_1_0397.tif
	DX093946_1_0399.tif
	DX093946_1_0401.tif
	DX093946_1_0403.tif
	DX093946_1_0405.tif
	DX093946_1_0407.tif
	DX093946_1_0409.tif
	DX093946_1_0411.tif
	DX093946_1_0413.tif
	DX093946_1_0415.tif
	DX093946_1_0417.tif
	DX093946_1_0419.tif
	DX093946_1_0421.tif
	DX093946_1_0423.tif
	DX093946_1_0425.tif
	DX093946_1_0427.tif
	DX093946_1_0429.tif
	DX093946_1_0431.tif
	DX093946_1_0433.tif
	DX093946_1_0435.tif
	DX093946_1_0437.tif
	DX093946_1_0439.tif
	DX093946_1_0441.tif
	DX093946_1_0443.tif
	DX093946_1_0445.tif
	DX093946_1_0447.tif
	DX093946_1_0449.tif
	DX093946_1_0451.tif
	DX093946_1_0453.tif
	DX093946_1_0455.tif
	DX093946_1_0457.tif
	DX093946_1_0459.tif
	DX093946_1_0461.tif
	DX093946_1_0463.tif
	DX093946_1_0465.tif
	DX093946_1_0467.tif
	DX093946_1_0469.tif
	DX093946_1_0471.tif
	DX093946_1_0473.tif
	DX093946_1_0475.tif
	DX093946_1_0477.tif
	DX093946_1_0479.tif
	DX093946_1_0481.tif
	DX093946_1_0483.tif
	DX093946_1_0485.tif
	DX093946_1_0487.tif
	DX093946_1_0489.tif
	DX093946_1_0491.tif
	DX093946_1_0493.tif
	DX093946_1_0495.tif
	DX093946_1_0497.tif
	DX093946_1_0499.tif
	DX093946_1_0501.tif
	DX093946_1_0503.tif
	DX093946_1_0505.tif
	DX093946_1_0507.tif
	DX093946_1_0509.tif
	DX093946_1_0511.tif
	DX093946_1_0513.tif
	DX093946_1_0515.tif
	DX093946_1_0517.tif
	DX093946_1_0519.tif
	DX093946_1_0521.tif
	DX093946_1_0523.tif
	DX093946_1_0525.tif
	DX093946_1_0527.tif
	DX093946_1_0529.tif
	DX093946_1_0531.tif
	DX093946_1_0533.tif
	DX093946_1_0535.tif
	DX093946_1_0537.tif
	DX093946_1_0539.tif
	DX093946_1_0541.tif
	DX093946_1_0543.tif
	DX093946_1_0545.tif
	DX093946_1_0547.tif
	DX093946_1_0549.tif
	DX093946_1_0551.tif
	DX093946_1_0553.tif
	DX093946_1_0555.tif
	DX093946_1_0557.tif
	DX093946_1_0559.tif
	DX093946_1_0561.tif
	DX093946_1_0563.tif
	DX093946_1_0565.tif
	DX093946_1_0567.tif
	DX093946_1_0569.tif
	DX093946_1_0571.tif
	DX093946_1_0573.tif
	DX093946_1_0575.tif
	DX093946_1_0577.tif
	DX093946_1_0579.tif
	DX093946_1_0581.tif
	DX093946_1_0583.tif
	DX093946_1_0585.tif
	DX093946_1_0587.tif
	DX093946_1_0589.tif
	DX093946_1_0591.tif
	DX093946_1_0593.tif
	DX093946_1_0595.tif
	DX093946_1_0597.tif
	DX093946_1_0599.tif
	DX093946_1_0601.tif
	DX093946_1_0603.tif
	DX093946_1_0605.tif
	DX093946_1_0607.tif
	DX093946_1_0609.tif
	DX093946_1_0611.tif
	DX093946_1_0613.tif
	DX093946_1_0615.tif
	DX093946_1_0617.tif
	DX093946_1_0619.tif
	DX093946_1_0621.tif
	DX093946_1_0623.tif
	DX093946_1_0625.tif
	DX093946_1_0627.tif

