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This article is an experiment in ‘slow togethering’ between
two dance dramaturgs. It investigates dance dramaturgy
practice beyond the making of a creative product, in which
dialogue about practice occurs simultaneously with dialogue
as practice. Thus, the authors propose this article itself as
practice research. We understand ‘slow togethering’ as a
form of dialogue over time: the article presents a series

of exchanges by the authors which were written over a
period of one month. Alongside these exchanges, there

is a commentary reflecting on these texts and the overall
process. With this format, the authors aim to disrupt the
conventions of linear and sequential thinking, offering an
opportunity for the reader to explore different ways of
encountering the narratives of the article. In this vein, the
authors suggest the reader takes up the role of a dialogue
partner in their own right, acknowledging that a reader’s
dialogic response resides in a space and time beyond that of
the article.
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18 — 21 January

On ‘slow togethering’

It might seem odd to use the break-
up of two lovers, in this case also
artistic collaborators, to open up
our discussion on ‘slow togeth-
ering’. But what I would like to
present in the following is that
the idea of ‘slow togethering’ is
already concealed in its very op-
position, that of decoupling.

When Marina Abramovi¢ and Ulay
stood 5,955 km apart on the Great
Wall of China and began walking
towards each other only to come
to an end of a twelve-year collab-
oration (The Lovers, 1988), they
used a long walk as a tool and
a tactic to reflect on their com-
mon past. The distance and du-
ration allowed for other factors
to have influenced them - their
encounters not only with nature,
but also with the locals, stories,
myths (Johnston 19-23), all of
which have helped them sharpen
their thoughts on this journey. We
might see the result of this walk in
the separation of the two bodies.
Simultaneously, through this sep-
aration, the physical act of equal
travelling has constituted the now
two individual entities, induced by
their togethering-action, that of a
mutual decision.

Dear Sara,

Togethering, this is the word that
I chose to start with.

Together +ing, we made itinto a
word that doesn’t really exist, to
be a bit mysterious perhaps? Or
maybe to emphasize that it is a
form of doing, not a form of being.
Our together-ing is surrounded
by doing: by many messages and
emails to determine times and
dates to meet; last minute con-
tact to reschedule because we
or our children or our partners
are sick. All these surrounding
activities are also a form of our
togethering. And the thinking
that happens for us individually,
as we respond to an email from
the other, or look at a text the oth-
er has written, and comment on
it, is continuing the togethering,
so thatit doesn’tjustbecome one
pointin time when we are able to
have a conversation in real time,
but the conversation stretches
across time. The response forms
in my mind over time, each time
I think about my response I'm
thinking of you too, so we are
together atleast in my mind, be-
cause my response is shaped by
what I know of you. The togeth-
ering is conversation, as much as
conversation is togethering. And
it feels like an active verb now,
not just something that happens
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Even though the word togethering
presupposes at least two or more
bodies, I would like to propose that
the ‘slow togethering’ can actually
manifest itself within one single
body.

Take butoh for example. It is not
my intention here to talk about the
slow hyper-controlled motion bu-
toh is traditionally based on. Nor
about the “slow dramaturgy” (Eck-
ersall 178-192) one might observe
in many of the butoh performances.
The slowness that fascinates me
the most came from observing a
butohist in process and prepara-
tion. Right there, I could witness
the ‘slow togethering’ in action.
To reach butoh, one must first go
through a separation of reason and
emotions, in other words one must
get rid of all possible structures
and put one’s instincts to the fore-
front. These instincts then inhabit
the empty body. Only then can you
really start practising butoh. What
this example portrays is that a be-
ginning starts with a separation in
order to bring together a new ‘truth’
through awareness.?

I perceive a process of ‘slow togeth-
ering’ as an attentive participation.
I would argue that the attentiveness
of ‘slow togethering’ chooses, or at
least emphasizes, listening over
hearing, thinking over reading,
watching over seeing.

to us, but something we make
happen - dare I say it - something
we practise.

[..]?

The idea of having two dra-
maturgs for one artist, or one
show, has long been something
[ assumed to be a bad idea. How
could I carefully nurture a re-
lationship with an artist, and
the unfolding work, if there was
someone else also in that role,
but perhaps working quite dif-
ferently, with different input and
ideas? I assumed this would be
undermining for me, and confus-
ing for the artist. In making this
assumption [ had been nurturing
the idea of me, as dramaturg, ina
rarefied role: I would be the per-
son the artist would turn to for
support, maybe guidance, that
was my area of expertise. And
also there is a sense of exclusivity
about being someone’s supporter
if it all goes wrong. I would be
the final fall-back, and I would
be there to pick up the artist if
they feltlike they were falling. If
there were two people doing this,
who would the artist turn to? And
would that make the other one
redundant, or less important?
Would that mean the other one
was less trusted? And since the
ideas offered by a dramaturg are
so fragile and subjective, what
would happen if I put forward
anidea, and the other dramaturg
had the opposite thought? Well,
now I write this, I realize this
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Also, I understand the principles
of ‘slow togethering’ not so much
as a method of Q/A, but more of
Q/Qor A/A,both Q and A stand-
ing for an equal (in power) X,
which represents thoughts, im-
pressions, experiences, doubts,
truths etc. As such, slow togeth-
eringis notbased on hierarchical
and/or power relations, because
there is no hidden authority in
between. To be more exact: the
Q/A presupposes a relationship
of dominance. The most basic
example would be the “expert”
disseminating “knowledge” or
“good practice” to those who
“need” the knowledge. [...]

Let me reiterate that ‘slow to-
gethering’ commences already
in the very detachment from
set and established relations/
ideas/views. It holds a potential
to lead towards an autonomous
and emancipatory practice (ex-
istence). This practice embodies
less determined power relations,
less product driven actions ...

all has to do with the fragility
I feel, and have felt, about my
own worth and status as a dra-
maturg.

[.-]

Why did I fall into the trap of as-
suming that, out of all the other
kinds of collaborators I sought
out to work with - to conduct
the process of togethering - it
wasn’t possible with another
dramaturg (at least, not when
working with an artist on a pro-
duction)?

Why do so many others seem
to have this often unspoken as-
sumption? Does it all come back
to the fragility of the dramaturg,
which seems related to the fra-
gility of the single author and
their subjective view of what
feels right and wrong for a pro-
duction??

Dramaturgs struggle to imagine their practice autonomously: as
a dramaturg, one’s work is almost always practised in relation to
the creative process of another artist. Developing a dialogue as
two dance dramaturgs, we were intrigued by the question posed
by Nienke Scholts: “what exactly constitutes ... [an] independent
dramaturgical practice[?]” (111). We asked ourselves why space for
dialogue between (dance) dramaturgs was difficult to find. Imagining
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what such a space might look like has led us to pursue the question
of what dance dramaturgy practice is beyond the creative process
of making a piece of (art)work, and how dance dramaturgs might
collaborate to conceptualise and develop our practice.

In response to these questions, we propose the idea of ‘slow to-
gethering’ as a tool, a tactic, and an ecology (La Selva et al.) to offer
a method and a practice of thinking about dance dramaturgy. For
us, slow togethering takes the form of a dialogue over time. Dialogue
as part of dramaturgy practice is well-documented in scholarship
and practice; indeed, Scholts’s question, on which we build, arises
from an account of her ongoing dialogue with fellow dramaturg Igor
Dobrici¢.* However, our interest is specifically in understanding
what dialogic practices are in relation to dance dramaturgy prac-
tices - investigating dialogue itself as a method, a practice, and a
tool. Aligning with La Selva et al’s “dialogue-between-practices ...
praxical dialogues” (17), we see dialogue about practice occurring
simultaneously with dialogue as practice.

Following on from Scholts’ exploration of “what kind of dramaturgy
can develop between two dramaturgs that “do not work for a work””
(111), this article is the first iteration of an experiment in ‘slow to-
gethering’, employing this dialogic practice explicitly to research
dance dramaturgy beyond the making of a creative work.

For the purposes of researching and writing the article, our method
was a framework in which we exchanged responses in writing, over
a set period of time. Each author wrote an initiating piece during
the same time frame, the two pieces were sent to each other on an
agreed-upon date, and then each author wrote a response to the
received piece, and we exchanged the threads on the next agreed
date. After four such exchanges we met to discuss our experiences
and reflections of this process, setting it into the context of our
wider professional experience and the scholarship with which we
engage. This discussion resulted in a ‘third thread’, which you are
reading now.

We have presented the two ‘live’ dialogue threads alongside each
other, reflecting the time periods in which they were written (simul-
taneously, and without the authors’ interaction during each period).
In this way we attempt to acknowledge how the communication of
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this experimentis an ongoing part of the experiment. We would like to
invite the reader to experiment themselves with reading the content
of this article: for example by time period; by ‘voice’ (of each author);
or by ‘thread’ (of responses). In this way, we invite you to engage in
the logic of time passing within which we worked, and which condi-
tioned precisely how the dialogue developed and how our thoughts
were organised. At the same time, you have the privilege of ignoring
restrictions of time passing. You can move laterally (Protopapa and
Georgelou) between the elements of this slow togethering, and in doing
soyou may form an understanding of the progression of ideas from the
perspective of shared time and/or shared thought. This ‘third thread’,
or commentary, which you are currently reading, signifies a time in
which the two authors’ ideas mingled, as we looked retrospectively
at the dialogue of the past weeks, as well as looking prospectively to
the time when the article would be read. Those lateral connections
emerging in the reading are part of this dialogue, but as yet out of our
authorial reach.

22 - 26 January

[..] Thank you, Miranda, for open-
The picture or feeling I get from ing up the conversation on to-
the idea of ‘detachment’ is some-  gether+ing and for connecting

thing about how you and [ might it also to other key elements
have drifted towards each other such as distance and proximi-
in a way that enabled the togeth-  ty, but also support, care, and
ering process between us to start. fragility that, at least from my
We ‘found’ each other, we togeth-  perspective, all seem to be sub-

ered, because of some kind of sumed under the term.
separation we each felt from the

status quo of how we each un- With the utmost respect, [ will
derstood our surroundings of the  first paraphrase your question
‘dance dramaturgy’ world. about working as two dra-

maturgs with one artist, as |
Is 'separation’ the same as ‘segre-  would like to enter into this
gation’ though? In your example debate on relationships from
of the butoh preparation, what yet another perspective - that
you describe is perhaps a form of  aside from both being drama-
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segregating different parts of the
way we act and exist in the world

- reason and emotion, as you put

it. Is this where you see the ‘atten-
tiveness’ being useful? Attending to
parts that are separate, which we
can only do if we segregate them.

[.]

And I'm especially interested in
how we can have that attentive fo-
cus to more than one layer simulta-
neously. How many layers of being,
doing, thinking (Nelson 45) can

we attend to at the same time, and
what does this simultaneous atten-
tiveness bring to, or change about,
our modes of listening/hearing,
watching/seeing?

On returning to your text a few
days later, I am struck by two
things that stir a response in me.

Firstly, responding to ‘attentive
participation”:

What would inattentive partic-
ipation look like? Or attentive
non-participation? Or inattentive
non-participation? Is this some-
thing that is habitual in my or your
daily life? Would that mean that at-
tentive participation entails a spe-
cific kind of labour, a specific kind
of activity, skill, expertise, ... and
are these things which are related
to the specific activity, skill, exper-
tise of being a dance dramaturg?

I feel that this exercise, of a slow
dialogue across time and space, is
a form of attentive participation. I

turgs we also share - of being

a parent. I offer instead the
question: ‘How could I carefully
nurture a relationship with my
child, if there was someone else
also in that role, but perhaps
working quite differently, with
different inputs and ideas?’

In support of my substitution
of the word artist with a child,
[ will borrow a short reflection
from Guy Cools (“Distances”):

As I grew older and became,
hopefully, a bit wiser, I start-
ed to discover more and more
crossovers between being a
parent and being a dramaturg,
and with that I don’t mean |
take a parental role with the
artists. Both as a parent and as
a dramaturg, you have to stay
humble because it always re-
mains unpredictable how your
guidance and support will be
received and what will actually
contribute to the other’s devel-
opment.

What I would like to add to
Cools’ comparison is that I per-
ceive the child-parent relation-
ship as an everyday example of
the process of the slow togeth-
ering:

i) Slow togethering is a duration-
al process (in a way of growing
(up/old) together)

ii) The distance and proximity
don’t affect the togethering (1
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feel that it is hard work, to attend
to your writing, and to participate
by contributing the development
of thoughts I feel, to ‘move for-
ward’ this generation of ideas. Not
just listening - my default mode
when [ am not sure what I have to
say.

[.]

Secondly: Q/Q is the underpinning
philosophy of our current exercise,
I think. I like to hear your ques-
tions, they raise questions in me,
which I ask you. In ‘responding’ to
each other’s questions, you and |
are not ‘answering’ them (which
presupposes existing knowledge
to be found out, as you said). So
for me, this clarifies the difference
between responding and answer-
ing, and it makes sense of why

my work of shaping responses to
things so often materializes in
questions. I once wrote that my
practice consists of asking ques-
tions. And I think that there is a
great amount of skill and experi-
ence needed to consider how to
ask questions: that is whether to
ask it; when to ask it; what to ask
about; how to phrase it and how to
frame it; how to act with the ask-
ing of the question; who to address
the question to; and understand-
ing why I am asking it.°

am as much of a parent when [ am
living together with my child or,
later on, when living separately)
iii) The togethering emphasizes an
open process with no fixed struc-
ture (there are plenty of guidelines
to parenting, each one also telling
you there are no rules really)

iv) The slow togethering affects
not only the (doing of the) rela-
tionship but also the (being of

the) individual (a parental role is
ever-learning, ever-evolving, ev-
er-changing in its being and doing.
Also, you don’t simply become a
mother by giving birth. It is much
more of an ever-lasting work/sup-
port/care, in fact, giving birth is
not even a necessary condition to
become a mother.)

If  now return back from this
detour with an excerpt from Mar-
ianne Van Kerkhoven (“European
Dramaturgy”): “Approaching
each other takes a long time. ...
We have to give time to the talks,
so that slowly hesitation and fear
can turn into clarity and pleasure.
Sometimes it will succeed and
sometimes it will not. Will we get
somewhere? We'll see if we get
somewhere.” (10)

[..]
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We find it important to emphasize that we are not just writing about
slow togethering; this article itself is part of the practice of slow to-
gethering. We propose that this article is a piece of practice research.®
Not only do we present our practice research into dance dramaturgy
(Scholts’s “independent dramaturgical practice”), but we perform (or
practise) it.”

In practising slow togethering, we found that how we responded to
another’s ideas and perspectives mirrored practices which we each
consider important when we work individually with our collabo-
rator artists. In this experiment, we embraced the dramaturgical
principles we would normally apply in an artistic research process,
but in a context in which our ‘product’ is an article, rather than a
performance piece.®

In this context, we note Cools’ evocation of a dramaturg as a “silent
witness” (“Correspondence” 96) proposing that you, as reader, could
be in arelationship with us that mirrors that of a dramaturg’s relati-
onship with the creator. Our dialogue, presented to you more or less
‘as it happened’, is a form of open rehearsal® Thus, in this article our
original intention of ‘performing’ a dialogue - showing what happened
in real time - instead of writing ‘about’ it, has expanded to propose
the possibility of inviting the reader’s participation in the dialogue,
and thus practising with us.

The significance of the reader’s active presence or participation in
the dialogue is twofold: first, in the context of ‘slowness’. That is, we
offer an opportunity for the reader to experience the way in which
our thought was organised in and through, and conditioned by, time.
Secondly, in the context of ‘togethering’, in which we attempt to activate
the quality of non-hierarchical dialogic practice. This became a key part
of our thinking around what, precisely, the principles of our drama-
turg-dramaturg collaboration might entail. A reflection on slowness
and togethering emerges in the text exchange (demonstrating how the
content of this particular dialogue-in-process is intertwined with the
practice of it as a method). The key aspects of togethering which we
have discovered through the process of dialoguing - both in terms of
experience and in terms of the way in which our thoughts developed -
is moving from a ‘question-answer’ model (which is a core principle in
conventional scholarly discourse, of the hypothesis-results structure),
and continues past the ‘question-response’ model, which we consider

MIRANDA LAURENCE - SARA ZIVKOVIE KRANJC | 191



to be a core principle we each utilize in our dramaturgy work. We
have come to the ‘question-question’ and ‘response-response’ model
(Q/Q-R/R), which we consider to be a key finding of the significance
of a dramaturg-to-dramaturg dialogue as a practice in its own right.

22 - 26 January

On oppositions

[...] Torespond to your questi-
on on attentive participation:

[ would say that for me atten-
tiveness presupposes all your
combinations, because it has
the ability to recognize what is
needed. [...]  am also thinking
of the very common situations
when dramaturgs (deliberately)
step in and out of the studio.
When we choose to detach our-
selves from work, from space;
and it is not always because of
practical (economical or other
needs). Don’t we, right there,
attentively participate in the
very act of consciously not par-
ticipating?

[ just returned home, after
spending a few days with ar-
tists working on a new piece.!°
[ was surprised to notice how
much our dialogue has influen-
ced my thoughts while in the
studio, but it might as well be
the other way around.

[.]

Humans always tend to search
for logical and familiar situa-
tions, patterns, relations, pre-

[ am so surprised and deligh-
ted by the way you shifted my
perspective so unexpectedly
and eye-openingly, proposing
the analogy of being a parent in
the framework of my question
about collaborating with ano-
ther dramaturg.

[.]

Rethinking the dramaturg-ar-
tist relationship in the context
of my ideal parent-child set-up,
underpins what [ have always
known, that what I offer is
something specific to the re-
lationship between me and

the artist. But it comes back

to the way in which the value
of those labouring in the arts
world is judged according to the
criteria that are perhaps more
applicable to manufacture and
commerce in a purely capitalist
mindset. That is, the assump-
tion that there is something
that can ultimately be named (a
skill, a capacity for transforma-
tion that is not person-specific),
that signifies the value of a dra-
maturg to the artistic process.
In this worldview, consequent-
ly, if a dramaturg does not have
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dictable reactions or behaviour,
whatever recognition that seems
possible. It makes us feel comfort-
able; it gives us a sense of ‘I know,
[ understand’. Not-knowing seems
to have little, or maybe even no
value in our (belief) system. We
like to know and experience ev-
erything immediately. We plan in
advance. We prepare in advance.
We like to know in advance. What
is it like to keep coming back to
the moment before we know or
understand, to push our minds

as well as our bodies to forget,

in order to allow for the illogical,
irrational, unexpected to happen?
To clarify: with the moment of
‘not-yet-knowing’, | mean the state
of not yet being familiar with a
situation, event, relation, or even
movement. This landscape of un-
known potentiality, unpredictabil-
ity, openness, magic, fantasma. A
place of no right or wrong feelings
and expressions. Those innocent
moments of not-yet-knowing (how,
when, who, why, where).

This time we don’t write to (ex-
plicitly) say something. We write
to explore unpredictable states of
being but also not being (in dia-
logue) with each other. But what
might come out of it, could also be
something.

If  may I will paraphrase a dia-
logue that happened between a
dancer and a choreographer in the
studio:

this skill or this thing, then
they are of less or even no value
to the artist as a dramaturg.

[.]

If we saw things a bit more in
the way we might see paren-
ting: the relationship comes
first, and you negotiate what
you need and what you can
offer and how you behave in
relation to the other person,
from that basis.

And there is an ultimate fragili-
ty to us saying that we are wor-
king as a dramaturg, but not ne-
cessarily with the “useful thing”
that labels us as good value dra-
maturgs, as an entity that can
plug a gap in the artistic making
process which would otherwise
leave the process incomplete
and the product of lesser quali-
ty. “What is it we miss that we
need a dramaturg to compensa-
te for?” asks Van Imschoot (58).
In fact, you and I are perhaps
deliberately, or knowingly, set-
ting that conversation aside by
wanting to practise dramaturgy
without the work.

Van Imschoot proposed the
taking away of the dramaturg
in order to concentrate more
on the artistic process and per-
haps, the work (63, 65). What
step are we proposing, by ta-
king away the artistic process
and product, and leaving only
the dramaturgs?
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How do you know, it is the right
thing?

[ don’t.

But when is it then working for
you?

When I feel that it is worth it.

The Q/Q-R/R idea demonstrates the potency of non-hierarchical
dialogue. Firstly, instead of in a conventional dialogue model, in which
one dialogue partner initiates a conversation about a theme that is
important to them, and the second partner offers their thoughts,
answers and responding questions to that initial idea, our dialogue
begins with two initiations, independent of each other. Secondly, the
continuation of the dialogue requires the activity of ‘attentive par-
ticipation’. Reflecting our practices as dance dramaturgs, our work
in responding to the other’s text lay in attentively participating in
a dialogue with our conversation partner’s ideas. We created res-
ponses, sometimes in the form of questions, which would facilitate
further thinking in our partner about their original idea.

Where it diverged from our usual dance dramaturgy model of prac-
tice, was that each of us also took time to attentively participate in
the dialogue as originator of an idea. We each had to think: in what
ways do I respond to the responses of my dialogue partner to my
original text? And how does the development of my own thinking
interact with my facilitation of the development of my dialogue
partner’s thinking?'*

Unlike in our usual professional context of being the sole dramaturg
in a creative process, in this dialogue, the conditions of our work were
the same (the agreed time frame, the space, and the attention we
each had from one another). We also have the same relationship as
each other to the outcome of our process, in terms of responsibility
and accountability.

We propose that the Q/Q-R/R model is a quietly radical re-ima-
gining of dance dramaturgy practice, simultaneously developed,
practised and performed through slow togethering as a method of
dialogic exchange.
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4 February — 22 February

Because we both had family situ-
ations which took time away from
our other work, this break bet-
ween responses has been longer
than previously.

In her audio work This walk is a
pause (2022), Nienke Scholts ex-
plores the idea of the pause, pro-
posing that it is not just a silence
or a stop between more produc-
tive activities, but that a pause
itself can be generative.

A couple of years ago, [ started to
wonder about the role of the pause
dramaturgically: the way in which
a pause can be dramatic because
it builds anticipation of what is

to come, for example. Or the way
in which we might use a pause to
close off one thought, and open
another.

Our slow dialogue is forefronting
this experience, and I wonder
about how it generates thoughts
(for example connections, tan-
gents, insights) and how those
thoughts, or even that way of ge-
nerating them, is or isn't different
from the way in which thoughts
are developed in a different style
of collaborating on an article.

In my reading experience, and
more recently in my movement-in-
quiry experience, [ have found that
pauses are a way of enabling lay-
ers that create new ways of thin-
king. I don’t think this would have
been my response if [ had written

[ am looking at the gap be-
tween our last and current
writing. From the outside it
seems like a good portion of
time, definitely longer than
what we had before. But we
both know it took more time
solely because so many un-
predictable factors emerged
throughout this month. Today
is 22 February and this morn-
ing I took the early train from
Ljubljana to Hannover. It is a
long journey, about 11 hours, so
[ imagined I would have enough
time to transform my draft
into a final version and send it
to you. I started to write im-
mediately after the first train
departed, but already an hour
later it turned out that the trip
will unfold far from what I have
expected.

1. Time is relative and only valid
for the person that experiences it
in a concrete state and situation.

So, what actually determines
slow-ness in our togethering?
And what does it bring to the
togethering? [...] Are we (you
and me) embodied together in
the same slow time (pace and
duration)? Do we perceive it as
a necessary ‘setting’ to favour
quality instead of quantity?
And furthermore, what about
the connotations that the word
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immediately after reading your
text. l am interested to poke a

bit more into your proposal that
there is ‘a moment of not yet kno-
wing’, that this is associated with
forgetting, but also there is some-
thing innocent which is ‘before
right and wrong’. And that this
enables the illogical, irrational
and unexpected to happen.

[.-]

But there is nothing that is in-
herently unexpected - only in-
asmuch as it is unexpected in a
certain framework of normality
in which we participate. [ suppose
what I am perhaps getting at, is
that this process we are experi-
menting with is both setting aside
some of the patterns we might
conventionally work with (for
example, trying to plan and write
a whole article at once, instead of
letting it grow slowly over time);
and also is making visible those
patterns with which we frame
our thoughts, which perhaps we
don’t always share with one ano-
ther. The form that we use - of the
response to each other over time
- allows me to develop thought in
a meandering manner (or as Tim
Ingold might say, “alongly” (154)).
This is a new pattern of thinking,
meaning that perhaps it allows for
something that might be called
illogical or irrational or unexpec-
ted.

A small coda, responding to a
point you made which I find very

‘slow’ brings? Consider how
often nowadays we connect it
to un-efficiency, weakness, a
sort of disability and failure?
And how, very contrary to this,
‘slow’ (e.g. living, food) became
aluxury created by and made
for those who are socially or
financially superior?

2. What might seem sustainable,
can also be non-sustainable.

The train journey I experienced
today made me delete my draft.
It seemed unaligned with my
most current state of being-do-
ing-thinking. With this era-
sure, [ deleted my work done in
those rare available moments
of the month. Is the idea of
slow togethering bringing any
sustainability to the drama-
turgical thinking, to the dra-
maturg’s work, and, if so, what
would that be? Or is it just the
maintained level of pace that
already opens space for certain
qualities to emerge?

[ apologize for not reflecting
on your previous thoughts.

[ will return to them on the
next occasion. The unexpected
very much affected me and my
work.
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beautiful: maybe this practice
of slow dialogue is a way of
attentively participating in
dance dramaturgy, precisely
by not participating in dance
dramaturgy.

Through this experiment - part of which continues here, now, on
this page and in relation to you, our reader - we present a metho-
dology-in-the-making, through which we can explore, develop, and
articulate dance dramaturgy practice. We have proposed that it is
possible and indeed generative to practise dramaturgy beyond the
creative process of making a work, and have offered some initial
thoughts about what kind of knowledge this practice generates
about practice: how the element of practice that is in process can
be practised and communicated in process.

We also posit that this method offers a possibility in which dance dra-
maturgy practice itself can become a tool or a tactic for non-hierar-
chical knowledge exchange, simultaneously generative and commu-
nicative. Finally, we offer an idea of what dance dramaturgy practice
research can look like, in the context of the notorious invisibility'®
of the dramaturg and by implication the dramaturg’s practice.

There is more work to be done on this experiment for which we do
not have the space or the scope in this article: for example, looking
more closely at the entanglement between our reflections on our ex-
perience of the dialogue and the content of the dialogue itself. We are
curious to think more about the relationship between our emerging
slow togethering practice and questions about value, and the potency
of the unexpected. As we develop this work, we will specifically look
at the way in which thought developed in dialogue and over time, to
explore further the significance of both togethering and slowness
to the work of dance dramaturgy practice-research-into-practice.

As we draw to a close, we acknowledge you, our third dramaturg
of this dialogue. You may be in the role of silent witness, but we
should also not forget that as we were performing this experiment,
you have been a presence. Having cast you into the potential role of
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dramaturg, we propose framing your ghostly presence not so much
as a spectator or a reader but as a dialogue partner.

We have been interested in exploring the possibilities of slow to-
gethering as non-hierarchical; however, we also acknowledge that
you, as ghostly presence and silent witness, do not have the same
choices in terms of responding to our dialogue and bringing your
own thoughts into conversation with ours, to fully participate in
the creation of the joint imaginative process.!® One way we begin
experimenting with disrupting this is to present our dialogue as it
was written, the thoughts as they developed through time, with its
unknowns and unexpecteds, its unresolved ideas and unanswered
questions. It has been important to us to evade, to some extent,
the editorial choices that we might conventionally put upon such
a collaborative dialogue; in this way, we tentatively offer a mode
of ‘presentness’ in which the reader may encounter us, a little like
a dramaturg who is present in the process of making, over time.
Indeed, we could figure this presentness itself as a dramaturgical
‘third element’.” As reader, you may not be able to literally enter into
dialogue with us (though you may, by writing to us or meeting us).
Instead of imagining the question you might pose, and attempting
to answer it, our experiment invites you to come together with our
text in its time, in your time, and over time.
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Notes

Interestingly, one of the basic
exercises in butoh is called a ‘slow
walk’. A certain distance, which

is very disproportionate to the
time, must be covered in complete
concentration. For a basic slow
walk, they would usually walk five
meters of a straight line in one hour.

Note to the reader: the [...] represent
thoughts written in the live
dialogue exchanges that cannot be
included in the article for reasons
of space; but along with white

space on the page, also represent
the thoughts emerging ‘live’ in

the moment of reading. Both are
intended to provide space, time and
opportunity for a reader to journey
around the questions and responses
offered through our article.

This train of thought was inspired
by a talk given by Konstantina
Georgelou, Genevieve Murphy,
and Nienke Scholts about the
process of making Murphy’s The
Spot where I find myself (2022) in
which Georgelou and Scholts both
participated as dramaturg, in the
context of an existing friendship
and professional relationship.

For examples of dialogue in
dramaturgy practice, see e.g.
Profeta 180-181; Trencsényi 264;
Graham 97-101; Cools (2019) 48-49.

See also Georgelou et al (42).

This article’s scope does not

allow for an extensive discussion
of practice research. We align
ourselves e.g. with Barton, who
cites amongst others Lynette
Hunter and Estelle Barrett &
Barbara Bolt, with concepts such as
“intersection between subjectivity
and interaction”, the “emergent
nature” of Practice Research, and
its “situated sites of interaction”
(12).

See Nelson'’s “onto-epistemological
model for Practice Research” in
which practice research is an
interaction between “know-how”,

“know-that” and “know-what”; the
latter being “the tacit made explicit
through critical reflection” (146).
Instead of this article being “an
evidence-based “exposition”, by
means of a rational argument” (28),
we perform the exegetical in our
‘third thread’, presented alongside
the abridged actual dialogue,
together as one experiment.

Specific examples of dialogue as
dramaturgical practice presented
in written form include Rutgeerts
& Miiller, in which Miiller adds
responses to Rutgeert’s initial
textin the form of marginal notes,
and Protopapa & Georgelou, in
which the dialogue between the
two authors is presented as an
“experiment with the notion of
lateral movement on the page

... seek[ing] to iterate thought
laterally, parenthetically and in
mutable temporalities, instead of
requiring a process of looking for
depth in a linear progressive way”
(118).

There is more to explore in this
metaphor, particularly in how

it could imply the change in
relationship between reader and
author/text through a sense of
inclusion. See e.g. Ali-Haapala on
how “... the knowledge developed
during rehearsal, while limited,
shifted the spectators from
outsiders ... to insideroutsiders
..." (194). We wonder how this
understanding of spectator as
insideroutsider may also relate
to Ranciere’s emancipated
spectator, who “participates in the
performance by refashioning it in
her own way” (13).

10 This is during the making

of the piece LOST TITLE
(choreographer Fabio Liberti)
with LANDERER&COMPANY
(artistic director Felix Landerer).

11 Georgelou et al discuss related

thoughts (47-54).
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12 For further thoughts on the value of 16 “In dramaturgy as ‘co-

dramaturgical work in a capitalist ‘collaboration, imagining takes
context, see a discussion on place not alongside the creation
‘commoning’ in Georgelou et al (57- of an artwork but at the very
59). core of the collaboration itself”

13 Other writers have also argued for (Scholts 114).

this ‘dispersed dramaturgy’ where 17 See Peeters. Compare also with
dramaturgy is the responsibility of Ranciére: “the third thing, that is
everyone involved in the process and owned by no one, whose meaning
thus a ‘dramaturg’ is not needed, see is owned by no one, but which
e.g. Midgelow, Stalpaert, Vass-Rhee, subsists between them” (15).

Georgelou etal.

14 We are interested in the affinities
between our experiment and the
activity described by Georgelou et
al as “mobilizing questions” (40-
46). We find ourselves aligned with
some of their principles: for example,
moving the intention of questioning
away from the finding of a
resolution, as well as scrutinising the
assumption of questioning as being
“inherently good” (43). However,
in our experiment ‘togethering’
is different from Georgelou et
al’s “togetherness”, as we do not
aim towards attempting to “start
thinking together” (41). Instead of
the sense of moving forwards, with
or towards a shared idea, implied by
the idea of “mobilizing questions”
(44), we found ourselves moving in
multiple directions and dimensions,
by unfolding thought through being
attentive to one another’s thoughts-
in-unfolding. The scope of this article
does not allow for an extensive
discussion, but in the future we
would like to further investigate
the parallels between their “state
of questioning” (42-3, citing Cveji¢
2015) and slow togethering as a
‘state of dialogue’.

1

w1

“One of the difficulties in defining
the dramaturg is that the outcome
of his or her work is hard to see. The
world of the dramaturg literally
dissolves into the production, it
melts and becomes invisible” (Van
Imschoot 57), referencing Marianne
Van Kerkhoven (1994).
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