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PART I

Robin Nelson on Practice as Research

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

This second edition of my 2013 book aims to take an overview of the developments and achievements of the “Practice as Research (PaR) initiative” in the
eight years since the first edition, and to offer an update in thinking and practices. It is concerned with academic research and specifically with how innovative, intelligent practices might count in the academy. Worldwide, Higher
Education Institutions (HEIs) have experienced considerable change over the
past three decades. Under a force-field of influences, formerly free-standing
institutions centred in practical learning—for example, artschools and conservatoires—have been drawn into the university sector with the consequent need
to adjust qualification frameworks, curriculum structures and pedagogic practices and, notably, to embrace a research dimension. Even “arts universities,”
formed from previously free-standing artschools/conservatoires, have been
subject to this influence. People tend not to like disruption and change, and
the resistances to be considered in what follows are understandable. But whilst
the drift to corporatism under a neoliberal economy undoubtedly has its downsides, moments of destabilization also afford opportunities. In the midst of
change, the question arises of whether the future of the arts is strongest in the
broad university sector with an increasing tendency to inter-disciplinarity or in
sustaining discrete arts institutions. In Chap. 4 I argue that PaR’s historical
moment may be optimized in the university sector, in the “future academy.”1
Like the first, this second edition is a hybrid. It juxtaposes broad-ranging
contextual discussion (in Part I, Chaps. 2 and 4, and Part II) with quite pragmatic “how-to” approaches (Part I, Chaps. 3, 5 and 6). Thus readers will
encounter changes in register from the philosophically challenging to the persuasive pedagogic and may wish to go directly to the chapter(s) which most
suit their needs, though I hope they will in time embrace the whole book. My
approach to conducting PaR has been adjusted but has not fundamentally
changed; it remains direct with the intention of assisting aspiring practitioner-
researchers to undertake projects and to persuade sceptics within the academy
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
R. Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts (and Beyond),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90542-2_1
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of the value of PaR. The book is not a collection of essays and does not offer a
range of examples. However, it offers some examples and identifies locations
where others may be found, alongside other resources. This second edition
also affords the opportunity to reflect on my own approach and how it relates
to those of others whose views and practices differ marginally, or fundamentally, from my own. In specific, I make a comparison with the culture(s) of
“Artistic Research” to illuminate small but significant differences which, in
turn, bring key issues into focus.
For Efva Lilja, “the object of artistic research is art.”2 My approach to PaR,
in contrast, though initially prompted by an arts context and still centred in the
arts, is not exclusive to the arts. This edition overtly acknowledges my PaR
methodology (see Chap. 3) is appropriate for any research undertaken primarily through a being-doing-thinking practice and in which primary findings are
presented by means other than writing. Though I recognize distinctive arts
emphases and capacities, I do not see arts research as different in kind from
other modes of research. I build upon the work of those who have developed
qualitative research following what Yvonna Lincoln calls the “great paradigm
wars” of the early 1980s, “challenging the assumption that positivism was the
only or best way to advance knowledge.”3 I follow Danny Butt in his speculation that the arts, “may only find [their] full university function in conversation
with other disciplines in the humanities and social sciences.”4 And today,
indeed, many arts projects engage with the sciences, with digital technologies
and with socio-political issues. More than this, however, is the entanglement of
modes of knowing.
Though I have not expressly used the term “entanglement” in respect of my
approach, the mix of know-how, know-what and know-that and a both-and disposition to think things together which constitutes my model are examples of
intra-connection.5 The work of scholars such as Karen Barad and Merlin
Sheldrake has brought the complexity of network relations into focus and, in
Chap. 3 particularly, I follow Barad in developing an onto-epistemological
model with an integral ethical dimension, marking the fundamental inseparability of epistemology, ontology and ethics.6 That is to say, being in the world,
knowing and an ethical disposition are intra-connected. Indeed, the entanglement of different research approaches characteristic of HEI culture today is, in
my view, productive.
When asked to consider a second edition, my initial response was mixed. On
the one hand, I am supposed to be retired and some people, I am sure, will feel
they have heard quite enough from me on the subject of PaR. Indeed, it has
been suggested (Rachel Hann) that a “second wave” of research through practice has emerged and that, since “everybody now gets it,” we no longer need
to make the case for it.7 Much has been achieved, but there is still work to be
done with both practitioner-researchers themselves and administrative and
regulatory bodies. Over the past decade, besides extending my understanding
through direct experience of conservatoire culture, I have engaged in consultancies worldwide. This second edition is informed by insights gained in the
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process, and I am indebted to those many colleagues who have contributed to
them. My work with PhD students (both individually and in groups) and
departments/schools (in the UK and beyond) over the past decade suggests
that there may still be a need to attempt further clarification of what is at stake
when arts (and other) practices are presented as research and submitted for
evaluation in HEI formal research contexts.
The broader socio-political contexts in which research is undertaken must
also be factored in to the discussion (see Chap. 4). Indeed, this edition has
been written at the time of a global pandemic (Covid 19) which has had an
unprecedented impact worldwide, inviting reconsideration of our relations
with our immediate neighbours (the need for actual encounters) and with the
broader world (as inequities are further exposed). In this light, the pressing
issue in the “global north” of decolonizing the curriculum will be touched
upon in what follows as it impacts upon research cultures. In some territories
with popular traditions marginalized historically by the academy—capoeira in
Brazil or griots in Africa, for example—the proper recuperation of knowing
disseminated orally, or by example of practice, poses a challenge to the academy’s protocols and expectations (see particularly Chaps. 7, 11 and 12). The
dominant rational Enlightenment research tradition may, indeed, itself be
experienced by some as a colonial imposition. The requirement for new insights
in research is at odds with some popular traditions wherein a key function is to
affirm, and celebrate, a relatively static culture rather than “make it new.” But
simply to propose the replacement of scientific rationalism with non-logocentric
approaches might prove equally problematic. At this historical moment, there
are grounds for sustaining rational discourse within a free university context
and indeed in society more broadly (see Chap. 4). Adjustments may need to be
made on all sides towards a more inclusive future and, in the account proposed
in this book, onto-epistemology is inextricably bound up with matters of ethics. In recuperating being-doing-knowing, PaR is disposed to embrace ecological knowing (the knowing-body or intuition) but in dialogic engagement with
other modes of knowing.
In pondering whether to undertake a second edition, I also reflected on my
eligibility to speak. As an ageing, white, male professor I occupy a position of
privilege unavoidably complicit to some extent with the alleged oppressions of
the academic establishment (patriarchy, colonialism, neoliberalism). Since I
have twice been a member of UK audit subpanels in the arts (Research
Assessment Exercise [RAE] 2007 and Research Excellence Framework [REF]
2014), I recognize that I might be perceived as part of “the establishment.”
My perspective might be seen as out of tune with new times. But, I have always
aimed to be a dialogic educational facilitator, reflecting on my own discursive
position and seeking to understand, and engage with, those of others. Voices
other than my own are consciously included in this edition as in the last, both
directly in Part II and by wide-ranging reference in Part I. At times, I speak of
my own approach and at others of “the PaR initiative.” The latter indicates that
I am indebted throughout to communities which have developed research
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through practice and to discussions with many colleagues. The former indicates that I take responsibility for my specific approach and what some might
see as a didactic presentation of it.
Above all, I have been encouraged to re-visit PaR by the considerable number of colleagues who, prompted to pursue it by my approach, have reported a
growing confidence in their work and their place in the academy. Reviewers
also responded positively to the idea of a second edition, updating, but sustaining, the broad approach of the first, and bringing out the implications of the
approach beyond the arts. In sum, I aim further to share what I have gleaned
over a 40-year engagement with PaR in the hope that the initiative will go from
strength to strength and may continue to contribute to a re-figuring of HEIs.
I have endeavoured to be accurate in reporting on cultures beyond my direct
experience but apologize in advance for any inadvertent misrepresentation. In
what follows, some of the best ideas are other people’s; the faults are all my own.
NB. The key terms in my approach are highlighted in italics throughout
(as above).

notes
1.
2.
3.
4.

See Butt, 2017.
In Huber, 2021: 28.
1994: 116.
2017: 64. See pp. 19–39 for a summary history of “The Transformation of the
University.”
5. Barad reminds us that “inter” indicates the coming together of discrete elements
prior to engagement whilst “intra” “signifies the mutual constitution of entangled agencies”, 2007: 33.
6. Sheldrake, 2020; Barad, 2007.
7. See https://blogs.canterbury.ac.uk/practiceresearch/dr-rachel-hann-second-wave-
practice-research-questions-and-ways-forward/ (2016), accessed 18/04/21.

CHAPTER 2

Lineages and Principles: The What, Where,
When and Why of PaR

Standpoint
I advocate standpoint epistemologies, so let me be up-front from the outset
about where I am coming from. I am a life-long inter-disciplinarian. Though I
have a background in theatre and media practice, I am formally qualified in
Philosophy and the Humanities and my (traditional) doctorate in Media and
Postmodern Aesthetics is located in a Social Science Faculty. Accordingly, I
now identify not primarily as an artist (though see Chap. 5 for my continued
involvement in praxis), but as an educator-researcher. Thus, the scope of my
approach to PaR is broad.
I have sought to achieve an accommodation between practitioners and “the
academy” such that innovative, investigative praxis (being-doing-thinking)
might be not just accepted, but fully respected as valid research. In this respect
I advocate for the PhD rather than the Doctor of Arts (PD), though I recognize the latter are proliferating. In much of continental Europe, for example,
“third cycle” research leading to PhD is only possible at “academic” universities, whilst Professional Doctorates in the Arts (PDs) have recently been
allowed in “new” universities. This situation sustains a binary higher education
system, and it is notable that those HEIs outside the established “academic”
university sector continue on a two-path track concerning “third cycle”
research, some offering PDs but also seeking PhD-awarding status.
Like Henk Borgdorff, a key advocate for Artistic Research in continental
Europe who also argues for “one single degree for the third cycle in Europe,
the PhD,” I sense that the licensing of artistic doctorates sustains a long-term
disposition in the established academy to mark arts research as somehow secondary to “proper scientific” research.1 As he remarks of the USA, “the
research-oriented academic world in that country regards professional doctorates as inferior, whereas the professional art world tends to look down on the

© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
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more ‘academic’ degrees like MAs and PhDs.”2 In advocating for PhD through
practices, I also privilege academic rather than professional research in the
important sense that I hold research through practices to be equally knowledge-
productive to other methodological approaches. Both PhD and PDs and their
inter-relations will be further explored in Chap. 6.
I do not take the view that all arts practices constitute research. There is
excellent work in professional contexts which is nevertheless not research.
Commendably high standards of professionalism are often achieved in established and iterative forms. They are rightly acclaimed, popular and win industry
awards. However, some confusion has arisen since the emergence of the idea
that artists’ work might be accepted by universities for PhDs alongside an
extended sense of “arts research” outwith the academy. I am generally disposed
to thinking things together rather than apart and recognize that some professional practices may indeed constitute academic research. Indeed, partly in
consequence of extending PaR, more professionals may be thinking in research
terms. But, as Barad points out, thinking things together “does not mean forcing them together, collapsing important differences between them, or treating
them in the same way, rather it means allowing integral aspects to emerge.”3
Where, then, blurred b oundaries lead to confusion and have negative consequences, old-fashioned categorical distinction can be helpful, if only to clarify
what is at stake.
Typically, the frame of reference of professional practitioners is located more
centrally in the artsworld (funding bodies, agents, venues, traditions of practice). Funding might be sought for “research and development” (R&D), but
this is not quite the same as academic research, which requires establishing new
insights within the academic sphere and sharing them effectively in that domain.
The issues have been further complicated by the fact that researchers in HEAs
are encouraged, on the one hand, to generate income and, on the other, to
have “impact,” to make a difference beyond the academy. As we shall see, the
various forces have affected understanding of what constitutes academic
research.
I recognize, of course, that outwith the academy, many artists are engaged
in innovation and exploration and there is a fluid exchange between practitioners and the academy in terms of part-time employment. Some companies
might see themselves as research-oriented (Goat Island, Blast Theory, Fevered
Sleep, perhaps), but most do not think of their practices primarily in terms of
(academic) research. Some established practitioners drawn into the academy
clearly find demands to consider their practice in academic research terms an
unwarranted imposition: Yvon Bonenfant, for example, describes the UK
research audit as a “national hamster cage.”4 The relationship between artists
and academic institutions has always been uneasy and, on occasion, hostile. In
some instances, as we shall see, artists would seem to have entered the academy
with the aim of undermining Artistic Research. In making the second (of four)
Introduction to Performance as Research (2018) Melanie Dreyer-Lude observes
that in most contributions to the book, “you will find some small act of
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rebellion, whether against the academic establishment, science-based research
standards or the British government.”5 I have been pondering this discursive
position.
Artists often see themselves as outsiders perhaps with a different vision, literally and metaphorically, from non-artists. Indeed, through disposition and
training, dancers are particularly sensitive to the body, movement and spatial
relations; musicians have acute awareness of sound, organized and otherwise;
writers, theatre practitioners and visual artists perceive things in distinctive
ways. But the construction of themselves as anti-establishment, bristling against
anything which appears to limit a notional freedom of expression, would seem
to offer an essentialist view of artists set in a modernist paradigm of individuality, itself located within a Romantic lineage. The term “artist” is complicated
and the sites of arts production have proliferated over the past century. Their
distribution throughout society, as Helga Nowotny has observed, effects “a
change in the self- and other- definition of the artist; no longer the ‘genius’,
but a worker aiming to become a researcher.”6
Nevertheless, amongst some artists a fierce assertion of self-determination
remains. From a Nordic context Annette Arlander writes, “Finnish artists and
educators tended to do first and to think later … because of the respect for a
pioneering spirit (take your spade and go out in the forest and create your
field).”7 Dreyer-Lude additionally suggests that artists “are exploring artistic
expression independent of (and sometimes in defiance of) industry norms.”8
So, on the one hand the protocols of the academy are experienced as limiting,
and, on the other, the demands of markets in a neoliberal economy are resisted.
Both these dispositions are understood, but have artists ever been entirely free
from constraints?
A glance at Western art history reveals the force of cultural patronage
through time—from churches to monarchs to the bourgeoisie and on to the
corporates. Agency, even that of artists, is ineluctably located in socio-political
structures. Isiah Berlin’s seminal “Four Essays on Liberty” recognize that an
individual’s freedom to do something must be reconciled with another’s freedom from constraint or harm; even Roland Barthes’s “idiorrhythmic” model
of the lives of anchorite monks involved “a balance between solitude and contact with other people.”9 Today, many practitioner-researchers, for good or ill,
extend their multiple identities through implication in communities of workers
in the academy insofar as they are employed, fully or in part, by institutions of
HE. Indeed, today’s institutionalized, corporatized academy is one such structure by which artists’ agency is constrained, and I empathize with those who
find some of its protocols irritating. But PaR is not responsible for these conditions, a genealogy of which in Foucauldian manner might be constructed. The
purpose here, however, is simply to acknowledge the pull of the market and the
role of the state amongst today’s dominant forces of constraint which require
negotiation. In considering ethics in Chap. 4, I will return to relations between
the “I” and the “We,” the Self and the Other, to consider listening as core to
sharing, and to seeing from perspectives other than one’s habituated own. PaR
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can make a big contribution to the unlearning of orthodoxies and re-formulation on ethically better terms because it troubles the subject/object binary and
embraces experience and affect in its onto-epistemology.
There are those who believe that creativity and the joy of autonomous art-
making have been suppressed by PaR.10 But as Butt observes:
Many of the complaints about the “academicizing effects” of the Ph.D. in studio
art act as if the primary outcome of a graduate studio art programme is and
should be the successful contemporary artist. That has not been the case at any
time in the history of graduate study in studio art.11

I prefer to think that creativity has been fostered and, at best, rewarded by
graduate programmes. Viewed more positively, higher education (HE) institutions might be seen actually to facilitate the experimental practices of artists
(both staff and students) because, despite Impact and the Creative Industries,
they are less subject to industry norms. As Hans-Peter Schwartz astutely
remarks:
As the working environment of the arts increasingly suffers under the constraints
of the creative industries, space and time for avant-garde experiments will soon be
completely sacrificed to the dictate of efficiency. It may take some time before it
is understood that only universities can provide the space required for
experiments.12

Research funding affords time and space for practical inquiry. The funding,
of course, is never enough. But it will not increase unless PaR knowing is
accepted and equally valourized as knowledge produced by other research
methodologies. The greater portion of research funding still goes to STEM
subjects.
PaR has undoubtedly been accelerated as situations develop in which students and staff are called upon to justify research based in practices. The UK is
not alone in implementing a research audit culture. In Australia, for example,
the Australian Research Council is responsible, since 2010, for administering
Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA), Australia’s national research evaluation framework. In New Zealand, the Performance Based Research Fund
(PBRF, 2003–) periodically assesses the research performance of tertiary education organizations (TEOs) and then, like REF, funds them on the basis of
their performance. For good or ill (and there are very mixed views on this)
audit cultures are proliferating worldwide as a facet of increasing corporatization of the academy. Globalization, moreover, has generated competition as to
which country, institution, research group, individual, research outcome is
“world-leading.” Nordic countries do well, perhaps, to operate partly outside
such a culture and the disposition of the Artistic Research initiative (see below)
is explained in part by this relative liberty.13
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Freedom of expression may still be pursued and boundaries transgressed,
however, in audited research cultures. Counter-establishment views may be—
have been—promulgated through PaR projects. Moreover, as will be illustrated, not just the protocols of the academy but traditional conceptions of
epistemology are open to challenge through the new approaches of PaR (see,
particularly, Chap. 4). Funding sources have their own agendas but, within
these parameters, innovative work is nevertheless undertaken. Even corporate
commissions are not simply constraining since, at times, they cherish work
which challenges their corporate goals, if only to gloss over their profit motive.
Likewise, formal academic research contexts have their protocols but facilitate
a diverse array of practices and perspectives.
In noting “well-intentioned contrarians” resisting, if not refusing, definition, Bruce Barton has written of “conspicuously diverse approaches to an
undeniably diversified field of research.”14 Whilst disposed to be inclusive to an
array of projects, my approach resists endless conceptual deferral; it conceives
of PaR as a methodology which embraces the varied approaches of practitioner-
researchers to their work within this sphere. As I read its history, the notion of
“Practice as Research” emerged over the past four decades largely because the
practice-based research of staff and students (including established artists
drawn into the HE academy) was not fully recognized. Now, by and large, it
is—though not yet everywhere. My project aims to extend the place and influence of PaR, forging institutional change in the process, rather than directly
taking up the additional aim (as it has emerged in some writings on Artistic
Research and PaR) to subvert the neoliberal academy (though I am personally
sympathetic to aspects of that cause).
I aim to offer clarification and provisional working definitions because the
notions that “PaR remains a conspicuously elusive idea” and that nobody
understands it can be unhelpful to colleagues and students who are seeking
acceptance for their projects in formal HE contexts.15 These include students—
particularly PhD candidates but also other postgraduates and undergraduates;
individual lecturers pursuing tenure or promotion; colleagues seeking inclusion
in formal research audits (internal and external); departments seeking research
recognition for PhDs through practice, particularly in those geographical areas
where the phenomenon remains undeveloped. Institutional hurdles are, of
course, at issue here but, in the short term, failure to overcome them is generally to the detriment, not so much of the institution, but of individuals and the
practice-based, academic collective. A problem of conceptual slippage and
indeterminacy is that it can be negatively exploited by those in power. I aim to
clarify—sometimes simplifying and characterizing in the process—in order to
promote PaR and encourage confidence in it, in all its diversity. To repeat: my
project has aimed to valourize PaR such that it might be recognized as equivalent to other modes of research, achieving status and funding within the
academy.

12

R. NELSON

This may be constructed as a conservative and limited approach in that it
seeks an accommodation between arts (and other) practices and academic protocols and criteria. Though more radical political agendas are not constituent
of my gradualist conception of PaR’s impact upon “the academy,” it should be
noted that not so long ago (and still in some places) the very idea of PaR was
much more radical than it may now appear. As Dwight Conquergood has
remarked, publishing research in forms alternative to the written article
or book is
deeply subversive and threatening to the text-bound structure of the academy. It
is one thing to talk about performance as a model for cultural process, as a heuristic for understanding social life, as long as that performance-sensitive talk eventually gets “written up”.16

I will come to the residual need for words in what follows but I do not
doubt that social conservatism and questionable ideologies remain endemic in
some quarters. Indeed, the funding of Arts and Humanities in HEIs is currently under threat in the UK and elsewhere as STEM subjects are preferred in
an outmoded understanding of knowledge.
As I remarked in the first edition, I hold all knowing to be situated, indeed
“shot through with our passions and interests,” and, pace Foucault, part of the
work to be done lies in the unpacking of discursive positions to reveal vested
interests. Indeed, the achievement of acceptance of PaR in the academy,
embracing non-verbal submissions, has played a significant role in the broader
shifts in a Western-dominated cultural hegemony. PaR has itself benefited significantly from non-Western traditions and insights not just in specific praxes
but in the move to adjust the imbalance of Western scientism. The PaR initiative—indebted to other cultural perspectives and the decolonizing agenda in
shifting the ground—has opened up fundamentally radical spaces and effected
significant change within the contemporary HE context (see Chap. 4).
A key requirement of my model for PaR is reflexivity, a principle beneficial
to all research, requiring us: to be aware of where we are situated and where we
are coming from, to be open to the discursive positions of others, and to
engage dialogically (and not just in words) with others. In this I broadly follow
a Levinasian ethics (see Chap. 4). I welcome the fact that a number of interrogative agendas (feminism; postcolonialism; LGBTQ; BLM; deconstruction,
poststructuralism; eco-issues) have gained traction in culture and in HE over
the 40 years I have been engaged in the PaR initiative. I broadly endorse Baz
Kershaw’s claim that “the most important effect of performance practice as
research is to dis-locate knowledge.”17 But I take this to indicate less a wholescale subversion of the Western academy and more an unsettling of epistemic
orthodoxies which opens up potential spaces of difference in a hybrid
“epistemological-ontological-ethical framework,” as Barad puts it.18
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Why PaR?
People tell stories, make dance, music, objects of material culture and performances because impelled to do so, not by external institutions, but by a range
of personal and cultural impulses. Equally people undertake research projects
in the arts through what Brad Haseman calls “enthusiasms of practice.”19 In
one sense, PaR merely formalizes the investigative and innovative practices of
homo faber. Throughout human history artists have explored materials, forms
and ideas but they typically did not think of their work in terms of academic
research. The concept of PaR arises when the protocols of the academy, the HE
sector, address arts praxis as research. In my understanding, then, PaR, is a
modern institutional matter.
My starting-point and standpoint in this respect differs from the Nordic
countries’ context sketched below. In the UK context where the arts and arts
education are historically not only underfunded but marginalized, my initial
involvement was prompted by the increasing emphasis being placed within the
academy on national research audit (RAE/REF). Quite simply, the inquiring,
innovative work of the talented creatives within the broad practice-based arts
department (covering Dance, Theatre, Music, Visual Arts and Writing) of
which I was Head, could not be submitted, and colleagues were rightly unwilling to abandon their life’s practices to write books and articles. Within the
University sector, the arts were losing status and in consequence being grossly
undervalued. Something had to be done. This may have been a reactive, somewhat negative impulse, but it has had positive results.
Following a decade of informal discussions, we convened, at MMU in 1999,
the UK’s first symposium on PaR in performance attended by some 100 delegates including Prof. Baz Kershaw who announced the imminence of the
AHRC-funded project to address the issues, PARIP, 2001–2006.20 Much has
changed in the intervening years and considerable progress has been made but
I am not wholly convinced, as has been claimed, that the argument has been
won and everybody gets it now—even in the UK. Where conservatoires have
fallen under university protocols—a move considerably determined in Europe
by the 1999 Bologna Declaration (see below)—they have been obliged to
make sometimes unwelcome adjustments. Indeed, a decade on, Michael Biggs
and Daniela Büchler’s study of artschools in 2010 found
two distinct sub-cultures: that of the academics and that of the creative practitioners. We noted that each sub-culture arose out of a distinct historical and social
background in which its characterizing values were coherent within the sub-
culture but quite different when compared with the other.21

This account is borne out by my own experience in a former conservatoire
turned university college, and a comparison of the different subcultures now
being yoked together is instructive. Expressed in an ultimately unsustainable,
binary tabular form (Table 2.1), the differences are as follows.
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Table 2.1

Pedagogy

Research/
professional

External
reference
points

Comparative table: university departments—artschools/conservatoires
University Department

Artschool/Conservatoire

Facilitates student-centred learning
Reduces teaching hours
Limited practice
Draws upon a wide range of sources
and learning modes
Academic profile
Critical reflection in context of
established knowledge
Staff aware of research audit culture
and of funding/grant applications
Cross-reference to other sources
Awareness of debate on what
constitutes “new knowledge”
Location in lineage of discourses in
theatre-performance and beyond
Conscious articulation of a
conceptual framework, typically
drawing on academic publications

Tutor-designed and taught process
High class contact hours
Practical workshops
Learning from the masters

Scholarship worldwide
Institutional audit
Increasingly links beyond “the
academy” in the context of the
impact agenda

Professional profile
Creative exploration within the
framework of a given project
Limited awareness of national research
frameworks; practice funding sources
(ACE)
Professional credits; associate names
Drawing upon technique and creative
imagination
Assertion that creative originality
constitutes “new knowledge”
Though aware of other practices,
practitioners may not habitually
compare in respect of “new insights”
The “doing-thinking” of intelligent
praxis is not always made manifest in
documentation
Creative industries, showcases, agents
Professional bodies
Links with partners beyond “the
academy” but not always based upon
research

In the USA a dichotomy parallel to that in Europe might be discerned in the
tradition of “studio art” education leading to the Master of Fine Art (MFA) as
distinct from university “studies” programmes leading ultimately to PhD. In
recent years, however, the emergence of practice-based PhDs has threatened to
displace the MFA as the “terminal degree” in arts education and to challenge
established understandings.22 The situation has given rise to a series of questions about the purpose of advanced HE programmes in different sectors and
institutions. Might they be aimed at developing professional artists? Might
their aim be to pursue substantial new insights through research systematically
undertaken but by way of a practice? Might they do both?
I argue that PaR allows them to do both with the additional opportunity to
build bridges between academics and professionals who are often sceptical
about, if not opposed to, “theory.” A mixed-economy educational environment advantages students by affording opportunities to achieve through different modes of knowing. Professional practice is enhanced through sharing the
insights and innovations of those disposed to research through practices. The
probing of porosities at the boundaries of the binaries above is breaking down
mutual resistances as variously situated colleagues are brought to work together,
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to the benefit of both. Indeed, as PaR cultures have been established around
the world, the overall initiative is poised to make a radical insertion into sedimented traditions. PaR is liberating and enlivening HE (see Chap. 4). And its
potential goes way beyond the arts.

The When and Where of Practice Research/Artistic
Research: A Force-Field of Influences
Besides advancing its cause over the past decade, Practice Research has extended
its geographical reach. Part II of this book comprises “Perspectives from
around the world,” accounts supplied by colleagues from: Asia; Australasia;
Nordic Countries; North America, South America; South Africa. The situation
in Europe will emerge in what follows.
The Nordic countries, Australia and the UK have the longest histories of
research through practice, but, in many places worldwide, PaR (or one of its
variant titles) is now well established. A substantial number of Practice Research
submissions by teaching staff have been made to formal research audits (e.g.
ERA in Australia; PSBR in New Zealand; RAE/REF in the UK) and hundreds
of doctorates (many PhDs in the UK), have been awarded. The noted reluctance fully to recognize PaR as knowledge-producing and equivalent to “scientific” projects, remains manifest in variants in the award of PhDs or PDs, as
indicated. There is a residual tendency in some countries (the Netherlands, for
example) to regard PaR as “applied research,” secondary to a notion of “basic”
(fundamental, theoretical) research in Frascati terminology.23 In Europe, legal
recognition of mainly arts doctorates under various titles has been achieved in
Austria, Lithuania, Romania, the Czech Republic, Switzerland, Turkey, Poland
and Slovakia. Germany, owing to its Wissenschaft intellectual tradition has been
generally resistant, though there have been some developments in PaR;
Belgium has developed practice doctorates in Music and Architecture.
Although Practice Research is accepted in the UK for staff research, this is
evidently not the case worldwide. In some universities, staff have been unable
to secure tenure or achieve promotion when their research is based in practice
because the institution still struggles to understand it. Simply castigating such
institutions as old-fashioned does not help those seeking a job or promotion
where research publications are a significant factor. If your work is not counted
as the research required by your contract, the credibility gap matters. Those
artschool-conservatoire staff who have found themselves subsumed by a university sector where research outcomes are taken as a matter of course may feel
dislocated. They may struggle themselves to think of their innovative arts practices as research, let alone present them as such.24 This book aims to support
them. I do not claim to have the answers but hope that sharing experience
gives a lift particularly to those whose PaR cultures are nascent. Even where
Practice Research is understood and accepted in principle, institutional research
managers might struggle with the evaluation of research (for promotions,
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research audit etc.) because the established markers of paper publications do
not hold.25 The need for a sustainable, flexible database for cataloguing Practice
Research and a basis for an internationally recognized evaluation framework
will be discussed in Chap. 5, along with publication opportunities.
Sharp-eyed readers will have noted a shift of terminology from “PaR” to
“Practice Research,” the condensed form now commonly used in the UK,
echoing “Artistic Research,” and perhaps risking a conceptual as well as terminological slippage. The function of “as” in the established PaR formulation is
to indicate that the consideration of practice as (academic) research requires
attending differently to the practice. The latter distinction marks one of the
significant remaining differences between PaR and Artistic Research to be discussed below. Though I hold to that difference, I am content to go with
“Practice Research” as long as there is a kind of glottal stop to mark it. Indeed,
as long ago as 2006, I proposed that “it is time to speak less of practice-as-
research and to speak instead of arts research (a significant methodology of
which just happens to be based in practices).”26 In what follows, I use “Practice
Research” and “PaR” interchangeably.
Though there are many voices and nuances in the domain and many terms
are used to reflect different inflections and cultures, “Practice Research” and
“Artistic Research” have gained significant traction. They emerge from the
geographical areas with the longest traditions and perhaps the deepest investment: the UK and the Nordic countries, and I propose to make a comparison
between them in what follows. First, however, a sketch of the broad context of
how PaR (and its variants) came about.
Cultural contexts are significant in the developments. In the force-field of
influences, some factors having more or less global impact whilst others exert
local pressures. The drift towards the corporatization and commoditization of
Higher Education with the aim of serving neoliberal, capitalist economies is
extensive in the “global North,” though filtered by different cultural
approaches. In the UK (Australia and elsewhere), for example, the emergence
of an academic audit culture has impacted considerably on PaR as indicated.
Many practitioner-researchers dislike the more instrumental aspects of audit
but it has afforded recognition, through inclusion alongside other disciplines,
and a quality benchmark. The conscious resistance of Nordic countries to audit
has allowed a less analytic approach in the development of the concept of
Artistic Research which affords an apparent freedom but is not without consequences (see below).
In Europe, the Bologna Declaration of 1999 sought to transform Higher
Education and mark the European Union as the world’s biggest knowledge
economy. With a disposition to modularity in the structures of curricula, the
process in summary sought “[e]asily readable and comparable degrees organized in a three-cycle structure (e.g. bachelor-master-doctorate).”27 In the
wake of Bologna, many free-standing artschools and conservatoires which historically focused on training elite practitioners have been drawn into third tier
provision (doctoral study) and an academic research environment. There have
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been many institutional mergers. In the UK, for example, Royal Central School
of Speech & Drama became a College of the University of London in 2005,
and UniArts, Helsinki, was formed from a merger of three separate specialist
conservatoires in 2013. Greater emphasis on contextual and cross-disciplinary
learning has unsettled the traditional “master-pupil” approach, and some
artschools and conservatoires have resisted what they take to be inappropriate
impositions. In some countries, the traditional university sector has, in turn,
resisted, what is perceived to be an encroachment on its territory. The upheaval
has initiated a great deal of debate about the function of Higher Arts Education
(HAE), as noted.
In the UK in 1992, all the more practice-based polytechnics (some of which
had already embraced artschools in their formation) were endowed with university status. The development of PaR/Artistic Research provision across
Europe, in contrast, remains piecemeal, though there are inter-connected
pockets of strength.28 In some countries—Germany and the Netherlands, for
example—Hogescholen/Kunsthochschulen do not have university status or PhD-
awarding powers, though they may have been rebranded as arts universities. In
Austria, former art colleges were granted university status in 1998, where in
Nordic countries relatively new, specialist Universities of the Arts (e.g. Helsinki,
2013; Stockholm, 2014) have arisen from mergers of previously free-standing
artschools. They award practice doctorates (Konstnärlig doctor), literally, artistic doctor, which translates in English as PhD, though some awards might
equate with PD elsewhere (see above).
The cases of Norway and Austria are instructive about the general tensions
in this aspect. Since 1995, under Norwegian Law for Higher Education, artistic research has been considered equivalent to scientific research. A three-year
HAE-funded Fellowship Programme—one of the first explicitly based on artistic goals and methods—is defined in the Norwegian Qualification Framework
as within the third cycle corresponding to PhD level, but it does not carry the
PhD title, perhaps reflecting its aim to develop advanced professional practice.29 A doctoral programme leading to PhD in artistic research
(Doktorgradsprogram i kunstnerisk utviklingsarbeid) was, however, introduced
in 2018. In Austria, the six largest HAE institutions have since 1998 held independent university status, and in 2002 the art universities were deemed completely analogous to the scientific universities within the Austrian Universities
Act. Accordingly, degrees were, by law, not “artistic” but “scientific” as in Graz
(following the conventions of traditional doctorates). To achieve a PhD by way
of artistic practice (a portfolio) required a change of the law which the arts
universities pursued. They achieved an amendment of the Universities Act in
Autumn 2015, since when, the artistic doctorate has been legally possible and
the Angewandte introduced a PhD in Art under this new legal definition, in
autumn 2016 whilst a Doctor Artium was subsequently approved at MDW,
Vienna in 2020. Mozarteum (the sixth public art university) offers an interuniversity PhD programme for Science and Art that is jointly run with Paris
Lodron University of Salzburg (i.e. a traditional university).30 Amidst these
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various approaches the question lingers, however, as to whether practice-based
PDs are widely regarded as equivalent to PhDs in other disciplines (for a fuller
discussion of doctoral awards, see Chap. 6).
Despite the drift under the Bologna process towards inter-relations between
faculties and inter-disciplinary approaches, separate infrastructures have
remained in the arts in Europe. The Visual Arts sector, the Music sector and
the Theatre conservatoire/Drama Schools with their already established networks have tended to follow separate, if not quite entirely discrete, trajectories
in pursuit of PaR/Artistic Research. Though open in principle to all arts, the
European League of Institutes of the Arts (ELIA) strongly represents Visual
Arts and Music, whilst, in the UK, PARIP (Practice as Research in Performance,
2001–2006) focused predominantly on Performing Arts. Different disciplines
also start in different places: Theatre and Dance, for example, having much
shorter histories in HAE than Visual Arts and Music (see below).
Cultural attitudes to the arts in society also inform differences. Nordic and
continental European countries hold the arts in high esteem and “subsidise
culture more generally than do other countries.”31 The National Research
Council of Sweden, for example, has generously funded annual symposia and
summer schools on Artistic Research. In the UK and America, in contrast, the
strong commercial impetus invites some to regard the arts more as entertainment (as noted by Carlson in the first edition of this book) to be commercially
funded rather than supported by the state. State support for the arts has been
progressively cut in the UK in recent years and, interestingly, the argument for
it is increasingly made not in cultural terms but economics—the sector attracts
tourists and generates indirect, as well as direct, income. Critical mass has also
contributed to differences. The small populations and dispersed cities and institutions in the Nordic region have contributed to different alliances from those
in densely populated continental Europe. Infrastructures such as ELIA,
European Artistic Research Network (EARN) and the Share Network in the
latter have at once been generated by, and result from, critical mass.

What Is Practice Research/Artistic Research?
Following my aim to pursue clarity over obfuscation, I propose to compare the
two strands of “Practice Research” and “Artistic Research” by way of exploring
the key fault-lines in all the differing approaches. Their cultures share a broad
consensus that research can be undertaken through a practice and where the
practice (praxis) itself is primary and serves as primary evidence of the research.
I do not dismiss the nuanced differences reflected in other formulations worldwide but, since there has been much discussion of terms (see first edition,
2013), I will limit engagement with them here to pointing up significant
variants.
“Practice-led research,” the dominant term in Australia, involves a framework broadly similar to my conception of PaR with a parallel tradition stretching back to the 1970s.32 The “Research Frame” with “Five Credibility Tests”
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drawn up by Haseman, for example, requires attention to the research dimension of a project as outlined under PaR.33 The one significant difference is a
requirement (Test 4) for “the knowledge claims [to] … demonstrate the benefit of the study in social, cultural, environmental or economic terms.” This
reflects the drive of governments for research to have social impact, as noted.
In the UK, benefits in these terms have also become a significant part of
research audit and in criteria for funding applications. But they are not part of
the definition of research per se. Under the specific audit categories of
“Outputs” and “Impact,” UK REF distinguishes between the Significance
(alongside the criteria of Originality and Rigour) of research within the academy and the Significance (alongside Reach) of research Impact in society at
large. This aims (not always successfully) to avoid any confusion of social worthiness with research quality.
Each of the three words in the simple formulation of PaR has been scrutinized. Ben Spatz has drawn attention to the fact that “practice” in the context
of “practice as research” is often left undefined, and has made a thought-
provoking distinction between Performance as Research (PAR)—the preferred
term in the USA (and elsewhere)—and PaR.34 The term “practice,” derived
from the Greek praktikos, is used today with various accents, some appearing
contradictory. Arts practice, used broadly to indicate work which may be professionally polished and display a high level of technique but which is formulaic
rather than innovative or inventive, does not constitute PaR in my conception.
“Practice” as used in musical instrument learning or ballet training, for example, to indicate a routine of procedural exercises to master a skill and fix patterns in the body is not research (unless a new approach is involved).35 This
sense of “practice” is almost the opposite of what I mean by “praxis”—investigation and innovation by “the imbrication of theory within practice” (see
Chap. 3).
Indeed, the difference drawn here explains at a basic level why I hold that
praxis can certainly constitute research as understood in an academic context
whilst practice (in the first sense) does not. In the Nichomachean Ethics,
Aristotle distinguished episteme (intellectual knowledge) from techne (practical
knowledge). He used Praxis to indicate “doing,” alongside theoria (thinking)
and poiesis (making) whilst phronesis (practical wisdom) comes closest to my
sense of PaR in its concern with values and orientation to action. But in a
refusal to separate theory from practice and an insistence upon being-doing-
thinking in the making processes of PaR, I echo more the modern accent of
practitioner-researchers such as Freire, who defined praxis as “reflection and
action directed at the structures to be transformed.”36 Practice Research
involves a being-doing-thinking that can generate new knowing across a range
of intra-disciplines, and is entangled in an ethical dimension.
My use of “practice” in this context, then, denotes research undertaken not
primarily nor exclusively through the cognitive processes (thought, reason,
intellect) with findings published in words which typify the Western intellectual
research tradition, but through “doing”—activities which start perhaps in
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experience, perception, awareness, play, crafting but which are not devoid of
thought. In the widespread challenge to Cartesian binaries of mind/body and
theory/practice, it is crucial to recognize that drawing attention to the body in
practical inquiry does not preclude, but embraces, thinking. To repeat, in the
use of my preferred term “praxis” (being-doing-thinking), I refuse the binary
distinction between “theory” and “practice” as traditionally made in the academy. Indeed, in a core intra-relation of onto-epistemology, I hold that all
thinking is embodied and embodiment is, to greater or lesser extents mindful.
This is the full implication of the challenge to historic Cartesian binaries (see
Chap. 4). Accordingly, in PaR, the practice (praxis) itself is primary and is primary evidence of the research.
“Performance As Research” (PAR) was mapped by Shannon Rose Riley and
Lynette Hunter in a 2009 collection of essays, and is used by two working groups
of international arts research bodies, Performance Studies international (PSi) and
IFTR.37 A number of influences inform its emergence. First, there has been a
greater need in the performing arts of Theatre and Dance to make the case for
research based in their practices because they developed from other established
disciplines (e.g. Literature/Sport Studies). Secondly, the rise of Performance
Studies in the late 1980s, first in the USA and then worldwide, mobilized the
concepts of “performance” and “performatives” (derived from the philosophy of
JL Austin) indicating changes in the actual world wrought through utterances
under specific conditions and by behaviours. Indeed, inspired by the concept of
performance and the performative, Haseman in Australia set out A Manifesto for
Performative Research (2006), but I regard performatives as an important sub-
set of approaches rather than constitutive of PaR.38
The Anthropological/Cultural Studies disposition of Performance Studies
made it an all-inclusive category, and “performance” an “organising idea for
thinking about almost anything.”39 Depending upon perspective, such all-
inclusiveness is perceived as either a strength or a weakness. As indicated above,
Spatz, in an avowedly “speculative polemic,” has recently probed “the epistemological and political boundaries of the PAR movement.”40 Acknowledging
that “practice” also covers a broad field of everyday life practices, Spatz is specifically interested in embodiment as distinct from representation, pointing out
that “embodied practice exceeds its public representation” but is always pulled
back towards representation by the concept of performance as used in
Performance Studies.41 In advocating “practice” as “the more radical proposition,” however, Spatz proposes a new “rigour of method” quite different from
“professional definitions and standards” such that “practice itself [becomes]
the sole reference point for an experimental field” in which “all aspects of practice … become available for recognition as fundamentally epistemic and potentially experimental processes.”42 This approach, I would argue (though Spatz
might not agree) shifts PAR to PaR as mapped by the intertwined modes of
knowing in my onto-epistemic model (see Chap. 3). Like me, Spatz is explicit
that practice “can be both object and method of research.”43
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Besides the play between “Performance” and “Practice,” there has been
discussion of the significance of “as.” In announcing a Second Wave and proposing “Practice Research,” Hann wished “to move on from the defensive
positions cultivated over the last 20 years” on the grounds that “the argument
that ‘practice matters’ had been won (at least administratively)” and that a
“move away from the micro-politics of practice as/through/based/led was
particularly welcome.”44 I agree with the latter and that attention might more
profitably be paid to questions of publication opportunities, accessibility,
archive and peer review (see Chap. 5). But not all issues are resolved and,
despite very significant advances, the arguments have not yet been universally won.
I come now to the promised comparison of “Practice Research” with
“Artistic Research.” The latter is the preferred term in Nordic countries where
arts institutions initially established their conception at arm’s length from university sector protocols. Accordingly, perhaps, the tendency of “Artistic
Research” is to privilege the development of advanced creative-professional
practice, but presenting it as if it might stand self-evidently as research, sometimes at the expense (as I see it) of “attending to” it as research as defined in
the academy. The difference emerges from a conscious choice. In Henk Slager’s
reading of Baumgarten, “[e]ven though artistic knowledge understood as
mathesis singularis – because of its focus on the singular and the unique – cannot be comprehended in laws, it deals with a form of knowledge.”45 An understanding of the concept “Artistic Research” is intended to emerge from an
accumulation of examples along the lines of Wittgenstein’s “family resemblances” rather than by means of an analytic definition such as research audit
culture has effectively required in the UK.46
The difference between approaches is small but, I think, significant. We are
agreed on the fundamental that research might be undertaken through a practice (praxis)—in Borgdorff’s phrase, “thinking in, through and with art”—and
that the processes or products might constitute the primary evidence of the
research.47 It is a question of framing.
Put in tabular form (Table 2.2) the differences of emphasis are as follows.
In the above, I note “tendencies” in Artistic Research since there is no single
approach under that umbrella and relatively few public formulations. The early
account of Mika Hannula, Juha Suoranta and Tere Vadén (2005) offers “the
first full-length focused methodological analysis of the new academic modus
operandi or discipline called ‘artistic research.’” In the Nordic tradition, it
expresses a “hope that a discussion about research can be carried out specifically in the field of artistic research – and on its own terms” and that artistic
research might “articulat[e] its own criteria of research based on its individual
characteristics and practices.”48 Though understandable from an arts perspective and evidently operable within the culture, from a UK academic perspective
this seems to be speculative in the face of an established academy and a widely
accepted definition of academic research. Different histories and cultures are
patently in play here.
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Table 2.2

Comparative table: artistic research—practice as research

Artistic Research

Practice as Research

Tends to regard and present
practice as self-evidently
research: “artistic research ≈
art and art making”a
Tends to resist “exegesis”

Holds that research may be undertaken through a practice
(praxis) and that the processes or products might constitute
the primary evidence of the research. But asks researchers to
attend differently to their work in presenting it as research
Advises “exegesis,” though often minimally in respect of
“complementary writing”
Defines—and places emphasis upon—the research dimension
of a praxis. Aesthetic/professional excellence is relevant only in
these terms. Though PaR neither advocates nor entails “bad
art,” it may be that a flawed process/product might reveal
research insights
Regards research conducted primarily through a practice as
one mode on a continuum of modes of knowing

Tends not to distinguish
clearly between aesthetic/
professional excellence and
research quality
Regards arts research as
different in kind from that in
other disciplines, even a special
case
Regards academic protocols as
constraints
Tends to be anti-
establishment: sees radical
change as integral to its
project
Tends to equate research
excellence with social/
professional impact
Builds conception of “Artistic
Research” on accumulation of
examples of practice

Seeks accommodation between praxis and the established
protocols of research
Seeks to change the academy gradually from within

Distinguishes the quality of research (significance within the
academy) from value of social impact (beyond the academy)
Develops analytic models which locate PaR as a mode of
insightful knowing within an established research framework

Hannula et al. (2014)

a

The account of Hannula et al. sustains the sense that Artistic Research is
different in kind and separable from other methodologies, in spite of the
authors’ wish to anchor “artistic research within the field of the social and
humanistic sciences.”49 Otherwise there is a strong resonance between my PaR
approach and their emphasis on “the self-reflective and self-critical processes of
a person taking part in the production of meaning within contemporary art.”50
Though we ultimately come to slightly different conclusions, we are agreed
that there is “confusion about what is understood by methodology and the
legitimacy of research and its critique,” and that “the question is, how and
within what framework should artistic research be carried out.”51 Indeed, the
above table should not be taken as a binary divide between two approaches;
there is porosity at the boundaries—and PaR itself by no means constitutes a
standard conceptual body, as the variety of alternative terms above indicates.
The summary of Borgdorff’s subsequently much-cited clarification of the
“Debate on Artistic Research” (2007), though arts-specific, points towards an
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approach similar to my own. The table above is drawn up to map the fault-lines
to be explored in what follows.
Whilst sustaining (pace Feyerabend) a resistance to method in a follow-up
publication in 2014, Hannula et al. nevertheless acknowledge that context and
lineage of practices are important in research.52 They emphasize a need for self-
reflection and an insider-outsider interplay, explicitly stating:
Reading, seeing, feeling and talking with and within one’s own peer group is
ridiculously underrated and must be rescued and returned to the core of any
research action and activity.53

All this resonates with my approach to PaR and suggests that the two traditions are converging. A key remaining difference is a reluctance to locate art
within the broader academy and its over-arching definitions of research, and a
disposition to retain aesthetic quality as a criterion. The latter arises, perhaps,
from an attempt to keep alive the historic functions both of artschools-
conservatoires and of universities under new circumstances.
There has been much debate as to whether a work of art might stand alone
as evidence of research but important distinctions informing the UK tradition
of PaR were made two decades ago. In a paper at the 2003 PARIP conference,
for example, Michael Biggs drew upon established protocols for arts research
funder, the AHRB:
The AHRB definition of research provides a distinction between research and
practice per se. Creative output can be produced, or practice undertaken, as an
integral part of a research process … but equally, creativity or practice may involve
no such process at all, in which case they would be ineligible for funding from the
Board [i.e. not considered to constitute research].54

The conclusion of Biggs’s detailed and nuanced analysis is that the work of
art cannot take account of its own context and that some framing of the process and product is required to meet the definition of research above. In the
first edition, I wrote:
On rare occasions I do believe the practice alone may evidence a research inquiry.
But an artwork cannot take account of the context(s) in which it might be experienced. If we hold, from a poststructuralist perspective, that signifiers are multi-
accented, dependent on dialogical negotiation in context to achieve any
intersubjectively agreed sense of significance, and, if the impact of artworks might
exceed their phenomenal properties, can we assume the research inquiry is self-
evident in the practice?

The research may be undertaken through a practice and the practice may be
primary evidence of the research insights. But precisely because the process of
reading, let alone evaluating, a research submission involves an intra-relational
engagement between a situated reader and a multi-faceted practice, itself
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located in a context, there are many variables. It is often not the perceived
absence of a research inquiry in a practice which is at issue but that many inquiries might potentially thread through a complex and detailed process (see
CREW in Chap. 5). Where a product is the outcome, the research inquiry of
the process leading to it may be masked. That is why I invite practitioner-
researchers to attend differently to their practice when asking for it to be considered as research in an academic context.
In the Nordic context, the process of selection of arts PhD candidates is
such that those chosen typically have an established professional standing at
national/ international levels (see Chap. 6) and their work is characteristically
experimental. They have effectively chosen to take a kind of sabbatical break to
undertake a substantial inquiry into their practice and, thus, it is likely to be
innovative and produce insights. The need to draw any distinction between
practice and research is consequently less necessary than it is in other contexts
and the odds are in favour of meeting the Nordic criteria both of achieving
insights and of demonstrating excellent practice at a national/international
level. In principle, conflicts should not arise. But there are cases where Nordic
PhD projects have not gone smoothly and this is where a more analytic conception of academic research might have helped.
The well-documented instance of Riita Nelimarkka in 2000 is a case in
point. An internationally acclaimed professional visual artist, Nelimarkka’s submission for a doctorate—comprising three exhibitions and a large book of
drawings narrated by three fictitious alter egos—was initially rejected by the
university’s research council on the grounds that the artworks did not speak for
themselves as research, and the exegesis was more autobiographical than critical.55 The submission was ultimately accepted on appeal but at the lowest pass
grade. More recently in 2020, doctoral candidate, Bogdan Szyber’s submission
at Stockholm University of the Arts was unanimously rejected by the committee at the public defence. The committee believed that Szyber demonstrated
“an inability to perform artistic analysis and synthesis” and was not “able to
review and assess new and complex phenomena, issues or situations.”56 Both
cases caused a furore and threatened to bring Artistic Research into disrepute—
which may have been the aim at least of Szyber, and an interesting discursive
position in itself.
In the absence of an express understanding of the small but significant difference (as I formulate it) between practice (in the artsworld) and research (in
the academy), some established artists claim, as does Szyber, that art produced
by research in institutions is invalid in the artsworld: “What I am saying is that
artistic research produces its very own genre of art – ‘Edu-art’ – which appears
to have a little or no impact in the in the field of art in general.”57 However, the
examining committee evidently observed a difference between practice and
research in the cases above whilst the artists themselves appear to have a different agenda (see Chap. 9 for further discussion).
As Borgdorff has remarked, “Whether in the artworld, the arts educations
sector, or in the world of academic research, there are always people who react
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to artistic research with reserve, if not with scepticism or outright rejection.”58
Depending on viewpoint, then, some might see the cases above as instances of
breakthrough for independent and unconstrained Artistic Research in the face
of narrow and outmoded “academic” conceptions of research. But, in my view
they reveal a misunderstanding of the purpose of PaR. Though I have no doubt
that excellent practice has resulted from PaR, the primary purpose of research
in my formulation is to produce new insights effectively shared (within the
academy) which is subtly different from producing art for the artsworld.
Drawing upon their teaching experience, Hannula et al. are highly critical of
the self-entranced disposition of some artists:
[B]ecause I am an artist, and because I need to experiment, and because all
materials and possibilities are accessible and open for me, I can do anything
with everything and that anything I do, because I am an artist, is, in itself,
interesting and significant. Amen …. This blatant naivety, too often verging on
obsessive and self-congratulatory stupidity, is not only supported by false beliefs
about the conditions of conditions of creative activity. It is also supported by a
misunderstanding of the structures of research activity.59
If it is accepted that some form of commentary (exegesis, exposition) on the
research is required in academic contexts, the question remains of what form of
“complementary writing,” if any (see Chap. 3). Nelimarkka’s narration by
three fictitious alter egos failed in the first instance to satisfy the examiners as
an appropriate explication, and Szyber’s viva revealed to the examiners an
inability “to review and assess new and complex phenomena, issues or situations.” This leads in turn to the question of possible pedagogies and supervision in PaR (see Chap. 6).
Another important question is that of who makes the definitions. It is evident that there is a marked resistance to established institutions amongst some
practitioner-researchers but self-definition of research will not work.
Throughout this second edition a more general tension is foregrounded
between the “I” and the “we,” the individual and the collective (see particularly Chap. 4), but some provisional remarks are helpful here. In the last decade,
we are said to inhabit a “post-truth” culture where, in extreme instances
(unhappily illustrated by the one-time leader of the free world, Donald Trump),
individuals assert their viewpoint in defiance of the evidence—indeed abandoning entirely any bases for evidential argument (Trump 2020: “I won the
election”).
Pace Wittgenstein, I acknowledge, of course, that language usage outstrips
dictionary definitions, as discursive usage shifts, and thus I appreciate the disposition to keep the concept of “Artistic Research” open and fluid, building on
examples of usage. But, also referencing Wittgenstein, I hold that there can be
no such thing as a private language. That is to say, semiotic significance depends
upon shared understandings within speech communities. Though significance
needs to be dialogically negotiated, a rational basis of exchange remains integral to a free democracy. In the half-century following the fragmentations of
postmodernism, increasing emphasis has been properly placed upon the
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diversity of communities and multiple viewpoints in a direct challenge to universals. Furthermore, poststructuralism (Derrida’s notion of différance-
différence, in particular), stresses the slipperiness of language, its terms endlessly
in deferral.60 But where does this trajectory lead and where does it leave the
academy? I address this question in Chap. 4.
Both Practice Research and Artistic Research straddle communities. The
looser formulation of “Artistic Research” was, as noted, first defined by arts
practitioners, some of whom wish to be entirely free from institutional constraints or to offer a conception of research alternative to the current dominant
within the academy. Such a conception might not entail a private language in
that it functions within an arts community but it may underplay the dominant
signification of the term “research” in the academic domain in which its claims
are (certainly now) made. Some artists insist their work constitutes research
because it is original in the sense new to them which comes close at times to a
private language usage of “research,” or perhaps a category mistake, as understood by philosophers.
As noted in the first edition, there are different accents in the various contexts of usage of the term “research.”61 We speak colloquially of undertaking
“research” when we sift what is already known, for example, when we search
online markets to find availability of goods and the best buy. In professional
contexts, “research” might involve “networking, finding sources and collating
information.” Distinctively, however, “academic research” involves, in addition, “a process of investigation leading to new insights effectively shared.”62
Though I cite the neat UK formulation, this accent on academic research holds
pretty much across the global academy speech community. UNESCO, for
example, proposes:
Basic research is experimental or theoretical work undertaken primarily to acquire
new knowledge of the underlying foundations of phenomena and observable
facts, without any particular application or use in view.63

In the, slightly looser, Frascati definition of research and development:
Research and experimental development (R&D) comprise creative and systematic
work undertaken in order to increase the stock of knowledge – including knowledge of humankind, culture and society – and to devise new applications of available knowledge.64

The PaR initiative is concerned not with directly contesting this established
conception but in challenging rather what might be counted as fresh insights
or new knowledge. Indeed, over four decades establishing the viability of the
approach, PaR has progressively changed the academy from within—even
securing changes of regulations in some universities to delete a requirement
that research should be undertaken “in accordance with the scientific method”
and to allow modes of submission beyond the traditional written thesis, book
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or article. In Gibbons and colleagues’ formulation: “Mode 2 research is characterised by being carried out in contexts of application; it is predominantly
inter-disciplinary or transdisciplinary; it has no epistemological core and is
methodologically pluralistic; and the direction and quality of the research is not
determined by disciplinary peers alone.”65 Things have moved on, though evidently not as far as some would wish.
Artistic Research functions admirably in cultures which hold the arts in high
esteem and are wealthy enough to fund them well. Besides extending the
debate, the European-Scandinavian Artistic Research community has made a
significant contribution over the past decade to infrastructure in the form of
the Society for Artistic Research with an annual conference and an online
Research Catalogue related to a peer-reviewed publication Journal of Artistic
Research (JAR) (see Chap. 5). The 12th International Conference on Artistic
Research (online) in Vienna, 2021, evidenced the academic rigour of approach
to research by most contributors in line with Michael Schwab’s conception of
“expositions.”66 Most recently, the Vienna Declaration offers a revised
formulation:
Excellent AR is research through means of high level artistic practice and reflection; it is an epistemic inquiry, directed towards increasing knowledge, insight,
understanding and skills …. Through topics and problems stemming from and
relevant to artistic practice, AR also addresses key issues of a broader cultural,
social and economic significance …. often in a transdisciplinary setting, combining AR methods with methods from other research traditions.

Apart from the sustained prerequisite of high level artistic practice, this conception matches Practice Research as formulated above. However, it acknowledges that
receiving support and funding is yet to be resolved in several countries. This
means that AR in general does not have equal access to research funding as other
fields of research or is not at all eligible to apply for research grants or scholarships.67

It may be we are approaching a moment when the boundaries between
Artistic Research and Practice Research explored above dissolve almost entirely:
the difference between the approaches is small and diminishing over time. In
respect of framing the practice, a consensus has emerged. Formerly sceptical
about exegesis, Borgdorff, for example, has recently acknowledged that
if someone doesn’t want to contextualise their work, then it is not research but it
is still art practice. It doesn’t say anything about the quality of the art practice, it
says something about the intention. Once you intend it as research, you inscribe
it in discursive “playing fields” where you have to deal with questions about context, method, relevance etc.68
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The key remaining difference, then, is disciplinary focus. Aiming to sustain
the artschool/ conservatoire function of developing high order arts practices,
Artistic Research focuses upon the arts, often in specialist universities. In making the case for a distinctive arts knowing it carries echoes of the conception of
modernist autonomous arts. My aim—to ensure Practice Research is perceived
to be an equally valid methodology as any other—seeks access to support and
funding available across the HE sector. The best chance of achieving this, in my
view, is to recognize the intra-relation of arts with other disciplines rather than
treat them as separate, even though the arts bring distinctive modes of knowing to the research community. In this broader context, a need to attend differently to practices as research remains in order to present an evidence-based
“exposition,” by means of rational argument in some instances such as might
persuade policy decision-maker and funding bodies.
There are strengths and weaknesses in both approaches.

PaR Beyond the Arts
Today PaR as methodology is not the academic outlier it might once have
seemed. Its emphasis on other modes of knowing, in a multi-mode, onto-
epistemological model (see Chap. 3) is consonant with the current drift towards
being-thinking-doing in today’s academy. Even in the natural sciences, post-
Bohr, the epistemological challenges of the times are recognized. In Bohr’s
“philosophy-physics,” as Barad relates, “[t]heorizing, like experimenting, is a
material practice” (original emphasis).69 Science and technology research projects are often sufficiently complex to need the combined efforts of a range of
specialists, with scientists and artists increasingly collaborating. In doing so,
they better appreciate the contributions of different ways of seeing and doing.
A project at the University of Leeds titled “Embodied Conversations:
Performance and the Design of a Robotic Dancing Partner,” for example, aims
to bring further knowledge of embodiment to bear on the development of
human-technological interaction in general. In doing so, it draws on discursive
and interpretive methods of research widely used in the field of performance but
not yet obviously aligned with some orthodox paradigms and practices within
design research.70

In respect of inter-disciplinary explorations, two of four of the aims of the
Theatre and Architecture Working Group of IFTR are instructive. They are
to explore
b) inter-disciplinary practices – including performance practices that closely
engage with, radically undermine, critically re-examine or nakedly depend on
architecture for their meaning and value, and architectural practices which employ
performance, performativity and/or theatricality to transform our experiences of
the built environment; c) inter-disciplinary pedagogies – especially those driven
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by the question of what is gained for students of one discipline in the encounter
between that discipline and the other.

A recent webinar invitation from the group notes, “Architecture has for
long been considered a static discipline. This course focuses on applying the
toolbox of performance in architectural thinking, to the production of spatial
actions and bodily geometries in space.”71
My approach to PaR is not exclusive to the arts. Indeed, I have become
increasingly aware that it has application across disciplines. I do not argue, as
other approaches seem to posit, that arts research is distinctive and must be
seen as a special case, different from, but equivalent to, research undertaken by
other methodologies in other disciplines. Beyond the spectrum of research
methodologies presented in the first edition, I now have in mind a Möbius
strip, re-shaping the spectrum of credible methodologies tabulated (Table 2.3)
by Haseman.
Extending the “softer,” “qualitative” end to a range of practices
(Anthropology, auto-Ethnography), and taking seriously Bohr’s insights, a
complex circuit of entanglement is seen to be formed (Fig. 2.1):
The sciences and the arts—indeed all disciplines—involve praxis: the imbrication of theory within practice. Though “performativity” is important in all
research approaches, I see it as a dimension of PaR rather than a “performative
paradigm.” In presenting PaR as a methodology, I stick with my proposition of
an inter-play between three different modes of knowing (know-how; know-
what; know-that) across disciplines, but with an extended sense of being-doing-
knowing (onto-epistemology) to be expounded in Chap. 3.
Traditionally there are, of course, different emphases in different disciplines.
The Natural Sciences and Philosophy are disposed to privilege know-that whilst
the arts are primarily disposed, perhaps, to know-how. PaR as a methodology
located on a continuum, however, is consciously in dialogue with other ways of
approaching and articulating knowing. PaR can be measured by the same
broad criteria as research in other disciplines, though research designs and
Table 2.3 Comparative table: quantitative research—qualitative research—performative research
Quantitative research

Qualitative research

Performative research

“the activity or operation of
expressing something as a
quantity or amount—for
example, in numbers,
graphs, or formulas”
(Schwandt 2001: 215)

Refers to “all forms of
social inquiry that rely
primarily on qualitative
data … i.e., nonnumeric
data in the form of words”
(Schwandt 2001: 213)

The scientific method

Multi-method

Expressed in non-numeric data, but
in forms of symbolic data other than
words in discursive text. These
include material forms of practice,
of still and moving images, of music
and sound, of live action and digital
code
Multi-method led by practice
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specific modes of measurement may differ both within and between paradigms.
Instrumental models that typify science research design with empirical testing,
observational trials and established sample ratios are important in some science
contexts (e.g. the development and testing of vaccines) where they are not
appropriate in the arts. However, astrophysics and possible worlds science
requires imagination and, in some instances, aesthetics. As Einstein famously
remarked: “Imagination is more important than knowledge. Knowledge is limited. Imagination encircles the world.”72 Onto-epistemological issues will be
further discussed in Chap. 4.
Meanwhile, I contend that my model for PaR might function equally for any
discipline in which research is primarily undertaken through a practice (beyond
writing). As Haseman has recognized, there are opportunities for PaR to be
“adopted as the principal research methodology for fields as diverse as online
education, creative retail, cultural tourism and business-to-consumer interaction.”73 In the field of Education, for example, “action research” in the classroom is long-established and, in Stephen Kemmis’s formulation, it resonates
with my model:
Action research aims at changing three things: practitioners’ practices, their
understandings of their practices, and the conditions in which they practice. These
three things – practices, how we understand them, and the conditions that shape
them – are inevitably and incessantly bound together with each other. The bonds
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between them are not permanent, however; on the contrary, they are unstable
and volatile. Neither practice nor understandings nor the conditions of practice is
the foundation in this ménage. Each shapes the others in an endless dance in
which each asserts itself, attempting to take the lead, and each reacts to the others.74

This approach in Education allows practitioners to conduct exploratory
practice, reflect upon it and make adjustments in a manner similar to arts practitioners making their work. In some contexts, the explorations are written up
and published in traditional forms (article, book, thesis) and this is what I call
“practice-based research” (see first edition). But increasingly PhD opportunities are offered whereby the doing of action research is primary, and where the
praxis submission includes an exegesis significantly shorter than the traditional
80,000-word PhD.75
Practice-based research is also typical in the domain of psychology and psychotherapy where explorations are undertaken by professional therapists and,
once reflected upon in a mix of know-how, know-what and know-that, written
up in journals or books. However, In an article effectively exploring a PaR
methodology in this domain, Michael Barkham and John Mellor-Clark
argue for
a knowledge base for the psychological therapies in which each area has a place
within an overall research model and in which the interdependence of each area
on the others is acknowledged. A cyclical model exemplifying the complementary
relationship between evidence-based practice and practice-based evidence is presented as a means for furthering the delivery of a rigorous but relevant knowledge
base for the psychological therapies.76

Reflecting on potentially antagonistic approaches, they echo my observations above in suggesting that “no single research paradigm can deliver all the
requirements of rigorous and relevant research. And further, that practitioners
and researchers need to value multiple paradigms which, together, can provide
a more robust knowledge base for the psychological therapies.”77
A mixed-mode approach to knowing has for some time informed research
in Anthropology. On a Guggenheim fellowship as far back as 1947, dancer and
filmmaker, Maya Deren, set out to make a documentary film about rituals in
Haiti. She soon realized, however, that an outsider approach could not capture
the lived experience. The documentary camera was objectifying from the outside when the real significance of the ceremonies could only be understood
from the inside. She turned participant-observer over seven years and the interplay between insider and outsider perspectives afforded her insights. It was a
seminal project which subsequently informed approaches in Anthropology.78
In a much more recent example of research in a community, a local mode of
knowing is in conflict with official knowledge. The praxis is inaugurated by
Madrid citizens but has been reported and conceptualized in an article by
Nerea Calvillo, drawing upon the concept of “attuned sensing” as a
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counter-strategy to the distortion of data. Like other European cities, Madrid
has been monitoring air pollution caused by traffic in the city under the auspices of EU guidelines. To this end the City Council installed a number of
techno-scientific monitors containing sensors that measure concentrations of
sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, particulate matter and
ozone. The raw data yielded is calibrated statistically following EU protocols to
afford a scientific, quantified, evidence-based account of levels of pollution.
However, in 2009, under threat of EU fines for non-compliance with agreements, the City Council moved some of the established monitoring stations
from traffic hotspots to parks, making the readings—apparently transparent
because published online—inconsistent. In response, some action groups
developed their own sensors to produce counter-data, but others bypassed
quantitative data to use art or activist projects to make the conditions of
Madrid’s air visible. Calvillo proposes “attuned sensing” as a guiding concept
to cover actions such as that as Afectados Nudo Sur, a local collective which
monitored its neighbourhood and drew attention to the issue of toxic air by
what Calvillo calls “intimate caring practices for others and the environment”
such as gardening and blogging to point to spaces, bodies and objects that
mattered to them in Madrid’s air. As she summarizes, “[t]his is a form of
knowledge production, but in a less-conscious or less-organized manner than
in … counter-evidence activism.”79 They have the potential to gain power, she
claims, in accordance with the politics of swarming. Know-how (the embodied
knowledge of the citizens achieved through their actions) is made visible by
turning it into know-what through public engagements and Calvillo introduces
know-that into the mix and disseminates the knowing further by publishing in
the journal Social Studies of Science to make an evidenced case for an alternative
epistemology.
In political science, a “constructivist turn” has also explored the relevance of
ideas of “performativity” (drawing upon Austin and Derrida). In specific,
Michael Saward has argued that political representation should now be understood as the creative, performative and aesthetic process of making representative claims.80 In Julia Peetz’s nuanced account, political legitimacy is now
envisaged as “depending on the acceptance of a politician’s performed representative claim by relevant political audiences.” Peetz argues that
performance functions as the linchpin of the system of representative democracy,
establishing democratic legitimacy as a dynamic, performative, emotive and aesthetic process that depends on the interaction between politician-performers and
constituent audiences.81

Now, this may not exemplify PaR as such but it points to a significant shift
from communicative rationality to the performative at the heart of culture. To
understand the political field today requires insider aesthetic and performance
insights drawn from practitioner-researchers affording new, inter-disciplinary
opportunities for some.
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These examples hopefully indicate the entanglement of formerly discrete
disciplines, and the impact concepts and acts of performance are having, as well
as a drift towards taking praxis seriously throughout the intra-disciplinary
Circuit of Entanglement. In Chap. 4, I will take up the proposition that PaR’s
historical moment in the academy is imminent.
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CHAPTER 3

How to Be Both: From Practitioner
to Practitioner-Researcher

This chapter retains much of the content of its counterpart in the first edition which was written in response to repeated remarks in the 1990s and
early 2000s that a clear account of PaR was elusive. Since then, many voices
have valuably offered formulations covering common ground on the fundamental point of undertaking research through a practice, but without
achieving consensus. As noted in Chap. 2, differences between conceptions
are small but some are significant.1 Like its predecessor in the first edition,
this chapter aims primarily to be a pragmatic guide for those experienced in
a practice but relatively new to academic research. This is not to deny that
some practitioners are already engaged in research understood as innovation through investigative inquiry. But, even in such cases, a different lens
is required in most instances to guide submission in formal research contexts. And, as emphasized in Chap. 2, some practices simply do not constitute research.
To some, the chapter may seem too direct, didactic even. Hopefully, however, it clarifies a number of contentious matters and offers practical solutions.
Overall, it offers a rationale for PaR as a research methodology. Since I insist
that research may be undertaken through a practice and that the primary evidence may be the praxis itself, the difference between a non-research practice
and PaR may seem a bit opaque. How might we know which is which? A refinement of my previous account overtly invites practitioners to attend differently to
what they do.

The phrase “how to be both” is used in homage to Ali Smith, whose novel of that title
(2014), embracing “both-and” thinking and being, I much admire.
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
R. Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts (and Beyond),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90542-2_3
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Attending Differently
Several philosophers have observed that attitudes to a person, object or experience might be fundamentally reconceived by attending differently to them.2
Simone Weil, for example, uses “attention” to mark a disposition towards
things, noting that “[t]he dependence of language upon contexts of attention
has consequences.”3 In the operations of Practice Research, the most consequential shift of attention is that between the practitioner (arts professional
disposition) and the practitioner-researcher (academic research disposition).
Crucially in PaR, the praxis remains the same but is addressed from a different
angle. I borrow Wittgenstein’s (Jastrow’s) “duck-rabbit” as a figurative presentation of this concept (Fig. 3.1).
The key thing here is that nothing changes in the visual presentation to
afford two distinct image readings: a duck and a rabbit. So it is with investigative artworks and practices. From the perspective of the professional or general
experiencer, it may be an artwork; from the perspective of the academic it
might be a research submission. Attending differently does not simply mean
that all practices are both research and not-research. Indeed, looking through
a different lens helps distinguish the one from the other.
Confusion may arise when practitioner-researchers are unable or unwilling
to shift attention to see their being-doing-thinking in different cultural contexts. As noted, the coinage and definition of PaR became pressing when arts
practices came to be submitted as research in an academic institutional context.
Initially, there were misunderstandings on several fronts. Artists sometimes
could not accept that their practices were not self-evidently research. Since
each creative iteration is distinctive (even if it more or less follows a formula),
it is in a weak sense “original,” and since originality is a requirement for
research, artists assumed their practices amounted to research. Indeed, on
occasion, resentments surface when practitioners are asked critically to reflect
on their practice and to document and perhaps even write about it in expositional form. In the culture of arts practice, responses, even from critical friends,
are expected to be confidence-building, even effusive. But in academic culture,

Fig. 3.1

The “duck-rabbit”
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work is held up to critical scrutiny, notionally worldwide. There is a significant
difference between a fresh iteration of an established creative practice and
Practice Research, an original “academic” research inquiry to yield new knowledge, the core criterion for academic research.
The now widespread notion that practices may constitute research leads
some to collapse the distinction and maintain that any practice actually does
constitute research, particularly if it is new to the maker. But, if we attend differently to the practice, from the perspective of academic research, the first
question is whether or not the practice affords “substantial new insights effectively shared.” A musical may have been shown in the West End and on
Broadway, artwork may have been exhibited at the Tate Gallery and at the
Venice Biennale, but they may not have yielded “substantial new insights effectively shared.” If they have, the new insights should be demonstrable. Quality
art is not quite the same as quality research, as argued in Chap. 1; it may be,
but equally it may not be.
In the academy, it is often taken for granted that research begins with a
research question; I speak rather of a research inquiry. Questions imply answers
and connect with the traditional model of linear progress to increased (even
complete) knowledge by way of an inquiry advancing from question to hypothesis and on to testing and results. This Enlightenment model has been roundly
contested, Lyotard, for example, arguing that we can no longer legitimate
knowledge with reference to the Grand Narratives (Grand Récits) of progressive histories (including Marxism) and science.4 However, many models of
research now recognize the provisionality of knowing (verb) rather than the
fixity of knowledge (noun), evidenced through micronarratives. Research
inquiries can adequately yield substantial insights, for example, in a hermeneutic spiral model (see below) without finding answers.
Though I advocate the identification of a research inquiry at the outset of a
project, it is possible retrospectively to attend differently to an established practice and bring out its research credentials if, when tested, it proves to be
investigative-innovative. Some universities now offer a “PhD by published
works” across all fields whereby the mature candidate reflects upon possibly a
lifetime’s work and brings out, usually in a short written exegesis, how a contribution to knowledge has been made in prior publications. If the process of
any PaR project involves praxis publications (a series of exhibitions, a number
of compositions, several buildings, social interventions, for example), such retrospection may be equally valid. But success is only possible if the practice has
been innovative and investigative. Speaking from considerable experience in
reviewing, it is not possible, as some have contended, to construct in hindsight
any instance of practice as research. Skills can certainly be developed in identifying a research inquiry, in contextualizing, articulating, presenting and disseminating it (see below and Chap. 5), but only if new insights are inherent in
the project.
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The Practice Research Submission
In what follows, I propose that PaR is a research methodology. I foreground a
progress towards a PaRPhD, but the approach applies to any would-be
practitioner-researcher. The key difference is that a standard PhD candidate is
starting out on a journey, where a PhD by Publication candidate or professional practitioner may be reflecting on one. Both need to attend differently
with a view to academic context but many stages of the proposed approach are
common in professional and academic PaR practice.
In my approach, a PaR submission is comprised of multiple modes of potential evidence reflecting a multi-mode research inquiry. It is likely to include:
• a product (exhibition, film, blog, score, performance, event, experience)
with a durable record of some kind (DVD, CD, video/video essay);
• a documented account of process (sketchbook, photographs, DVD,
objects of material culture); and
• contextualizing “complementary writing” to include locating practice in
a lineage of influences, and a conceptual framework for the research.
NB see Chap. 5 for a discussion of documentation and publication opportunities as they are developing in digital culture.
The practice (praxis) is at the heart of the methodology of a PaR project (a
diagrammatic model follows shortly) and is presented as substantial evidence of
new insights. Where work is ephemeral (e.g. theatre, performance, dance, live
art) it is ideal if the practice can be experienced directly in any assessment process. In the context of UK PaRPhDs it is now a firmly established protocol
(and sometimes a regulation) that the examiners experience the practice first
hand, typically making an additional visit prior to a viva voce examination for
the purpose (see Chap. 6). Because a durable record of all evidence submitted
is required of PhD submissions, it is now customary for a recording (typically
on DVD) of the ephemeral event to be bound into the hard copy “black book”
on final submission. Blogs have been accepted but a cut-off date is set by a
download for submission (though it is recognized the blog maybe on-going).
Where in other assessment circumstances it is logistically impossible for all
practice to be experienced at first hand, the recording of product, process and
related documentation is, in my view, better than nothing, though, of course,
it has inherent limitations (see below and Chap. 5).5 Any DVD documentation
should be foregrounded, bound into the front of a submission; it is primary,
not an appendix. In the introduction, readers should be guided as to the use of
the DVD and when the whole or parts should be viewed, probably prior to
reading any verbal exegesis. Where—as is increasingly the case—submissions
are made only online, the principle of foregrounding the praxis should be
sustained.
Though I insist that a research inquiry can be evident in the practice, it is
not typically self-evident. It is not a requirement of research to be paradigm
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shifting and, consequently, the innovations and insights of a project may be
subtle rather than glaring. Indeed, across all disciplines, the findings of relatively few research inquiries are paradigm shifting; Einsteins and Bohrs are few
and far between. In the case of the arts, it is possible to think of rare events
which fit the bill. The emergent TanzTheater of Pina Bausch or Mnouchkine’s
theatre practice, or David Bowie’s many experiments with identity and musical
arrangements might be plucked from my own experience. Historically one
might think of Seurat’s use of juxtaposed coloured dots informed by the visual
science of his time, or of Beethoven’s use of woodwind instruments.6 The
point, however, is that self-evident instances of wholly innovative practice are
relatively rare in any discipline—and, indeed, often not recognized in their own
time. As Polanyi remarks, “it took eleven years for quantum theory to gain final
acceptance by leading physicists.”7 But to set the bar for new knowledge at the
level of the paradigm shift is to set it too high. Fortunately, for most of us,
substantial insights are more readily attainable and this is in no way to demean
them. If inherent in a practice, they simply need to be attended to in order to
identify them and make them visible.
Artworks/practices are often complex, multi-layered and resonant. Their
social function and value often go well beyond their research dimension,
though the latter (sometimes tacitly) informs their force. In any one project
there may be several possible lines of research inquiry, some perhaps compositional, some technological, some involving performance qualities, others experiential or conceptual. This is where, in the first instance, a clue to the intended
research inquiry is needed in addition to the practice (praxis) itself. It may be
little more than a statement which indicates the line of inquiry.8 Once identified, the clue/clew (thread) to/through the research dimension can guide
those interested in tracing that thread through the praxis. Practices are often
collaborative and it is quite legitimate to seek feedback from others about the
research dimension. Indeed, because practice is so absorbing and time-
consuming, the perceptions of others can help defamiliarize a deep, but one-
dimensional, engagement.
On one level, defamiliarization is a tactic of attending differently but it may
also be built into research process. New sparks are often struck by taking the
risk of (re-)invention in a leap of defamiliarization. Natural scientists are today
involved in enforced rotation since it is recognized that to become too deeply
immersed in one way of thinking or process can be unproductive. I do not
subscribe to the romantic model of the lone artist in a garret inspired by his or
her muse; in my experience, inspiration more typically comes through working
with, and sparking off, others. A good reason for creative practitioners to
engage with the broader academy is the richness of intellectual environment
and defamiliarization it affords. Accordingly, I am disposed to inter-disciplinarity,
transversality and the exploration of diverse modes of knowing rather than
more deeply mining a “home” discipline. I do not rule out the latter but creativity often arises in the frisson of encounter between different approaches to
research or knowledge paradigms, as indicated in Chap. 2.
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Assessment of research is less open to interpretation than the notoriously
fickle evaluation of artworks only insofar as criteria are agreed and published in
advance. Where personal taste may guide arts appreciation, assessors of research
are trained to be, if not objective, then self-reflexive about their subjectivities.
For example, there are now short courses in unconscious bias training.
Nevertheless, assessors are situated, and they read things variously from different standpoints in a broadly poststructuralist culture in which multiple perspectives and relativities are acknowledged. This alone is a good reason for
practitioners to recognize that their work, though it constitutes significant evidence of an inquiry, cannot simply be left to stand alone, particularly where an
opportunity is offered to guide the reader towards attending to the work as
research. That is the prime function of the complementary writing and documentation accompanying the submission of the practice (praxis). In some
instances, assessors are not clear about the research dimension of a complex
project, not because there is a lack of investigative innovation but because there
is an excess of possibilities. A clew is needed.
In a multi-mode inquiry, evidence may emerge prior to, and beyond, the
practice itself (if conceived as a final showing, the product of the research);
indeed, the capacity for outcomes to capture the nuances of process is questionable. Moreover, many contemporary “expanded art” practices have no
indicative outcomes, perhaps being designed to afford transformational experiences (see Project Anywhere, Chap. 5). Many research insights emerge, however, in designing-doing-making processes, and process is arguably as important,
if not more important, than product outcomes. Hence, documentation of process has emerged to be another key dimension of PaR. In actuality, much
appropriate documentation is already part of practitioners’ creative processes.
Practitioners take notes (sometimes from “academic” books and articles), make
sketches, take photographs, write scores, construct or re-purpose objects of
material culture, digitally record sound or visuals. Showreels are often developed for the purpose of applying for future funding. Documentation, then,
should perhaps be embraced rather than perceived as yet another imposed
chore of research institutions: at best, it can be a creative and informing part of
the practice. More will be said about documentation in Chap. 5—particularly
in respect of new opportunities developing within digital culture which perhaps map even more closely on to practitioners’ processes.
If an inquiry is identified at the outset, conscious efforts should be made to
check that documentation is tracking the line in ways that will ultimately evidence that inquiry. If not, an inquiry should be consciously identified by the
end of the first year of a PhD registration (or equivalent). Practitioner-
researchers should mark on their project timeline regular moments to make
such checks. They may reveal that the track has changed—this happens in
research in all fields and may require a revisit to the aims of the inquiry. The
documentation may simply be considered insufficient and other approaches
may need to be considered, though, in my experience, the opposite—an excess
of documentary materials—is typically the case. Ultimately, such
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documentation should be appropriately sifted, edited and (typically) downloaded on to a DVD for submission (see Chap. 5 in respect of formats). An
additional emphasis is thus placed upon documentation in the light of the
research inquiry but the adjustment is likely to be minimal. As Donald Schön
remarked, “[a]lthough reflection-in-action is an extraordinary process, it is not
a rare event. Indeed for some practitioners, it is the core of practice.”9

Models of Process
It should be noted that my “multi-mode epistemological model for PaR” is not
intended as a model of process other than in the broadest sense of mapping an
overarching methodology. Many specific models of process have, however,
been usefully developed by others. Early in the advocacy of PaR, Melissa
Trimingham proposed a “hermeneutic interpretive spiral” model, similar to the
later “iterative cyclic web” of Hazel Smith and Roger Dean in foregrounding
an on-going, multi-dimensional and hermeneutic process which may well continue beyond any specific iteration of praxis.10 Whereas traditional models of
research are designed to find solutions to problems or answers to questions,
these models emphasize the openness of pursuit of knowing in PaR but may
have a different research design to mark moments of substantial insight. It may
be that a project has a number of iterations over time, each yielding different
insights.
Most practitioner-researchers build upon an advanced training in a subject
domain, typically to Masters level, and bring an educated know-how of techniques and skills to studio practice. They know how to go about making work.
They also know how to engage with their work. Henrik Frisk and Stefan
Österjö suggest that “[i]t is hard to imagine any artistic practice that does not
rest on the interplay between action and reflection.”11 But, because arts research
is subtly different from arts practice and makes small, but significant, additional
demands, it is necessary in PaR actively to promote critical reflection of a particular kind. Frisk and Österjö note that “one of the defining aspects of artistic
research is that the researcher studies his or her own processes. Similarly to how
anthropologists and ethnologists participate in the contexts that they study, the
artist engages in a systematic study of his or her own artistic processes.”12
Models of engagement have been shared. Anna Fenemore, for example,
proposes a sequence of activities: “1. anticipation, imagination, and projection
2. playing, pretence and pleasure, 3. direction, repetition and/or insistence, 4.
editing, mise-en-scène and composition.”13 Over many years, Jane Bacon and
Vida Midgelow have refined a Creative Articulations Process (CAP) which at
once advances practice and reflection on practice. CAP is
multifaceted and incorporates Preparations, a Ground Form and an Expanded
Form. The process is arranged across six facets – from Opening to Outwarding –
and accompanying strategies. It seeks to enable dual awareness with the aim of
“giving voice” to artistic practice.14
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Many published models of process overtly combine making with attending
to research. Joanna Bucknall, for example, has shared her “daisy chain model”
in which “each petal acknowledges and represents the direct relational influences of the active simultaneous research activities.”15
When employing a model or developing a process of one’s own, the detail is
worth documenting to bring out its rigour through an accumulation of micronarratives. Practitioner-researchers have spoken of a kind of inner commentary
in the processes of being-thinking-doing and these might be recorded in a
(sonic or written) diary in everyday language. In a polyvocal, multi-register
approach to research, some accounts will be in languages other than those of
traditional scholarship, and some non-verbal. Practitioners new to the academy
are understandably anxious about scholarly language (some of which is
famously impenetrable). But whilst, over time, increased exposure will develop
some familiarity, discourses other than the “high theoretical” are appropriate,
particularly in the challenge to give voice to a process. As Katerina
Athanasopoulou remarked:
[I]t can be painful to voice what’s conceived in silence, but reflexive writing
brings things out. Because those things that are not uttered – when you make
yourself write them, you see certain words pop-up again and again. And then
these realisations feed back into the practice, continuing the cycle.16

The attempt to know-what, to make the tacit more explicit, involves also the
dynamic intra-relation between know-how and know-that to generate informed
critical reflection.
Exactly what is going on in an exploratory praxis is not always easy to discern, let alone articulate. But practitioner-researchers might develop a “sixth
sense” attuned to moments of breakthrough (“what works”). Capturing these
is the aim, since they serve ultimately as evidence of insights. The creative process also involves gestation, allowing time for the seed of an idea to germinate,
and time in which it is nurtured into articulation. Beyond the studio, the workings of the unconscious mind can be mobilized in sleeping and daydreaming.
Some practitioners like to take a walk or a bike ride, others find travelling on a
bus or train helps. Again, when something significant emerges it needs to be
marked, so keep a research notebook to hand. The modelling and sharing of
different approaches serves not only to offer new possibilities and new angles
but also to assist in identifying what to look for and bring out to make the tacit
more explicit.

Informed Critical Reflection
Critical reflection on process is an integral part of the research inquiry, as it
might well be in the making of artwork.17 Following Haraway, Barad makes a
convincing case for “diffraction” as an alternative to the metaphors of mirror
“reflection.”18 Based on seminal physics experiments showing the interference
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patterns of overlapping waves, diffraction affords a more dynamic model avoiding the fixity of subject/object relations said to be founded on an unsustainable
representationalism. My use of informed critical reflection as a key strategy in
establishing research insights and making the tacit of know-how more explicit
and shareable is meant to imply dynamic intra-relations. Where “inter” might
suggest engagement between discrete fixed objects and static observing subjects, “intra” marks an entangled dynamism—in Barad’s words, “attuned to
differences – differences that our knowledge-making practices make and the
effects they have on the world.”19
Critical reflection on process, thus understood, is informed by resonances in
the doing-thinking of intelligent contemporary practice, with ideas circulating
in other domains and perhaps other disciplines. A programme of reading of all
relevant kinds should be undertaken simultaneously with the commencement
of the practical inquiry to mobilize an interplay between practical being-doing-
thinking (what Carter calls “material thinking”), and more abstract conceptual
thinking, typically understood to be verbally articulated (in books and articles).20 Barbara Bolt sums up this movement formally when she writes of a
“double articulation between theory and practice, whereby theory emerges
from a reflexive practice at the same time as practice is informed by theory.”21
Susan Kozel captures such intra-active dynamism when she observes that
[t]he first moment of phenomenology originates in doing, but accompanying this
doing is a weaving in and out of a line of thought, a line of questioning. The
thought as it emerges is non-homogenizing, and sometimes goes quiet. In this
sense it is different from normal analytic thought.22

I will have more to say in what follows about how we might avoid the historical binary between “theory” and “practice” and about how the one can be
seen to be imbricated within the other, but I agree with Bolt that critical reflection mobilizes a double articulation of thought central to PaR both within and
outside verbal language. Whilst PaR is by definition centred in practice, reading, as in any research programme, is another mode in the multi-modal research
inquiry. I take writing—of notes, scores or more formal essays—also to be part
of a multi-modal process aimed at the tricky business of articulating and evidencing the research inquiry. In short, I prefer to speak of praxis to summarize
all these research activities.
The multi-mode, dialogical, dynamic approach I am developing is figured in
the following model (Fig. 3.2).
Over the years I have published several versions of this model and for this
second edition I have revised it again in the light of various suggestions and in
an attempt to capture a sense of multi-faceted, dynamic entanglements—through
diffraction, if you will. I have been haunted since 2000 by Laurel Richardson
and Elizabeth Adams St. Pierre’s observation that the central image for qualitative inquiry should be the crystal, not the triangle, but in 2013, I resolved to
keep things simple in a 2-D image. They remark that
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Fig. 3.2

Onto-epistemological model for Practice Research. (Graphics Leyao Xia)

the central imaginary for “validity” for postmodernist texts is not the triangle – a
rigid, fixed, two-dimensional object. Rather, the central imaginary is the crystal,
which combines symmetry and substance with an infinite variety of shapes, substances, transmutations, multidi-mensionalities [sic], and angles of approach.
Crystals grow, change, and are altered, but they are not amorphous. Crystals are
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prisms that reflect externalities and refract within themselves, creating different
colors, patterns, and arrays casting off in different directions. What we see
depends on our angle of repose – not triangulation but rather crystallization.23

Prompted now by diffraction, I adopt a light-refracting prism in a 3-D globe
but retain the key two-way dynamics between the different modes of knowing:
know-how; know-what and know-that supplemented by the intra-related dimensions of entangled being-doing-knowing. The entanglement of being with
doing-knowing will be unpacked in Chap. 4 in terms of the cultural moment of
the early twenty-first century but, for now, this refined model more fully envisions my sense of the Practice Research methodology in action.
The methodology is specific to PaR in that practice (praxis) is at its heart
and it embraces experiential modes of knowing (tacit, embodied cognition,
performative) now increasingly acknowledged in the academy, though still
relatively recent. But it is far from exclusive in that it reaches out to knowledge
established by other methodologies. Sustaining the spectrum model, Dorothy
Leonard and Sylvia Sensiper, for example, propose that
[k]nowledge exists on a spectrum. At one extreme, it is almost completely tacit,
that is semi-conscious and unconscious knowledge held in people’s heads and
bodies. At the other end of the spectrum, knowledge is almost completely explicit
or codified, structured and accessible to people other than individuals originating
it. Most knowledge of course exists between the extremes.24

It may not ultimately be possible—and it should not be the aim—to make the
tacit thoroughly explicit (that is, expressed as propositional knowledge in writing).
That would constitute an attempt to transpose practices into words which practitioners rightly resist on the grounds that if they could write it they would not need
to animate, paint, perform, construct: as musicians say, “it’s all in the notes.” But,
if practitioner-researchers wish their embodied cognition to be better recognized,
means of identifying, articulating and disseminating it must be sought.25 That is
what the dynamic, dialogic process indicated in the model seeks to achieve.
The explicit is typically associated with “objective” (supposedly value-free)
knowledge of objects seen clearly from a distance. It is know-that in character
since it can be represented mathematically in numbers, or articulated as propositional rules or laws in writing in the passive voice. The tacit might, by way of
negative definition, include modes of knowing (such as embodied cognition)
which cannot be readily formulated by these means. As indicated, the objectivity of explicit knowledge has been called in question over the past century
whilst, at the same time subjective knowing (tacit enactive or embodied cognition) has been increasingly recognized. Since the various knowledge paradigms
have their distinctive approaches and criteria for their own rigour, they may not
be simply commensurate.26 However, if, different methodologies cannot simply be equated resonances of perspectives can be discerned in their dialogic
intra-relation.27 “The main criterion we should use to assess these [PaR]
approaches,” as Shaun May figures it, “is the extent to which they elucidate the
phenomenon.”28
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Key to my approach to PaR, then, is an acceptance that knowledge is neither
fixed nor absolute. Even results produced by means of scientific methods often
prove inconclusive or contradictory, and quite frequently established positions
have to be substantially revised or abandoned in the light of further research—
just as they might be in PaR. Though “the scientific method” with its capacities
of experimental testability, repeatability and falsifiability still proves valuable, it
does not produce objective truths. Indeed, Michael Polanyi has remarked that
“it is futile to seek for strictly impersonal criteria of [a discovery’s] validity, as
positivistic philosophies of science have been doing for the past eighty years or
so.”29 In more recent times, Kuhn figures science more as a matter of puzzle-
solving than a finished picture of pieces of knowledge accumulated by surviving Popper’s falsification tests.30 To Bohr, as indicated, Physics is a form of
Philosophy, and scientist-turned-philosopher Polanyi “always speaks of ‘knowing’ … to cover practical and theoretical knowledge.”31 I share this standpoint
and locate the more fluid “knowing” yielded in some PaR projects on the
Circuit of Entanglement figured above, rather than on the reverse side of an
impervious knowledge/not knowledge binary.
As I argue in Chap. 4, however, the principle of presenting evidence in support of a claim has perhaps never been more important. Practice Research
needs to demonstrate a rigour equivalent to that of the sciences. It is not sufficient to assert—on the basis that knowing in the arts is personal, embodied
and tacit—that “we know what we know.” The challenge for advocates of PaR,
then, is to develop methods within a methodology, and to frame knowing on a
basis different from, but nevertheless equivalent in rigour to, other paradigms.
My refined model is offered as a further move in that direction and, in what
follows I explore its features.

Praxis
Intelligent practice is at the core of my model and a praxis (process or product)
is characteristically submitted as primary and substantial evidence of the
research inquiry. In know-how, I advocate being-doing-knowing, akin to what
Schön, in his seminal study, calls “knowledge-in-practice.”32 Knowing how to
ride a bike is a being-doing-knowing largely beyond verbal explanation.
Practitioners manifest many kinds of know-how of this kind, much learned
through practising with others (often in the context of formal education).
Reflection upon this process of building knowledge allows for the making visible of an intelligence which nevertheless remains fundamentally located in
embodied knowing.33 Reading to acquire knowledge, as traditionally conceived, prior to the practice, and critical reflection after the event take their
place as methods to this end in my multi-mode approach. But discovery
through being-doing itself remains key. Reflection on the kinds of knowledge
practitioners bring to their workspaces is a useful starting-point to establish
what knowledges are in play, and much remains to be understood, through
research, of how creative practices function.
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New Knowing and Rigour
Any given instance of somebody iteratively repeating a process such as riding a
bike would not constitute research involving new insights. It merely instances
a mode of acquired bodymind knowing. But a studio practice, for example,
may also provide the context for devising anew in a process of invention. As
Paul Carter puts it:
The condition of invention – the state of being that allows a state of becoming to
emerge – is a perception, or recognition, of the ambiguity of appearances.
Invention begins when what signifies exceeds its signification – when what means
one thing, or conventionally functions in one role, discloses other possibilities....
In general a double movement occurs, in which the found elements are rendered
strange, and of recontextualisation, in which new families of association and
structures of meaning are established.34

There is a rigour involved in the double movement of devising processes in
creative production: in the gathering of materials, in the juxtaposition of disparate elements, and in the selection and editing to shape the artefact or event.
Both techniques and technologies are involved but, as Raymond Williams has
observed, there is a significant difference between them:
A technique is a particular skill or application of a skill. A technical invention is
then a development of such a skill or the development or invention of one of its
devices. A technology by contrast is, first, the body of knowledge appropriate to
the development of such skills and applications and, second, a body of knowledge
and conditions for the practical use and application of a range of devices.35

Insights in PaR may be in the development of technique. Equally they may
be achieved in technology defined as practical use and application. Using algorithms as a new technique digitally to create sounds or visual images might
result in acoustic music or digital artworks.36 Thus practical invention has a
public, social character. Indeed, as Bill Worthen, following Williams, has
remarked, “[t]ools and technologies exist in a dynamic equilibrium; tools
afford different acts in different technologies, which redefine the affordance of
the tool.”37 The term “affordance” signifies the potentiality of an object, or an
environment, which allows an individual to perform an action.38

New Insights: Location in a Lineage
The idea that PaR affords new insights implies, as with other modes of research,
that we know what the old insights are. Transversal or inter-disciplinary research
with wide frames of reference may be broader in this respect, however, than
more focused projects within a specialism where it is possible to have read all
the relevant publications (traditionally evidenced in a literature review). For
this reason, it may be preferable in PaR to undertake a “practice review” (see
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Chap. 6). From their “enthusiasm of practice,” practitioner-researchers tend to
be familiar with practices in their domain. By summarizing the field in complementary writing, practitioner-researchers can not only locate their own praxis
in a lineage but, by comparison, distinguish the specific new insights generated.
Resonances with reading may well inform this account and feed into other
aspects but a formal literature review may not be necessary.
It is possible, then, by drawing upon a range of modern shifts in thinking
about the mutability of the world and its only relative knowability, to begin to
build a case for the validity and value of PaR knowing on the basis not only of
the rigour of its methods but in the originality of invention and the social
impact of its findings.

Know-how
Know-how is sometimes termed “procedural knowledge” in contrast with the
“propositional knowledge” of know-that.39 Typically following the “source-
path-goal” schema of learning through doing, procedural knowledge is gained
incrementally (in dance technique classes, for example) and amounts to a set of
actions which facilitates complex tasks (such as dancing, riding a bike, or driving).40 But to think of tacit knowledge only in terms of a set of rote-learned
motor skills is to under-estimate what is going on.
In his account of the reflective practitioner and knowing-in-action, Schön
suggests that tacit knowledge has the following properties:
• There are actions, recognitions and judgments which we know how to
carry out spontaneously; we do not have to think about them.
• We are often unaware of having learned to do these things; we simply find
ourselves doing them.
• In some cases, we were once aware of the understandings which were
subsequently internalized in or feeling for the stuff of action. In other
cases, we may never have been aware of them. In both cases, however, we
are usually unable to describe the knowing which our action reveals.41
Advanced students engaging in PaR bring to the praxis a baggage of prior
educational experience and, typically, specialist training. Many have significant
professional experience. Accordingly, they know how to engage in their practice. If they are dancers, they may have trained in ballet, jazz and tap and/or
contemporary dance. If they are photographers, video- or film-makers, they
will be aware of different length lenses, of shutter speeds, white balance, camera movements, framing and so on. If musical composers or performers, they
will have been schooled in a repertoire, are probably able to read and write
musical scores and/or work with electronic modes of composition on a computer. If they are actors, they will be familiar with the protocols and procedures
of rehearsal and probably have training in the mode of a significant practitioner
(Stanislavski, Brecht, Grotowski, M. Chekhov, Lecoq, Meisner etc.) or in
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devised practice (e.g. Wooster Group, Builders Association, Goat Island).
Know-that is also integral to oral traditions historically marginalized in the
academy but currently in recuperation partly as a result of a PaR approach (see
Chaps. 11 and 12). Such practitioners have know-how which manifests Schön’s
“knowledge in action,” a seminal idea that recognizes praxis involves an intrinsically intelligent “dialogue with the situation.”
In some instances, their “know-how” will be inscribed in the body: perhaps
most obviously, ballet-trained dancers hold their bodies and move in specific
ways. But “embodied cognition” is understood today as a broader category
which admits many modes of knowing which are inseparable from our being in
the world. Polanyi holds that “by elucidating the way our bodily processes
participate in our perceptions we will throw light on the bodily roots of all
thought, including man’s [sic] highest creative powers.”42
Neuroscientist FranciscoVarela and colleagues explain that
[b]y using the term embodied we mean to highlight two points: first that cognition depends upon the kind of experience that comes from having a body with
various sensorimotor capacities, and, second, that these individual sensorimotor
capacities are themselves embedded in a more encompassing biological, psychological and cultural context.43

In Action in Perception, Alva Nöe presses the case for “enactive” perception
in positing that “perception and perceptual consciousness are types of thoughtful, knowledgeable activity”).44 He notes that
Kant famously said that intuitions without concepts are blind. The present point
is that intuitions – patterns of stimulation – without knowledge of the sensorimotor significance of those intuitions, are blind. Crucially, the knowledge in question is practical knowledge: it is know-how. To perceive you must be in possession
of sensorimotor bodily skill.45

Nöe and Varela, amongst others, emphasize, then, that cognition is not the
representation of a pre-given world by a pre-given mind but it is rather the
enactment of a world and a mind.
In the light of the “performance turn” and an increasingly accepted insight
into the centrality of “embodied knowledge” in perception and cognition,
there are two implications of know-how that need highlighting in a PaR context. First, such knowledge is often taken for granted by arts practitioners and,
secondly, beyond articulation in doing, much of it is not easy otherwise to
make manifest. Indeed, one of the key challenges of PaR is to make the tacit
more explicit.
Tacit knowledge is sometimes seen as either an evasion or an intrinsic problem in the research domain. As Timothy Jones points out, “[w]e need to be
more explicit about what is meant by an enquiring mind in our subject at university level to answer the concerns of conservatives who argue that a theory of
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tacit knowledge seemingly confirms the unintelligence of art in the sense that
is it is mind-less.”46 The embodiment of perception, as briefly marked above,
has fundamentally challenged such a view in recent years. It is certainly the case
that it is difficult to make tacit, embodied knowledge explicit and it may be that
“performative” knowledge resides ultimately in being-doing-thinking. But
more might be done in a research context to make the tacit explicit by exploring those inner commentaries and micronarratives and believing in their epistemic potential, as indicated in the processes above.

Know-what
Know-what, unlike know-how and know-that, is not an established mode but, as
I construct it in the model, it covers what can be gleaned through an informed
reflexivity about the processes of making and its modes of knowing. The key
method used to develop know-what from know-how is that of informed critical
reflection—pausing, standing back and thinking about what you are doing. Put
thus, it sounds straightforward, but in the actuality of PaR it demands a rigorous and iterative process and may require defamiliarization, as indicated.
Reflection is often an integral part of a creative process but, in an insider-
outsider dialogue, critical reflection for research needs some distance from the
deep absorption that creative practice entails. With an understanding of intra-
related entanglement, we can accept that distance in the sense of complete
detachment from a stable and fixed object is not feasible. But there is a difference between insider and outsider knowing. Observing a potter at her wheel is
not the same as feeling the sludge of the wet clay and the excitement of forging
it into form, but both contribute to being-doing-knowing.
Schön has recognized that the sedimentation of know-how could render process repetitive and routine. He points out that “[a] practitioner’s reflection can
serve as corrective to overlearning. Through reflection he [sic] can learn and
criticize the tacit understandings that have grown up around the repetitive
experiences of a specialized practice.”47 It is thus necessary, as indicated, regularly to step outside involvement in the praxis to monitor and engage with the
research inquiry and its articulation. The know-what of PaR resides in knowing
what “works,” in teasing out the tactics by which “what works” is achieved and
the compositional principles involved. In the documentation of a devising process, for example, it may be possible to capture instances of where things are
not getting anywhere alongside moments when things begin to work. Knowwhat may thus be illustrated (in an annotated digital record—see Chap. 5)
where it is not possible to express it in propositional terms (articulated as rules
or laws). Though each piece of practice is individual, an aggregation of instances
(such as is currently being established in the PaR archive—see Chap. 5) allows
for a broader know-what to be established. Informed by the practice review, it
is possible incrementally to identify what is distinctive about a given practice
and the substantial new insights it yields. As Haseman and Mafe formulate it,
“[t]he reflexive defines a position where the researcher can refer and reflect
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upon themselves and so be able to give an account of their own position of
enunciation.”48 Reflexivity, then, not only concerns reflecting on what is being
achieved and how the specific work is taking shape but also being aware of
where you stand (“where you are coming from”) in respect of knowledge traditions more broadly.
Reflexivity is necessary particularly in today’s intellectual context with a disposition to relativism in its foregrounding of cultural diversity in which a limited consensus opens up the field of interpretation. Where, for example,
accounts of embodied cognition are based on common human experience,
common embodiment and common evolutionary history, it is necessary overtly
to recognize that such a position is not universally held.49 This is where know-
that comes into play. Graeme Sullivan remarks that “[i]nterpretive acts open up
a space among the artist, artwork and the setting as different interests and
perspectives are embraced.”50
To achieve a profoundly critical reflection, then, an additional dimension is
required to dislocate habitual ways of seeing. In my model such a dimension
may be mobilized from within, from an element of playfulness in the know-how
process, and from without, through engagement with a range of other perspectives and standpoints to promote the interplay with fresh ideas. Smith and
Dean’s iterative cycles of process resonate with the dialogical interplay of know-
how, know-what and know-that in my model.51 Marking two possible approaches
to research reflecting different mindsets—process-driven and goal-oriented—
they note that “the two ways of working are by no means entirely separate from
each other and often interact.”52 Likewise, my proposal that an open and playful approach to creative process might be off-set by aims, objectives and a
timeline mixes aspects of a more goal-oriented approach but initiated through
process.

Know-that
The infusion of know-that in the intra-active mix completes the bases of my
model. It is “academic” knowledge, traditionally articulated in propositional
discourse, and mainly drawn from reading. Know-that is not privileged in my
model but is set in dialogue with knowing gained through the experience of
practices (know-how) and critical reflection (generating know-what). Dynamic
intra-actions between the three modes are signalled by the two-way arrows
along the axes of the diagram above. Indeed, the dynamics of process with an
emphasis on becoming are crucial to my understanding of knowing in production. Knowing/knowledge does not arrive fully formed in neat parcels, clearly
bound and visually available to more than one person at a time. It might appear
so in books and articles which efface the labour it has taken to produce clear
utterances, but all forms of research and knowing involve a process. As my
model indicates, the process of PaR is perhaps even more multi-modal and
dynamic than those in other modes of research.
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Movement typifies most accounts of reflective practice. Schön’s account of
the reflective practitioner requires a play of elements to “surface and criticize
the tacit understandings ... and make new sense of the situations of uncertainty
or uniqueness which he [sic] may allow himself to experience.”53 More
obliquely, Polanyi is instructive in conceptualizing the phenomenal movement
from tacit know-how to more explicit know-what or, in his terms, a movement
from the proximal to the distal:
The transposition of bodily experiences into the perception of things outside may
now appear, therefore, as an instance of the transposition of meaning away from
us, which we have found to be present to some extent in all tacit knowing.54

Tacit knowing may be too close (proximal) for it to be fully recognized.
Moreover, through non-reflective iteration, it might become habitual. In order
both to shake it up a little and to understand it more fully, a defamiliarizing
movement away from the proximal towards the distal can be mobilized through
critical reflection. The more embodied experience moves away from the proximal, the more it becomes possible to articulate its import in additional modes,
including the intellectual, as patterns emerge into discernible forms. In a number of disciplines, “emergence” marks the way in which patterns and complex
systems are formed from apparently simple actions and interactions.55 In
Polanyi’s formulation, there is a stratified framework in which “emergence” is
defined as the action which produces the next level. In all formulations, the
oscillation of thought from the proximal concrete to the more distant abstract
and back again not only clarifies but enriches through a layering of multiple
resonances as the tacit being-doing-thinking in the creative process is made
explicit.
The rigour involved in different aspects of the dynamic process above differs
from that of the traditional (positivist) scientific method but is consonant with
more modern conceptions of scientific knowing (such as Bohr’s physics-
philosophy, complexity, emergence), as they have developed in the twentieth
and twenty-first centuries. Haseman and Mafe conclude that
[t]he creative work is one research output but creative research itself is something
that works with the creative component to establish something other, some critical or technological finding for example. So while there are emergent outcomes
within creative practice, it is when this potent and somewhat unruly discipline is
co-joined with research that creative practice-led research becomes truly emergent in its outcomes.56

Summary
This chapter has put forward a way “to be both”: to be a practitioner and to
undertake a research inquiry through a practice. It has spelt out the need to
attend differently to an established practice and the additional tasks typically
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required of a practitioner in order to become also a practitioner-researcher. In
the case of new projects, these are:
• specify a research inquiry at the outset;
• set a timeline for the overall project including the various activities
involved in a multi-mode inquiry;
• build moments of critical reflection into the time-line, frequently checking that the research inquiry remains engaged and evidence is being
collected;
• in documenting process, capture moments of insight;
• locate your praxis in a lineage of similar practices; and
• relate the specific inquiry to broader contemporary debate (through
reading and exposition of ideas with references).
In short, the chapter offers a way to “be both” with small, but significant,
adjustments.
Recognizing the particularity of each PaR project, it has offered not models
of specific processes but a methodology based on an overarching onto-
epistemological model to house distinct, but dynamically intra-related, modes
of knowing. It embraces the notion that complex ideas may well already be in
circulation in the praxis, but that they may be taken for granted or tacit. By
activating know-that and engaging in critical reflection on process, awareness of
the dynamics of modes of knowing helps to make the tacit explicit. The chapter
also suggests that much of what is required by way of documentation may
already be a part of professional process but that anticipation, preparation and
“sixth sense” awareness can assist in capturing key insights. Much of the dialogic engagement between the three key modes of knowing is aimed at bringing out in an academic research context those substantial new insights which
distinguish research projects from those sedimented practices which do not
constitute research. Because the methodology in principle embraces all disciplines rather than treating arts research as epistemologically distinctive, it lends
itself to intra-disciplinarity and is open to all kinds of creative practices and
hybrids, not just those involving designated arts.

Notes
1. My account of PaR was developed through postgraduate teaching and public
lectures, and a version of the model was published in Performance Research, vol.
11, no. 4, Dec 2006.
2. In clarifying the process of shifting perspectives Iris Murdoch famously gives an
example of a mother-in-law (M) changing her view of her daughter-in-law (D).
She proposes that nothing changed in D’s objective behaviour but that M alters
her view by means of an active effort affording a shift of attention. See 1970.
3. Cited in Murdoch, 1970: 32.
4. See 1979.
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5. In the RAE and REF research audit exercise in the UK, PaR submissions typically include a recording on CD DVD for the benefit of the assessor who may
well not have experienced the event.
6. Beethoven innovatively entrusted key material to woodwind, using double pairs
of flutes, oboes, clarinets and bassoons.
7. 1983: 67.
8. What I have in mind differs from the traditional “artist’s statement” accompanying a visual art exhibition, though it may include a note on influences, as such
statements typically do. The key addition needed is an articulation of the
research inquiry.
9. 1983: 69.
10. See 2002, and 2009, Ch. 1 respectively.
11. 2013: 43.
12. 2013: 44.
13. 2012: 12.
14. https://www.choreographiclab.co.uk/creative-articulations-process-cap/,
accessed 29/04/21.
15. In Arlander et al., 2018: 60.
16. Online Animation PaR conference, MMU, 21/04/21.
17. Though he acknowledges that “self-reflexivity is a central purpose of graduate
study” (2009: 152), Elkins challenges “[t]his idea that self-awareness is a desideratum for PhD-level instruction,” arguing that it “needs to be treated as a
problematic assumption, not as a guiding principle” (2009: 153).
18. See comparative table in Barad, 2007: 89.
19. 2007: 72.
20. See 2004.
21. In Bolt and Barrett, eds, 2010: 29.
22. Kozel, 2007: 50–51.
23. In Denzin and Lincoln, 2000: 1416.
24. 1998: 113.
25. Propositional knowledge is verbally expressed in declarative or indicative propositions as distinct from procedural knowledge demonstrated in p
 erformance.
Propositional knowledge corresponds to “know-that” whilst procedural knowledge corresponds to “know-how.”
26. For a discussion on non-commensurability, see May, 2015. He points out that
“[w]hereas empirical claims can be corroborated on evidential grounds, logical
and mathematical claims must be defended or refuted on logical and mathematical grounds.” 2015: 14.
27. My notion of dialogism owes a debt to Vygotsky (1986) and Bakhtin (1981).
28. 2015: 21.
29. 1983: 26.
30. See 1963: 35–42.
31. 1983: 06. Formerly a scientist, Polanyi turned philosopher late in his career.
32. 1983: 69.
33. In the play between the proximal and the distal in Polanyi’s two-stage model of
the tacit powers of knowing, he proposes that
[i]n the exercise of a skill, we aware of its several muscular moves in terms of
the performance to which our attention is directed. We may say, in general,
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that we are aware of the proximal term of an act of tacit knowing in the
appearance of its distal term; we are aware of that from which we are attending to another thing, in the appearance of that thing. We may call this the
phenomenal structure of tacit knowing. (1983: 11)
34. In Bolt and Barrett, 2010: 15–16.
35. 1981: 226–27.
36. See, for example, Roger Dean’s account of his use of computational techniques
in musical composition in Smith and Dean, 2009: 13–15.
37. 2010: 21.
38. According to Gibson (1979), the coiner of the term, affordance theory states
that the world is perceived not only in terms of object shapes and spatial relationships but also in terms of object possibilities for action (affordances). Donald
Norman (1988) appropriated the term in the context of human-machine interaction to refer to just those action possibilities that are readily perceivable by
an actor.
39. See Ryle, 1949.
40. See Lakoff and Johnson, 1981.
41. 1983: 54.
42. 1983: 15.
43. 1993: 172–173.
44. 2004: 03.
45. 2004: 11.
46. In Elkins, 2009: 40.
47. 1983: 61.
48. In Smith and Dean, 2009: 219.
49. See Lakoff and Johnson, 1999.
50. 2006: 30.
51. See Smith and Dean, 2009: 19–25.
52. Smith and Dean, 2009: 23.
53. 1983: 61.
54. 1983: 13–14.
55. 1983: 55. In Polanyi’s model, emergence applies to both specific innovations of
the human bodymind towards the intellectual and more broadly to the process
of evolution itself.
56. In Smith and Dean, 2009: 220.

CHAPTER 4

Concepts in Contexts

The world of the quark has everything to do with a jaguar circling in the night.1

Introduction
In the equivalent chapter of the first edition of this book, I sketched the trajectory of the history of ideas which culminated in Positivism’s claim in the latter
half of the nineteenth century to be the sole arbiter of knowledge, leaving a
legacy of research according to “the scientific method” in which PaR could not
comfortably locate itself. Though this legacy still has some traction, its force is
diminished in the pluralism of the early twenty-first century and the old ghosts
need not be resurrected here. However, we should not overlook a possible
shape-shift into the instrumental, number-crunching computers of “Big Data”
to which some humans have ceded the scientific quest for knowledge-based
predictability.
In this revision, I distinguish several aspects of the landscape in which
research is currently undertaken within the broad socio-cultural context of the
2020s. I made clear at the outset of this new edition that my approach, though
initiated in the arts, has application beyond the arts. Accordingly, I consider
how Practice/Artistic Research might look from other disciplinary perspectives. Building upon my life-long inter-disciplinary disposition, I follow Barad
in recognizing the intra-relatedness of the dimensions of knowing. So entangled are the issues confronting us in the early twenty-first century that a multi-
perspectival approach is required; a macroscope in place of a microscope.2
Accordingly, readers should not be surprised by the wide angle taken initially in
the provocation to follow, prior to a more specific discussion of developments
relating specifically to PaR.
Though I come at the issue from a different angle, I concur with Barad, and
others, that an “epistemological-ontological-ethical framework” is required.3
Though being-doing-knowing has a particular resonance with Practice Research,
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it is not exclusive to it. Indeed, the recognition that researchers cannot escape
their situatedness affords the possibility of conceiving the continuum of intra-
related research approaches figured in the “Circuit of Entanglement” of
research methodologies proposed in Chap. 2.4 Going beyond Haseman’s “pivotal moment” introducing “a third species of research” (performative) to
extend a spectrum, I suggest that PaR’s embrace of affect, embodiment,
encounter, emergence, experience and event alongside performativity in
research has contributed to re-shaping the academy by surfacing aspects that
positivism repressed.5 Rather than effacing the embodiment and situatedness
of researchers, Practice Research has drawn attention to these undeniable facets
of knowing. In doing so, it now resonates with aspects of New Materialism’s
turn to matter as a necessary critical engagement seeking a repositioning of the
human among nonhuman actants.6 Indeed, material philosophies and arts
practice share an interest in how forces external to the mind shape reality. A
fresh onto-epistemic momentum involves, as Butt posits, “the development of
a critical culture, which will be precisely the opposite of the authoritative presentation of one’s own knowledge.”7 I revised the scope of my model to “onto-
epistemological” in Chap. 3 because it has become clear that knowing is
increasingly entangled with being-doing. Butt’s claim that PaR may be
approaching its historical moment with an influence on the academy of the
future will be re-visited in the conclusion.8

The Broad Socio-cultural Context of the 2020s
In the early twenty-first century, “human” life increasingly drifts by digital
means towards the Cyborgian: extended information access and memory
capacity is manifest simply in the widespread, habitual use of smartphones.
More information is available to more people than ever before. The progressive, linear trajectory to knowledge by means of human reason which characterized the Enlightenment has been displaced by conceptual models embracing
“more-than-human” perspectives and related to networks such as webs and
rhizomes—multi-directional, chaotic, interconnected and fluid.
The “Big Data” project, applying Complexity (or Complex Systems) and
Chaos Theories, seeks to discern patterns amidst the mass of digital data beyond
the capacity of human sifting. Chaos Theory proposes that apparently random
states of disorder are actually governed by underlying patterns, interconnectedness and feedback loops. Once discerned, these patterns might in principle be
formulated as deterministic laws, but the patterns are highly sensitive to initial
in-puts. As characterized by “the butterfly effect,” a small change in an initial
state can have major impact on a later state; hence the (politically interesting)
metaphor of a butterfly flapping its wings in Texas (or the Amazon) possibly
causing a hurricane in China.9 Complexity Theory, the study of complex systems, offers a fresh means of confronting a universe recognized to be increasingly complicated on many levels (epistemological, ontological, political,
economic) and apparently chaotic in that there are no singular, knowable,
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causes for effects. The challenges are thus not inconsiderable. However,
whereas PaR might not locate itself comfortably in linear, positivist models, a
multi-modal approach resonates with dynamic, intra-relational modes of knowing. Furthermore, PaR has found opportunities in an interconnectedness which
admits both-and thinking things together.
Zooming in to the immediate times, we inhabit at the outset of the 2020s a
moment of fundamental onto-epistemological dislocation, a post-truth culture
dealing with a global pandemic and the eco-crisis of “the Anthropocene.”10
Symptomatic of what might be seen as a broader malaise, the Covid 19 virus
has fundamentally challenged our way of being in the world: time hangs heavy
and we cannot safely move through space. The asymptomatic aspect of the viral
infection has made people suspicious of engaging with each other; face-to-face
and physical encounters with friends and relatives have been—if temporarily—
proscribed in many countries. Unsurprisingly, digital communication which,
according to Byung-Chul Han, “does not establish relationships, only connections,” has increased significantly, accelerating the drift to a Cyborgian culture
of virtual privacy.11 As I write after a challenging year at the turn of 2020–21,
hopes of a respite from the Covid pandemic by inoculation are rising as several
vaccines have proved viable following intensive testing—a situation which
highlights the sustained importance of the methodology of medical science.
The evident need for a global approach to vaccine roll-out, alongside a yearning for direct physical contact with others, should remind us also of an ethical
obligation to the collective “we” rather than the individual consumerist “I.”
How this significant change in an individualist Western cultural disposition
might be brought about will be considered below in the terms of Levinasian
ethics and New Materialism. Under a neoliberal political economy, according
to Han, “you exploit yourself voluntarily in the belief you are realizing
yourself.”12
The onto-epistemological and ethical implications of the moment invite
probing. Despite the hundreds of thousands of deaths worldwide caused by the
pandemic, there are those who would deny its existence. Troublingly, the
leader of the free world (2016–21), Donald Trump, is one such, closely followed by a stream of populist leaders (Bolsonaro, Erdogan, Modi) who assert
their personal scepticism at the expense of their populations. Inflated egos and
a will-to-power are asserted against verifiable material evidence. Such a state of
affairs invokes again an undercurrent of this book: the tension between the
primacy of “individual choice” in the culture of the “global North” and a consensual view, either culturally inherent or formed after rational consideration of
the evidence.
To cite an almost comical example of the issue, Trump contested the path of
Hurricane Dorian as traced on a weather map by sophisticated tracking devices
and subsequently insisted that official meteorological records be altered to
confirm his spurious claims. As Sarah Churchwell remarks, this constitutes performative utterance as divine fiat. But, properly understood, as she notes, “an
Austinian performative – a statement that transforms social reality not merely
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describing it – only has force if made under rigidly defined circumstances …:
[a]uthority depends entirely upon collective recognition …; society’s acceptance is what gives language performative power.”13
As part of a broader political strategy, Trump abused power by seeking to
undermine the foundations of an ability to distinguish truth—or “fake news,”
as he constructs it—from lies, positing “alternative facts.”14 In doing so, he
draws upon a facet of the contemporary. A loss of clarity about how things are
known has created conditions for a spate of conspiracy theories. These range
from whether or not nations are breaching each other’s sovereignty by interfering—particularly via the “dark web”—in democratic elections, to the even
darker “Illuminati” myth, itself a dimension of fake news and rapid internet
distribution via social media.15 The success of Trump’s strategy of epistemological dislocation is borne out when his unsubstantiated claim that the 2020
US election was rigged against him gathered considerable traction amongst
large numbers of his followers, inciting a physical assault on the US Congress
at the moment when the election of Trump’s successor was to be properly
confirmed.16
When the world is declared to be unstable and incomprehensible, large
numbers of people, in Hannah Arendt’s formulation in The Origins of
Totalitarianism, would “at the same time believe everything was possible and
nothing was true.” With mass propaganda, now more readily facilitated by
social media, demagogues make
the correct psychological assumption that … under such conditions, one could
make people believe the most fantastic statements one day, and trust that if the
next day they were given irrefutable proof of their falsehood, they would take
refuge in cynicism; instead of deserting the leaders who had lied to them, they
would protest that they had known all along that the statement was a lie and
would admire the leaders for their superior tactical cleverness.17

Such is the case, it would seem, with Trump supporters.
That different readers of this book may draw very different conclusions
about the pertinence of the application of this analysis to Trump’s political
strategy is a case in point of contemporary relativism. In the post-truth environment, historically key social principles are at stake: democracy (not an
unproblematic term) based on the will of the majority as expressed freely in
unrigged elections; the capacity to distinguish truth from falsehood. Indeed, as
Donna Haraway asks from a different perspective:
What happens when human exceptionalism and bounded individualism, those
old saws of Western philosophy and political economics, become unthinkable in
the best sciences, whether natural or social? Seriously unthinkable: not available
to think with.18
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Academic Research Contexts
It is a stretch too far to claim, as does Michico Kakutani in The Death of Truth,
that Trumpism is an inevitable result of a deconstructionist project, insidiously
undermining since the 1980s the very concept of truth. But the projects of
postmodernism/poststructuralism/deconstruction and Trump’s repeated
assertions of “alternative facts/fake news” equally involve a questioning of the
foundations of truth amounting to a “complexifying” of any distinction
between the true and the false, the original and the fake.
Though PaR dates back at least to the 1960s and has several intellectual
lineages, it burgeoned in the 1980s–90s such that its current proponents are
typically schooled in deconstruction.19 It is notable how many advocates of
PaR/ Artistic Research, as indicated in Chap. 2, are disposed to deferral, preferring sustained process to research outcomes, and resisting conceptual clarity
both in their accounts of praxis and in the epistemic functions of the arts. This
resonates with the disposition of many practitioner-researchers to identify as
anti-establishment and to align the PaR initiative with fundamental onto-
epistemological challenge. Erick Beltran, for example, points to the role that
transparent truth has played in Western epistemology and argues that it is up to
artistic research to re-imagine truth as opaque and difficult to attain.20 In a
more nuanced formulation Borgdorff, suggests that, though it invites reflection, art
eludes any defining thought regarding its content. Artistic research is the acceptance of that paradoxical invitation. It furthermore enhances our awareness of the
pre-reflective nearness of things as well as our epistemological distance from
them. This makes artistic research an open undertaking, seeking the deliberate
articulation of unfinished thinking in and through art.21

Ultimately, however, any apparent resonance between Trumpism and
deconstruction is superficial. Though both projects seek to destabilize a concept of established truth, their ethico-political dispositions are at odds: the one
with hubris fanning the flames of prejudice, and the other aiming with humility
for a deeper understanding through acknowledgement of the inadequacy of
instrumental-rational certainties. Having worked closely for over half a century
with arts practitioner-researchers, I do not doubt a broadly shared commitment to embrace tolerance and inclusion and challenge injustice. But the question is how this might most effectively be achieved. It seems that, in a post-truth
age, any account of PaR/Artistic Research might require a qualification of its
current deconstructionist credentials. As Amanda Beech remarked in a recent
EARN presentation, the poststructuralist critique of reason “is now caught
between a postmodern scepticism where nothing is as it seems and a cultural
relativism where everything means something.”22 In respect of ethical commitment, I will turn shortly to Emmanuel Lévinas. But, first, it is instructive to
take a look through an alternative lens, also dating back to the 1960s, Jürgen
Habermas’s conception of communicative rationality.
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Countering Jacque Derrida’s sense of the unavoidable slipperiness of language, Habermas holds, in short summary, that a disposition to rationally
based agreement is built into the structure of discourse in the “intersubjective
communality of mutual comprehension, shared knowledge, reciprocal trust
and accord with one another.”23 In an essay against the critical drift, Chiel
Kattenbelt offers an account of Artistic Research aiming, in a Habermasian
framework, “to systematically relate and connect aspects of aesthetic experience, expression and action to each other.” He argues that
artistic research, like all other forms of research, requires a certain degree of
objectification. This mainly concerns a thematic reflection on the creative process
and on the results of the process with a view to developing new knowledge and
new insight with regard to the possibilities of dealing with experiences by
experience.

In respect of intersubjective agreement, he points out that “research requires
the artist to be willing and able to enter into dialogue with his/her audience.”
As he acknowledges, “[t]his idea is based on the assumption that unity can only
exist and appear in diversity, an idea that puts into perspective the controversy
between modern thinking in terms of unity and postmodern thinking in terms
of difference.”24
The notion that rationality is constitutive of language may remain an ideal
in Habermas’s account of the speech act. Evidence suggests that the construction and assertion of the individualist self in terms of the enculturated desires
of neoliberal consumerism has spread into Trumpist discourse in such a way
that rationality cannot simply be assumed. Indeed, Han argues that “reason,
which is time-intensive, is currently being displaced by immediate affect.”25 If
then, as Richard Rorty suggests, solidarity does not reside in the core self of
human beings, it may have to be made not found.26 As John Mepham bluntly
puts it:
It is precisely because there is no Truth, no guaranteed foundation of true principles which could act as a criterion of truth, no certainty derived from access to
reality independent of our research and instruments, that an ethic of truth-telling
is essential.27

If there is no foundational basis to knowledge, the grounds on which deconstruction is privileged over communicative rationality must also be in question.
As Rorty puts it in his seminal (1984) critique of both Lyotard and Habermas:
So we find French critics of Habermas ready to abandon liberal politics in order
to avoid universalistic philosophy, and Habermas trying to hang on to universalistic philosophy, with all its problems, in order to support liberal politics.28

Besides Habermas, however, other significant philosophers of language
usage (Bakhtin, Wittgenstein) have explored how consensual agreement might
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be negotiated through dialogue. In Alex Callinicos’s summary, “interpretation
involves assuming the speaker is rational in a sense that involves setting her in
the context of the world which she shares, along with the common human
nature of the hearer.”29 But, as Rorty notes, there is no “we” to be found in
Foucault’s writings nor in those of many of his French contemporaries.30
The early twenty-first century appears to confront us more with an onto-
ethical, than an epistemological, choice: wholeheartedly to espouse undecidability, risking a slide into polarized fragmentation, an utter relativism in which
each voice, however manipulated, presumes equal validity; or commit to re-
establish in everyday life a disposition to reaching consensus through truth-
telling and rational argument appealing to evidence verified by established,
though extended, methodologies. Consensus derived from our common being
in the world depends, of course, on the acceptance of shared ground. In
Kattenbelt’s account, Artistic Research is concerned with “that which is hypothetically common (read: intersubjective) in the life experiences of contemporaries who belong to the same lifeworld.”31 As Rorty sees it, we may not need
“a theory of communicative competence as backup” for this approach.32 Rather
than a purist detachment from the everyday world, he sees a possible way out
of an impasse and to sustain undistorting communication through engagements within it, recounted in micronarratives in place of metanarratives, similar, perhaps to Clifford Geertz’s “thick description.”33
New Materialist accounts are also interesting in this context in that they
afford new possibilities of being-doing-knowing. They open up to an extended,
non-anthropocentric notion of “we,” embracing the other-than-human. In
Jane Bennet’s “thing-power,” for example, objects, including human-crafted
items, are imbued with a kind of agency.34 Although this might be seen as an
extension of the liberal trajectory of tolerance and inclusion, posthuman subjectivity troubles traditional liberal humanist ethics, since it is neither bound to
the individual subject, nor singularly human. In Kameron Sanzo’s summary:
While new materialists question the position of human-centred ontology, they
often do so with the biopolitical bent of also questioning power structures that
mark material bodies as subjects of power. In this way they continue to engage
with the projects and political concerns of post-structuralism while extending the
reach of these discourses into matters beyond the human and into material conditions beyond the linguistically constructed.

New Materialism posits a “self” rather than a subject, but one capable of
acknowledging many “also-others.”
What, then, is the disposition of the emphasis in PaR/Artistic Research on
unknowing, wilful ignorance, and radical failure? It is in part a drift to micro-
politics as faith in macro-politics has rapidly diminished. Many recent PaR projects have been concerned at local levels with health and well-being, eco-issues
and the environment, domains in which the long-term future of the “we”
needs recognition beyond the immediacy of the “I.” Equally PaR has been
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much concerned with embodied knowledge grounded in our being in the
world, another regularly cited frame of reference foregrounding phenomenology (notably, Husserl, Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty). The answer to the rhetorical question lies partly, as Sara Jane Bailes has remarked, in a conception of
failure that “challenges the cultural dominance of instrumental rationality and
the fictions of continuity that bind the way we imagine and manufacture the
world.”35 In sum, the intention is to produce what Derrida called “oeuvres,”
interrogative praxes which effect changes in those who experience them.36
Amongst key deconstructionists, however, even Derrida did not deny truth,
though he found it difficult to locate and possibly unknowable. As Peter
Salmon’s recent biography clarifies, deconstruction, properly understood,
involves examining closely everything that contributes to the construction of a
phenomenon.37 This process inevitably opens up a range of different perspectives and, in so doing, tends to dissipate any fixed sense, or essence, of a phenomenon. But Derrida did not hold with utter relativism and did not deny
various truth registers. Indeed, in making the case to sustain an open university,
he proposed that “[t]he university professes the truth, and that is its profession.
It declares and promises an unlimited commitment to the truth.” Moreover, in
Derrida’s speculative vision of a future university, truth is to be achieved
through “unconditional discussion … without presupposition … so as to find
the best access to a new public space transformed by new techniques of communication, information, archivization, and knowledge production.”38 It is a
question, perhaps, of intentionality, a disposition to be truthful rather than a
claim to a simple truth. In defending the ideal of a free academic space, Derrida
argued for “committing ourselves to it with all our might. Not only in a verbal
and declarative fashion, but in work, in act, and in what we make happen with
events” (original emphasis).39
A critique of instrumental rationality in the Enlightenment trajectory should
not, then, be equated with a dismissal of rational argument based on evidence
in a scholarly research tradition. As Rorty remarks, “Lyotard unfortunately
retains one of the left’s silliest ideas – that escaping from institutions is automatically a good thing.”40 It is not a matter of a binary choice between deconstruction and communicative rationality: a both-and thinking things together,
approach allows for both, but contingently perhaps, according to the appropriateness of different regimes under varying circumstances. As Thomas Nagel
puts it:
[T]he distinction between more subjective and more objective views is really a
matter of degree, and it covers a wide spectrum. A view or form of thought is
more objective than another if it relies less on the specifics of the individual’s
makeup and position in the world.41

Different registers are required to articulate and evidence a PaR project in
the academy since “oeuvres” and their effects are discursive and dialogical matters, not simply self-evident. When conceiving the process of investigative
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creation, deconstructionist metaphors may serve better; when discussing methodology or articulating the innovative aspects of a research inquiry of a PaR
project in complementary writing, communicative rationality is perhaps a more
useful register (see Chap. 5). It is certainly required in making the case for
increased funding for the Arts and Humanities in a hostile environment. The
key point to make is that whilst PaR research may proceed by indirection and
may well not make an argument, its insights need nevertheless to be somehow
articulated and evidenced.
To reprise Chaps. 1 and 2, a feature of my approach to PaR is my advocacy
of the need to articulate and evidence a research inquiry, not just show the
work. Where Artistic Research foregrounds the creative practice sometimes
without any commentary, I propose attending differently to the practice as
research and complementing the practice itself with some kind of exegesis evidencing a research inquiry overall (see Chap. 3). As noted, a consensus may be
emerging across Practice/Artistic Research communities, achieved through
dialogic engagement.
The appeal of the metaphors of deconstruction to practitioner-researchers is
readily recognized. Derridean différence/différance, Deleuzian lines of flight,
de- and re-territorialization, smooth and striated spaces suggests a playfulness
and fluidity resonant with artists’ sense of their open, fluid approach to studio
practice—improvisational, in favour of mess and against method.42 They resonate also with a conception of the processes of Practice Research/Artistic
Research as different, less linear, less methodical, more mobile in approach to
knowing than that of a traditional science researcher. As Heathfield sees it,
undecidability might even protect PaR from commodification by “staging processes of knowing that can’t easily be resolved into identifiable knowledge
products that will then circulate smoothly in the ‘knowledge economy.’”43
Critique of the “the establishment” through practice is one thing but in the
academy, to cite Borgdorff again, “[o]nce you intend it as research, you inscribe
it in discursive ‘playing fields’ where you have to deal with questions about
context, method, relevance etc.”44 By consensus of the global speech community (see Chap. 2), academic research requires the identification of new insights
and their dissemination: that is the discursive “playing field” of the academy. In
any discipline, this does not mean, however, that the answer is found and the
process closed, nor that the academy cannot be challenged and changed.
Furthermore, Borgdorff’s much quoted notion of “not-yet-knowing” in
Artistic Research is applicable, not just to scholar-artists, but to all research
domains.45 In what we might posit as “post-deconstructionist” times, all
knowledge (unless a priori) produced through research is broadly taken as provisional. This holds in postclassical physics (as evident in Barad’s cited account
of Bohr’s philosophy-physics) as much as in PaR/Artistic Research. Accordingly,
I prefer to follow Polanyi and speak in terms of “knowing” (verb) rather than
“knowledge” (object). It is a mistake in my view to think of artistic or performative research as different in kind from other approaches, and that is why my
PaR formulation emphasizes a dynamic interaction between modes of
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knowing. In emphasizing being-doing-knowing formerly marginalized, if not
excluded from academia, the methodology of PaR brings new onto-
epistemological perspectives. But as so many inter-disciplinary projects illustrate, the specific know-how of doing-knowing may be informed by other modes,
and might mutually inform them.
Research inquiries might be approached in a number of ways. To establish
the benefits of collective group singing for health, neuroscientists might wire
the brains of choir members to see which parts are activated when singing. A
qualitative Social Scientist, alternatively, might conduct focus groups exploring
the affect of having joined together in song. And those long-term choristers
will feel they know the benefits already. But the point of research in the academy is to discover new insights and to make them manifest to sceptics to fulfil
the requirement of “effective dissemination.”
Which approach to an inquiry is taken will partly depend on the researcher’s
background and training; modern universities cover a very wide range of disciplines and subdisciplines. Which findings are deemed to be more valid will
depend on what is deemed to constitute knowledge (or even truth). Typically
in Western culture, “the Sciences” are deemed pre-eminent in a hierarchy,
though in the twenty-first century, their supremacy does not go unchallenged.46
Alongside “the Science” in the Covid pandemic, statistical analyses and projections based on “Big Data” were called upon to envisage the potentially negative economic and social impact of lockdowns. Qualitative Social Scientists,
conducted (mainly online) interviews and focus groups with those most vulnerable whilst Behavioural Scientists analysed statistical data to evaluate—and
make projections about—the social impact of policy. Mixed-mode approaches
were needed to try to ascertain why certain groups (children) seemed resistant
to the disease whilst men—and people of colour in particular—were statistically
(and actually) more vulnerable. What is common, however, to these various
perspectives is that academic “experts” brought evidence to bear to support
their views. This is not a matter of establishing a singular, universal truth—even
the vaccines were produced by different methods—but an important question
of research procedure to establish valuable perspectives from within an acknowledged methodology. The very onto-epistemological slipperiness of the 2021
cultural moment draws attention to the sustained need in academia for rigorous critical framing and evidence against criteria, precisely because there is no
self-evident, simple truth, or single explanation for a cause.
Under complex circumstances, practitioner-researchers espousing a multi-
mode PaR methodology have a significant contribution to make. Knowing the
contemporary in its fullest sense requires an openness to a range of methodological research approaches: it is a matter of deploying the methodology—and
multi-methods—best suited to the purpose of the inquiry. Questions of commensurability have, however, been raised wherever new paradigms have
emerged. Qualitative and interpretivist researchers in the Social Sciences, for
example, faced a critique in the early 1980s that their approaches were not
scientific, not objective, and thus less valuable then quantitative formulations.47
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Rather than adopting a defensive stance, however, they argued positively for
their social, and policy-influencing, insights, with Lincoln asserting that they
“have become awesome purveyors of some of the most profound insights into
Western society ever assembled.”48 Technical commensurability questions may
remain about how knowing generated in one paradigm stands in relation to
that generated in another. But, as May notes, “[t]he purpose of demarcation …
is not to outline which kinds of activities are ‘superior’ but rather to clarify the
grounds on which one ought to assess their validity.”49 The more mixed-
method and intra-disciplinary research becomes, the stronger an aspiration to
equivalence of prestige (and funding) for Practice Research might emerge.
Ultimately, what we hold to be important or insightful in today’s changing
academy may have become as much a matter of ethics as epistemology—ethics
conceived, that is, not as a set of rules but as a disposition. But even on this
matter there are also many perspectives. Han sceptically posits that “the ‘intense
[individualistic] life’ advertised by the neoliberal regime is in truth simply a life
of intense consumption,” and that “[t]oday’s crisis of community is ‘“a crisis of
resonance”’ brought about by the collapse of rituals which traditionally “create
a bodily knowledge and memory, an embodied identity, a bodily connection.”50
In the future university, in contrast, Butt more positively foresees that “[t]he
freedom of the individual intellectual cannot be thought without seeking freedom for all.”51
In his approach to ethics, Lévinas envisages a shift from “I” to “we” through
an asymmetrical Other/other engagement. The encounter reveals the alterity
of our neighbour and compels a response such that a solipsistic “all-for-myself”
becomes a “being-for the other.” In Lévinas’s terms, the “I” signifies being
answerable for everyone and everything.52 Similar to the in-built disposition to
reciprocation of Habermas’s ideal speech act, Lévinas proposes an ethics, constitutive of subjectivity and located in the event of the phenomenal face-to-face
encounter. Giving rise to spontaneous acts of responsibility for others, the
encounter unfolds, according to Lévinas, at a precognitive level, thanks to what
he called our embodied “sensibility.” Contemporary experience, as in Han’s
account, might, however, call into doubt Lévinas’s argument that ethics is
“First Philosophy” with a disposition to the collective inherent in the very
structure of subjectivity.
Lévinas serves here simply as a point of reference to a deeply considered,
alternative conception in modern thought to the will-to-power of the individual ego. And it is important, of course, to recognize difference—that not all
“I’s” are equivalently placed in their life circumstances. But the realization in
the Covid pandemic that nobody is vaccinated until we are all vaccinated
glimpses, perhaps, the possibility of “all-for-myself” becoming a “being-for the
other.” And, supporting the New Materialist re-thinking of what constitutes
the “we,” it may even be that the marked shift to communities and collaborative production in Practice Research in recent years affords a model for critical
inquiry and research in a future university.53
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Developments in Framing “Doing-Knowing” in PaR
Over the second half of the twentieth century, changes to positivist science
beyond those instigated in the first half by Einstein, Heisenberg and Bohr, have
brought out the implications of relativism in knowledge and perhaps the futility of the assumption that the world may be objectively known. Amongst several re-workings, Kuhn displaced any fixed notion of the “scientific method”
and Ravetz displaced objective scientific realism by embracing socially motivated knowledge. The presumed objectivity of “the scientific method” was also
critiqued in Bruno Latour’s empirical study of laboratory process. His analysis
demonstrates “fact construction” and notes that subjectivity is effaced only in
the scientists’ final account.54
These points are reiterated not in an attempt to discredit traditional science:
as noted above, its research design and rigorous testing approaches still demonstrate both credibility and utility. The point is that the objective/subjective
binary, which traditionally marked a fundamental difference between research
approaches across the continuum of methodologies noted above, is no longer
sustainable. As Andris Teikmanis summarizes:
These transformations, which marked the end of “normal science”, determined
the necessity to reconsider differences between evidences and explanations, to
reassess the importance of contexts in humanitarian and social sciences, to critically revaluate any concept of reality and to elaborate researchers’ own methods
as part of the dominant paradigm and, at the same time, be prepared for the next
scientific revolution.55

A number of critical theory initiatives over the past four decades in the wake
of poststructuralism (e.g. post-colonialism, post-feminism, post-pragmatism)
have foregrounded standpoint epistemologies and the inevitable subjectivity
(with multiple identities) involved in all research. Qualitative researchers, who
have long since acknowledged standpoints, have moved accordingly to celebrate the efficacy of their research findings rather than their truthfulness. The
“Practice Turn” in contemporary theory marks developments emerging from
inter-relations between Philosophy, Psychology and Sociology to treat the
social as a field of practices, concerned, like PaR, with the embodied, the tacit
and the collaborative.56 Practice Research has established its own standards of
rigour—its own regime of truth, if you will—and formal academic recognition
of being-doing-knowing at the heart of PaR projects has been accelerated in the
past decade. I sketch here three differing projects which complement the PaR
initiative’s efforts to articulate being-doing-knowing: 4E cognition (embodied,
embedded, enactive, and extended approaches); neuroscience (neurophenomenology and neuro-aesthetics); performance philosophy.
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4E Cognition: Embodied, Embedded, Enactive
and Extended Approaches
One of the early battles of the PaR initiative was against the academic privileging of know-that (propositional discourse) at the expense of know-how (practical experience). I draw in Chaps. 2 and 3 upon the work of philosophers such
as Schön and Nöe and practitioner-researchers such as Kozel to make a claim
for embodied knowing. In Nöe’s words, “to have an experience is to be confronted with a possible way the world is. For this reason, the experiences themselves, although not judgments are thoroughly thoughtful.”57 The tradition of
Phenomenology stretching back a century to Husserl and Heidegger has been
drawn upon and extended in Varela’s notion of “enactive perception,” and
Nöe further qualifies the notion of “embodied knowledge” to emphasize that
“[t]o perceive is not merely to have sensory stimulation. It is to have sensory
stimulation one understands.”58
Building upon such insights, PaR has now moved to the position of claiming that all knowing is embodied: Philosophy as much as Dance is a praxis (see
below). And support for this claim might be found in disparate sources through
time and space: the fictional, embracing other cultural perspectives; and the
propositional embracing history. First, Australian novelist, Tim Winton:
So much is absorbed unconsciously. And now when I think of the sense memory
of bindies and doublegees underfoot, and all those stubbed toes and sand-
scorched soles, the splinters in the meat of the thumb, the ticks in the back of the
neck and the shrivelling sting of sunburn, I grant these sensations the status of
knowledge. I owe that insight to Aboriginal philosophers like David Mowaljarlai
and Bill Neidjie. Whitefellas are too keen to disown the wisdom of the body,
mistaking our loss of receptivity for maturity.59

Secondly, Barbara Stafford has re-imagined the approach of empiricist philosopher, David Hume who, she claims, “was similarly investigating our fast,
fluid, and adaptive responses to the environment, the ways in which we intertwine sensing with acting and moving in the world.”60
The noted disposition of practitioner-researchers towards cognition located
in activity and process rather than objects of knowledge are, then, long recognized in different contexts. But they have achieved renewed visibility through
research in the cognitive sciences under the banner of 4E cognition.61 As its
Oxford Handbook notes, “4E cognition is a relatively young and thriving field
of inter-disciplinary research. It assumes that cognition is shaped and structured by dynamic interactions between the brain, body, and both the physical
and social environments.”62 It is an “extracranial” view of cognition, that is to
say, in the words of Jesper Aagaard, “the mind is not ensconced in the head,
but dynamically intertwined with a host of different entities, social as well as
technological.”63
Though there is a lineage also of this distributed mind account (Dewey,
Heidegger, Merleau- Ponty, Wittgenstein), 4E cognition and related
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propositions have gained considerable traction in the early twenty-first century.
Maiya Murphy argues that the tenets of 4E cognition finally release practitioner-
researchers from the shackles of binarism and a perceived need repeatedly to
argue against Cartesianism. Further, she proposes that
[a]n enactive embodiment already resonates closely with many PaR projects in
theatre, dance, and performance that endow the entire body’s activity with aesthetic, cognitive, epistemological, and ontological agency …. [and that] enaction’s emergence offers a perspective and vocabulary for the way in which practice
is self-organizing, self-determining, and manifests and exists through its
own “laws.”64

Murphy illustrates this exposition with an insightful account of process in
Motorway as Site of Performance: Space Is a Practiced Place, the seminal, collaborative PhD project of Joanne (Bob) Whalley and Lee Miller (2003),
recounted in the first edition of this book. She demonstrates that 4E cognition
affords a basis not only for confidence in PaR projects but for recognition of its
potential contribution to modes of knowing most relevant to the twenty-first
century.
Neuroscience, Neuro-aesthetics and Neurophenomenology
The approach to research in neuroscience is located in the scientific research
tradition in that its projects are designed instrumentally (deploying quantitative data and statistics) to measure activity in different parts of the brain in
relation to stimuli. Some of its insights, however, open up resonances with
research through practices and there have been many significant sci-arts joint
projects. The subdiscipline of neuro-aesthetics seeks better to understand neural responses to aesthetic experiences in the production and reception of the
arts such as dancing or listening to music. Caution needs to be exercised in
assuming that the quantification of activity in certain areas of the brain explains
aesthetic experience, since this would be to capitulate again to science as
knowledge-affirming at the expense of being-doing-knowing. As I see it, neuroscience is a way of knowing by means of one methodology what might equally
(if not better) be understood by means of another, the methodology of
PaR. But joint insights and cross-reference of findings between the one and the
other can be embraced in my epistemological model in terms of know-how
resonating with know-that, one affirming the other.
Neurophenomenology opens a dialogue between cognitive science and phenomenology to bring the phenomenal nature of experience in play with understanding of the physical nature of the brain and the body. Again there are
precursors: Varela effectively articulated the field of neurophenomenology in
his contributions to The Embodied Mind: Cognitive Science and Human
Experience (1991), marking neurophenomenology as
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the name I am using here to designate a quest to marry modern cognitive science
and a disciplined approach to human experience, thus placing myself in the lineage of the continental tradition of phenomenology. My claim is that the so-
called hard problem … can only be addressed productively by gathering a research
community armed with new pragmatic tools enabling them to develop a science
of consciousness.65

Some insights from neuroscience and neuro-aesthetics have proved influential in re-imagining praxis. For example, Semir Zeki’s work on how the brain
handles ambiguity extends the erosion of binaries and the potential of both-and
by suggesting that we might think two things at once. Zeki’s research shows
that the brain, when confronted with multiplicity, recognizes the potential for
there to be more than one way to interpret a situation.66 This insight challenges
the traditional notion that the brain is hard-wired to seek a single correct
answer to any problem and admits more complex approaches to knowing.
Caution should be exercised, however, in building grand edifices on such bases.
Just as the discovery of mirror neurones does not make sense of all dance, so
Zeki’s insights do not justify all PaR. But such moves are positive in that they
are part of a broader approach to knowing than the academy historically
allowed.
Performance Philosophy
Over the past decade Performance Philosophy has developed, in the account of
Laura Cull, into “a new interdisciplinary field in its own right, not just a ‘turn’
within Theatre and Performance Studies.”67 This is a significant, though not
uncontested, move. The development progresses from a relationship between
discrete disciplines in which arts practices were all too often used merely to
illustrate already established philosophical concepts. In its place, the concept of
“performance as philosophy” is developed in the wake of process philosophies
such as those of Bergson and Deleuze.68 As Cull notes, these
encourage us to think in terms of 1) the encounter between differences as a process of becoming …, 2) a “both-and” logic which allows for the coexistence of
the One and the Many, and 3) a “heterogeneous continuity” that measures
degrees of difference in kind, differing amounts of quality.69

Above all, Performance Philosophy might now be considered a praxis, “a
form of philosophizing that reverses the direction of thought: increasing the
tendency for concepts to come from performance” (original emphasis).70 In my
simple formulation, it is being-doing-thinking. Further, Cull acknowledges that
“performance conducts it (sic) own specific manner of philosophical investigation in and as performance in ways that might be fruitfully employed to expand
existing definitions of what counts as philosophy.”71 Cull acknowledges an
alignment with Laruelle’s “non-philosophy” or non-standard philosophy
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which shares this aim. She suggests that “performance’s power to philosophize
can be evidenced through the extent to which it provokes new forms of making
and that we can respond to how performance thinks in kind” (original
emphasis).72
If Performance Philosophy is taken to involve a different kind of thinking
and a different mode of articulation of insights, one key historical objection to
PaR—that arts practices cannot make historical or reasoned arguments—simply disappears, because it is no longer simply a matter of argument. Attending
differently to the bounds of Philosophy, PaR’s mixed-mode articulations as
framed in my model might be embraced. As Cull puts it, the future of
Philosophy may lie in “feeling how music means or movement speaks in new
ways as a performative expansion of the meaning of philosophy itself.”73 This is
an encouraging acknowledgement and marks, I would argue, an impact of PaR
on the academy. If Philosophy—which, as Puchner posits, “can lay claim to
having invented the institution of the university itself”—embraces “lowly” PaR
because it is challenged to do so, and forced to revise its self-conception by the
evidence of intelligent practices, much has been achieved.74 The move does
not, of course, resolve all the issues. We are still left with the question of which
practices are intelligent and able to function in this way. But it opens up the real
potential of PaR to enhance the academy with fresh approaches to knowing.

PaR’s Historical Moment
The idea and function of universities has changed significantly through history.
In Butt’s account,
the emergence of modernist European capitalism led to the usurping of the theological university by technoscientific one …. However, since the 1960s, in accord
with the tenets of neoliberalism, the “idea” of the university has been replaced
with the bureaucratic model of one.75

In Butt’s view, a discipline is now a market segment in the context of “a
changed role for the state, the market and the conception of the public benefit.”76 In this context, the integration of practice-based arts into universities has
been facilitated in accordance with market forces. And, indeed, some “disciplines”—Acting, Gaming, Music Theatre in the UK, for example—have prospered in relation to demand; but, equally, others—instrumental Music—have
been cut from some universities as the expense of their practices has not suited
the balance sheet. But the attraction to students of practice-based learning is a
significant factor in new programmes and to PaR.
At a bureaucratic, institutional level, the drift in academic research assessment towards the Impact Agenda concerned with measuring the value of
knowledge generated beyond the academy (as distinct from the value of that
knowledge itself within the academy) has itself had an impact. Taking a cynical
stance, Bonenfant argues that university research managers have become less

4 CONCEPTS IN CONTEXTS

75

dismissive than in the past of creative outputs with significant public reach
because they may now “have an actual value in terms of institutional and
department reward.”77 Less cynically, the Impact Agenda has drawn attention
to “useful knowledge,” extending qualitative researchers’ emphasis on the positive utility of their research in respect of changing behaviours. But PaR goes
further. As Baz Kershaw puts it, “the dynamics between that cognition and, in
particular, the affective aspects of unknowing creativity can be very
research-rich.”78
Back in 1934, Lev Vygotsky proposed that the route to knowledge is
through interactive, collaborative engagements based in doing (Tätigkeit), but
interacting with more abstract thought (words and intellectual ideas).79 Today,
PaR resonates particularly with the contemporary disposition towards collaboration, inter-disciplinarity and digital technologies. Indeed, the capacity of
digital culture for interconnectedness across distributed networks demonstrates
that content production is increasingly a matter of collaboration, indeed co-
authorship rather than individual authorship. A complex world needs collaborative approaches to understand the multiple perspectives, multiple influences
and the process and flow of activities in which knowledge is developed. Inter-
disciplinarity increasingly displaces traditional specialisms and can now be seen
as integral to knowing rather than ancillary to cognition, and perhaps a model
for the future university.80 PaR, with its preference for ecologies of fluidity over
fixity, has contributed considerably to new working models of collaborative and
inter-disciplinary process through being-doing-knowing.81 Traditional
Ecological Knowledge (TEK), for example, has developed Anthropology’s recognition of cumulative bodies of knowing in lived practices and oral traditions
of dissemination.82
In society and the academy today the value of research has two, possibly
conflicting, dimensions: the advancement of knowledge within the academy
(“blue skies” research) and the usefulness/applicability of new knowledge
beyond the academy—particularly in respect of economic advancement. These
days, professorships are awarded almost as much for income-generation as
research credentials traditionally understood. The Impact Agenda now figures
as a key criterion in most funding applications and is an increasingly significant
part of formal research assessment.83 It is notable that, in the formulation of a
definition of Impact in REF in the UK, there was a battle to sustain a socially
inclusive definition. The ultimately agreed formulation defining Impact is: “an
effect on, change or benefit to the economy, society, culture, public policy or
services, health, the environment or quality of life, beyond academia.”84 As
corporatization strengthens its grip on HE, however, boundaries are blurring
between PhDs and PDs (see Chap. 6) and research defined as “a substantial
inquiry yielding new insights” and “income-generation.”
Amidst this evident tension in the university sector between the forces of
bureaucratic corporatization seeking to maximize profit and those which seek
to sustain something of the historical mission to pursue truth (whatever that
might mean), PaR would seem to have the flexibility to do both: meet the
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demands of the neoliberal economy whilst retaining the potential to bring a
fundamental critique of the very economy in which it functions. Its praxis
approach lends itself to building bridges between the academy and the professional world beyond; its insights have impact potential. In the light of the
progressive developments above, I choose to accentuate the positive and claim
that, amidst the various unsettling shifts, PaR as a methodology may have
found its historical moment as being-doing-thinking has properly asserted its
value amongst more traditional cognitive modes.
To put it in Badiouan terms, PaR has forced its identity in a process of
becoming over the past three decades as a discursively formed onto-
epistemological subset.85 Ironically, it now even has a substantial literature
(books and journals) and a body of project work much of which is well-
documented (see Chap. 5). The emergence of PaR in the academy is itself the
effect of an Event—the accreditation in academic research culture of the perspective of being-doing-knowing in practice. As a marker on the continuum of
research methodologies, PaR has forced itself from exclusion into the field of
representation. Practice Research (in the arts, and related praxes) taken as a
methodology, goes beyond the qualitative to aspire to the Derridean “oeuvre.”
But, like any subset, it stands always in relation to that which is excluded
from it.
As Hansen has remarked, “the ontology is epistemological” when affect,
embodiment, emergence, encounter, event and performativity become key to
knowing.86 When we acknowledge that our understanding, even in academic
research, cannot be entirely free from our passions, interests and lived experiences, self-reflection with a deliberate effort to militate against possible unconscious bias becomes an important principle. Moreover, as Bolt acknowledges,
her (Austinian) distinction of “art as research,” which “does things in the
world,” from “Science as research,” which “describes/models the world,”
still begs the question of how we assess the illocutionary force and perlocutionary
effect of the performative production. If we are to employ such concepts in
creative research, we need to establish some way of mapping the degree and caliber of these dynamics in creative productions.87

The naming of ships and utterance of wedding vows, though standard
instances of performatives, only constitute research if they demonstrate innovative, intelligent action. To repeat my summary (in the first edition) of Ryle’s
conclusions:
• To be intelligent is not merely to satisfy criteria but to apply them.88
• Efficient practice precedes the theory of it.89
• It is of the essence of merely habitual practices that one performance is a
replica of its predecessors. It is of the essence of intelligent practices that
one performance is modified by its predecessors. The agent is still
learning.90
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• Knowing how then is a disposition, but not a single-track disposition.91
• Overt intelligent performances are not clues to the workings of the minds;
they are those workings.92
But those workings need to be demonstrable in making the distinction
between habitual (or formulaic) practices and those in which intelligence and
innovation may be manifest in new insights. In the broad context sketched
above, articulation of methodology, methods and evidence for any given claim
remains important in academic research, but in the awareness that there is a
revised Circuit of Entanglement frame of what constitutes evidence of knowing
and with each methodology having its own standards of rigour.
And, over four decades, PaR has built up a sufficient critical mass to establish
its own bases for validity. Schön remarked that “the dilemma of rigor or relevance may be dissolved if we can adopt an epistemology of practice which
places technical problem solving within a broader context of reflective
inquiry.”93 In my approach, informed critical reflection evidently remains key.
According to Schön, a practitioner-researcher may reflect on
the tacit norms and appreciations which underlie a judgment, or on the strategies
and theories implicit in a pattern of behavior. He (sic) may reflect on a feeling
which has led him to adopt a particular course of action, on the way he has framed
the problem he is trying to solve, or on the role he has constructed for himself
within a larger institutional context.94

Further to reiterate, research design in my model for PaR projects involves
a range of methods in a multi-mode inquiry. Rigour may be exercised in the
design and in the various dimensions of the overall process. First, there is
potential for rigour in the making of whatever praxis is involved, ranging from
craft techniques to the gathering, selecting and editing of materials. The precise criteria for rigour depend upon the kind of work undertaken: aesthetic
criteria of an individual signature for a modernist work, for example, will differ
from those for bricolage. In the latter, there is a discernible difference between
the offering of elements randomly thrown together and a piece involving careful selection and construction and the presentational knowing of its mode of
address. These are aesthetic choices but relative to form rather than measured
by a single standard. Because projects are highly varied, there are no common
criteria and thus it remains incumbent upon practitioner-researchers, in my
view, to make the tacit explicit, to point up rigour of process and to evidence
the claims they are making in each individual case. This is not an unwarranted
extension of outmoded traditions but part of the rigour of deconstruction, of
not taking anything for granted and asking questions even of the notion of
critique.
It may even be that the on-going PaR initiative will come to exert even
greater influence over the technoscientific university that, at times, has sought
to marginalize it. In Butt’s view,
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[a]s artistic production is incorporated into the constraints of university knowledge, perhaps artistic research becomes capable of pushing the future university
to understand more deeply how to live on the planet we inhabit, rather than one
we produce in our own image.95

This is inspirational, if aspirational. A free university, and the consolidation
of a Practice Research methodology and its impacts within it, requires sustained ethical commitment through intelligent action. To echo Derrida, we
will need to fight with all our might to sustain it. STEM subjects remain disproportionately privileged whilst the Arts and Humanities are facing funding
reductions worldwide. Though I advocate intra-disciplinarity for different reasons, the Arts might have a more secure future under this approach than
emphasizing their distinctiveness and going it alone.
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CHAPTER 5

Practice Research Process: Documentation
and Publication

Documentation
This chapter starts with the assumption that documentation and the need for
dissemination of research insights are broadly accepted in Practice Research by
those operating within an HE framework. Accordingly, I do not repeat the
discussion of issues around the relation of the document (exposition, commentary, exegesis) to creative processes, objects of material culture or ephemeral
practices. The issues have not changed (see Nelson 2013) but, broadly speaking, practitioner-researcher attitudes have adjusted to accept that complementary writing is not an attempt to translate a practice into words but a contribution
to articulating and evidencing the research inquiry.1 As Sean Lowry summarizes, “[t]he research component of research undertaken by artists [practitioners] is, in some respects, comparable with any definition of research, a key
element of which is the transferability of the understandings reached as a result
of the research process.”2
However, the landscape of research is fast-changing: new formulations and
formats for undertaking, sharing and preserving research are rapidly emerging,
particularly in PaR. The validity of the “gold standard” peer review systems for
books and articles is itself under debate, and the Open Access, online repository model challenges the dominance of traditional publication. Work is taken
to be “in the published domain” if accessible online, though self-selected for a
university repository is not quite the same as peer-reviewed. There is an opportunity for Practice Research to lead the field in these developments and to
inform what the future of research looks like. The Executive Summary of the
recent Performance Research Action Group (PRAG) (1) report points out that
“[i]n practice research, forms of intuitive, embodied, tacit, imaginative, affective and sensory ways of knowing can be conveyed, and its sharing presents an
opportunity for the modernising and revitalising of research communication,
uncovering novel dissemination routes in the digital era.”3
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
R. Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts (and Beyond),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90542-2_5
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Two examples indicate how digital culture encourages new modes of documentation which are often inherent in the creative-investigative process as distinct from an additional record.4 Documentation may be integral to the creative
process. Prompted by the constraints of Covid on the performing arts, Alex
Whitney’s “Digital Body” project offers a new opportunity for dance collaboration in which documentation is inherent.5 Interested in how human movement can be transformed and dance performance created through 3-D motion
graphics, Whitney extended his investigations. Capturing his own choreographed dances with a Perception Neuron V2 motion capture system and making the results virtually available for others to interact with, Whitney has
effectively created a space for distanced collaboration in choreography online.
Other practitioners can access the motion data collaboratively to develop dance
movements. Techno colleagues work with the mix of MoCap data and algorithms to produce the visuals such that digital documentation is inherent in the
creative process.6
Aubiome for saxophone and live electronics is the major work produced
from Joel Diegert’s doctorate research project exploring collaboration between
saxophonist (Diegert) and composer (Atacho) by electronic means7 (Table 5.1).
The written word remains a useful mode of sharing, but writings in PaR may
likewise be inventive and deviate from the third person “objective” mode of
traditional publication. Indeed, several modes of writing (including the first-
person poetic) may be necessary to give a nuanced account of complex intra-
relations between insider and outsider knowing (see Chaps. 3 and 6). Influenced
by digital culture, written presentation may well follow structures other than
linear narrative or argument. PaR has evolved and valourized new ways of
knowing which might be better articulated in non-traditional forms, and new
vocabularies to address them. Beyond written words, visual images (sketches,
photographs, video recordings, objects, digital models) have been used better
to convey PaR insights. Advanced digital technologies have facilitated interrelationships of words, sounds and images, each informing the others. Digital
tagging and annotation (see below) not only afford commentary on selected
aspects of a process—a very useful function in itself—but have the potential to
bring out valuable aspects of PaR being-doing-thinking which elude documentation in traditional narrative or argumentation forms precisely because they
are non-linear, indeed rhizomatic. The manner of presentation may thus be
insightful in itself in respect of onto-epistemology.
Where, however, traditional, third-person-passive, “academic” writing,
including referencing, is appropriate (possibly in outlining a conceptual framework), established protocols are in place. It may be that practitioners entering
the academy are not equipped with that skill-set since their education/training
have developed other skills in other contexts. In preparation to undertake
Practice Research, then, it is likely that attention will need to be paid to traditional research and writing skills (see Chap. 6).
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Performance notes, Diegert and Atacho
As Diegert relates, “[t]he way the saxophone is
extended and the type of music in Aubiome is
very unlikely to have been written by a
composer alone, because it emerged over a four
year period of hands-on experimentation and
cooperative work where the main focus was to
explore possible ways that the saxophone and
computer might interact.”a In the process of
collaboration, Diegert and Atacho produce
“performance notes” as they approach a
fine-grained understanding through numerous
iterations of praxis
The notes are not quite the score of a composer
nor simply a research record; they serve rather as
an analytic tool for communication, a kind of
“naming the idea” in the collaborative process.
They assist each party to get a feel of the
entanglement of collaboration and each other’s
being-doing-knowing—giving the composer a
sense of how it feels to play the saxophone, for
example. Such documentation can, of course, be
used in any research exposition but its
production is primarily part of the investigativecreative process

https://moxsonic.org/2018-schedule/friday-march-9-2018-7pm-concert-hart-recital-hall/, accessed 13/05/21

a

b

Notes reproduced by permission of the authors

Though new possibilities have emerged with the development of the field,
the old pragmatic questions remain: “what, when, how and where” to document and disseminate. To flag up residual challenges amidst new opportunities
I offer short provisional answers to “what, when and how,” followed by one
example of a collaborative praxis in which I have been involved, prior to a longer account of “where” to disseminate.
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What to Capture
As indicated in Chap. 3, reflecting on the process—and key decisions intuitively
and consciously made within it—often serves to help bring out the research
dimension of a project. An account of process, then, is useful but to document
everything would defeat the purpose: selection is necessary. In formal research
submissions, it is the insights, and the means of achieving them, which need
bringing out. So, that “sixth sense” of when something interesting is happening or moments of recognition that “it works” are key. Think ahead: the means
of capture (recording equipment) needs to be at hand.
It may be a tautology, but the documentation required is that which is sufficient to evidence the research inquiry and its insights. Since projects vary
greatly, there can be no simple formula, but experienced practitioner-researchers
find it helpful to envisage an imagined endpoint and estimate the kind of documentation that might be useful. If there is a product, it might also need to be
recorded for formal submission. In UK REF, for example, visual artefacts are
routinely submitted by means of digital photographs, and recorded performances are submitted on DVD. Though a professional standard of presentation is not required, the quality of submission is typically of some concern,
particularly for artists. It is important to remember, however, that the purpose
is to give access to the research and its insights. If you have hundreds of images,
select the best ten and annotate them: less is often more under these circumstances. If multiple publications address your work, select and literally highlight, those paragraphs/sentences which bring out the research dimension. In
respect of a video recording of a performance, an edit of key moments—ideally
tagged and annotated—might be privileged for a research submission, with the
full version appended.
Particularly in an experience economy, it is important for some projects to
capture feedback from experiencers and to recognize that, to some extent, the
experience is imbricated within its articulation. Post-showing, for example,
people need a moment to digest the engagement before they say how it was for
them. Questionnaires may be designed for this purpose, though returns after
the event can be thin. Immediate post-experience conversations, captured on
hand-held camera can be effective if a space for reflection, or conversation, is
built into the process of exiting the experience. Likewise, an invitation to
respond through a sticky notes memory board, or even written entries into a
notebook, can prove useful. Feedback from selected peers after the event can
prove illuminating, and a system of setting up, and following up, dialogues
might be devised to achieve this. In sifting the information, you might look for
resonances with your own sense of the experience as well as generic responses
and contradictions. With regard to traditional evidence, it might be helpful to
download the overall response on to a DVD whilst summarizing insights in a
short written statement.
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When to Capture
The simple answer here is: throughout. In setting up a project, consideration
should be given to appropriate means, relative to form and approach to process. It is important to recognize that some types of documentation might
unduly affect process. A video camera in a performance space may inhibit those
involved or alter behaviour. If, then, video recording is considered necessary,
its introduction into the process requires sensitivity. Some argue that to have
an ever-present camera renders it invisible but, even if that is so, much of the
footage may prove redundant and the task of editing may prove excessive.
So, selection of “what and when” to document is crucial. Some practitioner-
researchers—particularly those working with digital technologies—are fortunate to find that documentation is built into their very process of making, as
noted, but it still requires attention for presentation.

How to Capture
Over the past decade, there have been significant developments, as indicated,
in the digital means of documenting the embodied and the ephemeral (see
below). But notebooks, sketches, still photographs, plans made on paper napkins in cafés, may all prove useful. In general terms, do what you have always
done since authentic documents, however unsophisticated, carry a sense of
conviction. Remember that those ultimately reviewing your process will themselves have gone on similar journeys.

“Hamlet Encounters”: An Example
of Documented Praxis
To illustrate some of the challenges of identifying a research inquiry and its
documentation in a hybrid research-professional practice, I offer a short
account of CREW’s “Hamlet Encounters” (2017–). An experimental arts
company led by Eric Joris, CREW “aims to visualize how technology is changing us.”8 Indeed, CREW’s work historically has involved innovative exploration of media technologies (High-Definition Video (HDV), Omni-Directional
Video (ODV), Motion Capture (MoCap)) in theatre-installation events such
as Head Swap and Terra Nova.9 “Hamlet Encounters” was the initial working
title of CREW’s engagement with Shakespeare’s Hamlet set to emerge as a
professional intermedial theatre event, though not a production of Hamlet in
any traditional sense.
My involvement in the project has been as an associate dramaturg with a
practitioner-researcher background in both Shakespeare and contemporary
(intermedial) theatre production. I assisted the actors in preparing selected
scenes from Hamlet for film/MoCap, taking a small role (Barnardo) myself. I
documented aspects of process and subsequently experienced the HDV’s as
they developed. Like many such exploratory projects over a period of time
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there have been several iterations. Work-in-progress took the form of a virtual
reality (VR) installation available for delegates to experience alongside conferences in Gdansk, Cluj and Belgrade.10 These were accompanied by seminar
presentations by the dramaturgical team.11 Two theatre iterations—the first,
Hands on Hamlet, and the second, Hamlet’s Lunacy, were located at KVS studio in Brussels, 2019 and 2020, and an online version, Hamlet’s Playground,
has been developed during lockdown, 2021.12
My insider-outsider perspectives inform an illustration of some of the issues
that repeatedly challenge practitioner-researchers. First, is the issue of identifying a research question or (in my preference) inquiry at the outset of an open
exploration. Secondly, there is the issue of process versus product. Thirdly, I
indicate the dynamic interplay between the three different modes of knowing
in my model. Fourthly, I show how documents arising in the process of a professional practice might be used in a research context. This project is offered as
exemplary only in the sense that it has strengths and weaknesses in research
terms. Overall, it raises the issue of how to document a contemporary practice
in which the events are less shows to be watched (in a traditional theatre sense),
and more experiences designed to be interactively engaged in. So, in one
important sense, there is no readily recordable product.
The project began with discussions and practical experiments over two days
by a dramaturgical team. The discussion threw up a range of (sometimes conflicting) know-that perspectives. The process was generative but perhaps yielded
too many possibilities. They included: madness and Old Hamlet as possible
psychopath; the affordances of digital technologies; shifting views on eC17
astronomy and their relation to Hamlet’s “delay” in taking revenge; ethics,
then and now; Hamlet and the Elizabethan/Jacobean revenge tradition;
agency in actuality and in a digital context; resonances between moments of
profound onto-epistemological dislocation at the respective turns of the seventeenth and twenty-first centuries. The MoCap experiments yielded know-how
into know-what suggesting that there might be potential in live-switching experiencers’ (gender, ethnic) identities, as visual avatars were found to influence
behaviour in actual space. At this stage, the approach remained very open,
though, with hindsight, it might have been productive to edit and select. Had
I been supervising the project as a PhD, I might have pressed for some refinement by way of identification of a more specific inquiry, if only because truly
open inquiries can go on for years without any significant outcomes or articulation of research insights.
The initial discussion was recorded on newly acquired 360-degree cameras
but used up so much of the company’s data-space that it had to be wiped
before it could profitably be used. This prompts a word of warning: when planning documentation, consider its practicability and usefulness. If, for example,
you try to record all studio practice sessions on video without a strategy, you
will end up with extensive footage and too little time to edit it. Selection is
necessary, with video documentation limited to illustration of key aspects of
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process and those moments when something is “working.” Rough edit as you
go to avoid a daunting task at the end of the project.
Still images, by way of screen shots, computer generation or photograph can
be particularly effective. The first of the two images below is a phone-photo of
a plan on a whiteboard in CREW’s studio (others were literally made on napkins in cafés) working out different possible orchestrations of an event. The
“sixth sense” of a researcher attending differently to the practice is required to
capture the apparently random (Fig. 5.1).
The second is a more elaborate sketch by Eric Joris of the orchestration
deployed in Hands on Hamlet.13 These plans are working notes generated in
professional process, but, in PaR terms, they serve to illustrate what became a
central inquiry: addressing the challenge of orchestrating events for
experiencers.
The question of how to move experiencers in numbers through time and
(actual and virtual) space in digital environments, guiding them whilst maximizing their agency, has precedents—in the work of Blast Theory, for example.14 So in a PaR exegesis, the inquiry might be located in a lineage. Though
this issue has not been fully resolved in “Hamlet Encounters,” its consideration
yielded research insights (know-how into know-what) consonant with the hermeneutic spiral model (see Chap. 3). For example, feedback affirmed the need
for an element of both reassurance and guidance since immersion in digital
environments dislocates the sensorium and makes experiencers unsure of their
bearings. Ironically, experiencers needed prompting to explore, so the inclusion of a task or quest might be required. Since one emergent aim of the project was to maximize agency in line with the affordances of digital environments,
orchestration became key to the inquiry.
The plan above divided a limited audience into four groups, each group
undergoing in turn four different experiences, one in each section: watching a
big screen projection; immersed in a HDV headset; taking an overview; animating an avatar by wearing a MoCap suit. The last (Group D) experience took
up the early MoCap experiment noted above, but proved practically difficult
(in getting audience members into MoCap suits) and conceptually challenging

Fig. 5.1

Orchestration plans, CREW
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since, once connected to their projected avatar and virtually located with
Hamlet and Ophelia in the castle, they lacked both a script and a means of
inter-action. Though it was concluded that there is considerable potential in
immersing experiencers in this way, the logistics limit numbers. For even an
experimental theatre event, funders anticipate an audience in the multiple tens.
In consequence, this aspect is on hold. On reflection, the guided progress
through four distinct experiences also seemed a bit clunky. The core idea of
shifting perspective for immersed experiencers, dislocating their bearings to
open up a possibility for change was pursued in another way, through a kind of
head-swap in the bubbles in Fig. 5.2.
The computer-generated environment was developed from a 3-D architectural scan of an actual castle which proved to be so realistic in its detail that it
was incompatible with the avatars of the actors. It was digitally adjusted to create the hybrid actual-virtual castle environment. The actors performed in
MoCap suits in CREW’s Brussels studio, and wore period costumes just long
enough to be scanned with an iPad and dropped into the digital space.
Experiencers visiting the castle by means of an HDV headset could move
freely amongst the actor/avatars (Hamlet and Ophelia in the “nunnery scene,”
for example). A live, voice-over guide sought to encourage them to get the
fullest experience by directing them to descend a flight of virtual stairs or sit on
Gertrude’s virtual lap. Experiencers were also encouraged to put their heads in
the balloons floating in the environment whereby, through a trigger switch to
a different in-put source, they could be timelessly transported into another
space, exploiting one of the affordances of digital technology. The balloons
might be further explored to include all kinds of content and environments via
the secondary source with regard to creating different kinds of spatio-temporal
shock (Verfremdung) experienced in the bodymind. But, in the absence of
multiple HDV units, only one experiencer at a time could benefit from this
iteration and we were returned to the challenges of logistics and orchestration,
as with the MoCap suits for audience participants.
As creative processes go, the approach to “Hamlet Encounters” is atypically
rooted in know-that, partly because Eric Joris is himself a scholar-artist by disposition with a strong interest in history and astronomy. Traditional

Fig. 5.2 Virtual Polonius in virtual space; actual Polonius (Koen van Kaem) being
scanned, CREW
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book-based (partly online) research was undertaken by members of the team
into such aspects as History and Astronomy. History: an exploration of Scottish
“revenge” paintings revealed that in 1567, Lord Darnley, Mary Queen of
Scot’s third husband, was murdered in circumstances which resonate with the
plot of Hamlet. Exploration of Astronomy brought out that the laboratory of
astronomer, Tycho Brahe (1546–1601) was located on the island of Hven,
close to Elsinore. The new star Brahe discovered in 1573 might well be “yond
same star that’s Westward from the pole,” referenced by Horatio in Hamlet
I.i:39. In De nova stella, Brahe refuted the Aristotelian belief in stars fixed on a
heavenly glass dome but did not realize the full significance of his discovery,
namely that Copernicus’s “heretical” account of the planetary system was correct. Curiously, Rosencrantz and Guildenstern were the names of ancestors of
nobleman Brahe and they (Knud Gyldenstierne and Frederick Rosenkrantz)
are known to have visited England in 1592, their names figuring on an ancestral shield. All this know-that does not constitute original historical research:
though some discoveries were new to the team, they were previously known to
others. The new insights of research must be new to the academic community,
not the individual. However, details—fed, by way of visual images, into several
iterations—contributed to a sense of the uncanny and specifically the core
experience of fundamental bodymind dislocation as the known world is turned
upside down.
PaR processes are perhaps more typically initiated through intuitive doing,
only subsequently, perhaps, realizing through critical reflection how the bodymind activity, the being-doing-knowing is informed by know-that. In contrast,
the discussion at the outset of “Hamlet Encounters” made it know-that heavy,
as noted. Some of the complex thinking proved a challenge to mobilize. Besides
conflicting ethico-legal issues of revenge killing and regicide at the centre of
Hamlet, the project was concerned with the shift from a medieval conception
of world order and the emergent modern world of renaissance humanism. The
move to a sun-centric planetary model instigated by the Copernican revolution
(and almost confirmed by Brahe) parallels a shift at the turn of the seventeenth
century to an ethical approach to personal conscience as opposed to obeying
rules notionally underwritten by God (as in Hamlet and the Elizabethan/
Jacobean revenge tradition).15 These are very big ideas to enact. The historical
experience of such fundamental dislocations of bearings resonated, however,
with today’s post-truth culture and with the affordances of digital technologies
for affective shifts. So the possibility of using time and spatial distance to bring
the present into a new focus (as in Brechtian tactics) emerged, but augmented
by the affordances of digital technologies.
One aspect of Hamlet’s Lunacy, a guided promenade event, involved experiencers volunteering to enact the cosmological shift above (Fig. 5.3).
Issued with iPads, individual volunteers traced the orbit of a designated
planet by walking the path of its orbit, such that, together, they enacted the
change from one planetary model to another. The literal and metaphorical
lunacy of Hamlet’s world culminated in a section in which a large rig, located
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Fig. 5.3

Enacting shifting planetary motions, Hamlet’s Lunacy, CREW

in the centre of the space and used throughout for projections, was turned at
increasing revolutionary pace. Attached to it were six HDV headsets and those
participants wearing them were forced almost to run to keep up physically,
whilst they experienced a dizzying virtual environment of shifting geo-spatial
imagery. The affect arose from a perturbed embodiment creating a powerful
affective know-how iteration of the know-that summarized above which the
photograph below can indicate but not fully capture (Fig. 5.4).
The point here, however, is that explorations of affect by means of the affordances of digital technical and live events involved a dynamic interplay of know-
that, know-how and know-what and that insights of process emerged prior to
any final product. The capacities of new technologies to afford distinctive new
experiences of other worlds (in this instance the world of Hamlet) is a key
aspect of the research inquiry. The timeless shift of space explored involves a
radical re-definition of our senses. The model of taking multiple immersed
individuals on a guided tour through a range of virtual experiences figures
again in the online iteration, Hamlet’s Playground, though the plan for such
orchestration of a theatre event was drawn up in a café in Belgrade several
years before.
The above sketch account illustrates how an intelligent, investigative, open
process of practical inquiry, a praxis, can avoid being over-determined at the
outset by a telos or Outcome. In this instance the theatre funding had some
bearing in respect of expected numbers in audiences which in turn constrained
logistics (e.g. MoCap suits and multiple HDV sets for experiencers), but it did
not unduly constrain process. If submitting “Hamlet Encounters” formerly as
a research submission, video recordings of the theatre iterations would be secondary to a primary account of process supported by evidence selected to bring
out their significance. For example, it is not necessary to submit all the numerous sketch plans of orchestration on scraps of paper. A couple will demonstrate
this important and on-going aspect of the inquiry with a short exegesis to
bring out the issues since they are not self-evident in the plans. Photographs
should similarly be selected and annotated for their function in articulating
and evidencing the research inquiry. The extensive feedback from experiencers,
documented both in notebooks and in recorded post-experience discussions,
constitutes significant evidence in this kind of work where insights emerge in

5 PRACTICE RESEARCH PROCESS: DOCUMENTATION AND PUBLICATION

Fig. 5.4

91

Hamlet’s Lunacy, CREW

the affect of a constructed event. An external recording cannot reveal this. The
notebook responses were grouped and digested into a summary document
which could be submitted, possibly with screenshots of the originals dropped
on to a DVD such that an assessor could check that the summary findings were
not rigged.
There is no single Outcome to this research project, though there are publications since several iterations are “in the public domain” and there are
recordings of the theatre events as well as still images. An outside assessor
attending, say, a performance of Hamlet’s Lunacy might initially struggle to
identify research insights. These might be technological, experiential, dramaturgical, historical, conceptual, dramatic (pertaining to Hamlet), performative.
There are small insights in all these areas rather than a single paradigm-shifting
Outcome. Hopefully, the above short exegesis indicates how a research inquiry
may be made manifest in a process (as distinct from a product) and demonstrates why a clew/clue is needed—particularly when the insights lie significantly in the experience of participants. The project instances the intra-play of
my three modes of knowing refracted through an intra-disciplinary dynamic.
Finally, if we were to submit this project in a formal research context, a website with hyperlinks to all the source documents (including recordings, photographs, plans of process) would seem most appropriate. Reviewers might be
invited freely to explore (maximizing agency), but an optional directed journey
through the research inquiry, guided by a Hamlet figure, as in several of the
iterations above, could draw attention to moments of insight. Such an approach
would be a praxis in itself but might better convey a sense of the experience
both of making and of participating.
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Where to Log and Disseminate
In spite of the proliferation of PaRPhDs and projects, the body of knowledge
and specific paradigmatic examples of Practice Research remain relatively elusive. In part, this is because the practices of PaR do not readily lend themselves
to capture and distribution by written word in the form of books and articles.
In contrast with the long-established means of publishing traditional research
in monographs and journals with well-trodden protocols and dissemination
tracks and archives, PaR as yet lacks a fully sustainable and universal publications platform. This is a key issue to which we will shortly turn in respect of the
best archive yet available, Research Catalogue.
A number of journals accepting submissions at least partially by means other
than words have, however, emerged across research fields.16 A pioneer in its
domain, Performance Research has, since 1996, brought together “the varied
materials of artistic and theoretical research in the expanded field of performance,” including images and, on occasion, DVD. Because, however, it “resists
disconnected, disembodied, and disinterested forms of scholarship” and operates through guest-edited, themed editions, it evades the journal standard of
blind peer review.17 In contrast, the Journal of Visualized Experiments (JoVE),
is a peer-reviewed scientific journal initiated in 2006 to publish experimental
research methods in video format. Though its 13 currently listed categories are
in the natural sciences, it points a possible way forward to broaden its scope (or
for parallel journals) with the inclusion of neuroscience (with which arts PaR
has strong links). By means of a hybrid of written article and documentary
video, JoVe is a useful example of how professional practices in research might
be communicated in an accessible and interoperable format. Following successful peer review of an initial manuscript, JoVE will make the accompanying
video, generating a script and storyboard—albeit at a significant cost. After the
shoot and post-production editing, both the video and a final written document are published on the site. In addition, all JoVE publications “are indexed
in PubMed, Medline, Web of Science, SCOPUS and other relevant databases,”
giving them a wide reach and reminding us of the kind of parallel, online networked infrastructure needed for PaR to be fully credible and visible.18 The
domain of PaR—particularly with a disposition beyond the arts to transversality and inter-disciplinarity—might profitably draw on experience across HE in
order to move forward in a digital environment.
The International Journal of Performance Arts and Digital Media (IJPADM)
also addresses the interface between performance and new media technologies.
It has proved insightful about practices in offering a “forum for innovative
practice” by practitioner-researchers “within or across disciplines related to
performance and digital media,” including computer science.19 It does not
afford the opportunity to upload digital material but contributors might offer
URL cross-reference to their practice documented on their own websites or
platforms such as YouTube or Vimeo. Short term, this is an effective means of
achieving hybrid documentation but with the longer-term unreliability of sites
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and platforms, a more sustainable archive for PaR is additionally required.
IJPADM has usefully published a number of articles on digital developments in
documentation (see also deLahunta and Lösel below).
A more formally innovative example is the Journal of Embodied Research
(JER), “the first peer-reviewed, open access, academic journal to focus specifically on the innovation and dissemination of embodied knowledge through the
medium of video.”20 The journal is composed entirely of video essays, though
the moving images are accompanied by stills and a transcript of any voice-over,
quotations and citations included in them. Unlike JoVE, videos are authorproduced. Submissions are initially assessed by founder editor Ben Spatz and
his assistants before being subject to “single-blind” peer review by independent
experts who are asked to assess “clarity, validity, and sound methodology.”21
Since assessors are invited to provide feedback even if the submission is rejected,
individuals and the community benefit from advice on possible ways to improve
articulation of research. The journal began with annual editions in 2018 and
2019 and extended to two editions in 2020, suggesting a healthy trajectory,
and the site, under the auspices of the Open Library of Humanities, serves as
an archive of submissions.
Screenworks exemplifies a process of gradual migration from a journal with
an insert DVD document of film and media practices to an online mode.
Initiated in 2006 in another attempt to address the academic publication issues
of PaR and the perceived need for a system of rigorous peer review for screen
media, the Screenworks project initially produced the Journal of Media Practice
(JMP) in 2007 with an accompanying hard-copy DVD.22 Extracts of the works
in Volumes 1 and 2 were subsequently published online at JMPScreenworks.
com in 2011 before a move to exclusively online publication in 2016 on the
Screenworks site. The online mode affords wider dissemination whilst being less
expensive to produce. It also aims to meet the needs of screen practitioner-
researchers in respect of the requirements of research audit and funding agendas, Open Access, Impact and public engagement. All kinds of screen media
work are acceptable but the conditions note that “[w]here submissions are
documentation of interactive or installation work we encourage contributors to
consider the problems of documentation as part of the research process.”23 The
site has an archive which, whilst it is sustained, progresses the need for accessibility to examples.
Some practices in the “expanded field” of the arts do not yield material
products but create a range of processes, events, experiences which offer further challenges in a PaR context. To make such work visible in the research
domain, Sydney-based artist Sean Lowry has constructed Project Anywhere
“dedicated to the evaluation and dissemination of art at the outermost limits of
location-specificity [but with] a rigorous peer review process for assessing the
quality of artistic research outcomes.”24 Similar to established journal protocols, the project has evaluation criteria, an advisory board and an “international
community of blind peer reviewers, all of which are artist academics of international standing.”25 Following blind peer review of proposals in a competitive
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process, a small number of projects is selected for hosting, but “Project
Anywhere is neither an online exhibition nor a journal…. perhaps best imagined as an exhibition comprising the entire globe in which the role of curator
is replaced with a blind peer evaluation model.”26 It is “designed to suit artist
academics working anywhere in the world that are seeking independent peer-
validation and international dissemination for their research.” Lowry’s accompanying article helpfully demonstrates how proposals are evaluated against the
criteria noting that “[a]n issue consistently raised by reviewers is the importance of a clear contextual framing within existing discourses and methodologies when working across disparate fields.”27 It is perhaps a mark of Project
Anywhere’s rigour that “[t]o date, no hosted projects have successfully navigated the second level of peer evaluation.”28 However, the platform potentially
affords an important validation opportunity for those practices which are dispersed through time and space and thus most challenging to capture by recognized documentary means.
In the context of developing institutional repositories to fulfil Open Access
obligations, individual HEIs, and sometimes clusters of HEIs, have sought to
address the needs of non-traditional publications. Projects exploring the needs
of artists with a range of movements, sounds and images to document in different formats include: Kultur (2007–09), Kultivate (2011) and Defiant
Objects (2011–13) but, as the dates suggest they are not ongoing, their aim to
assist loading materials into HEI repositories having been achieved.29 These
initiatives did not seek to develop a much-needed universal, peer-reviewed
publication platform which remains a project for the immediate future.
The difficulty of the task perhaps explains why an accessible international
resource is yet to be fully developed. Though digital technologies afford
unprecedented opportunities to capture and disseminate non-verbal material
culture, the challenges of resourcing a digital data-base storage system, finding
it a secure home, and ensuring future funding to maintain and develop it have
seen well-intentioned initiatives stall. I have personally been involved in a number of such initiatives. The Practice as Research in Performance (PARIP) project, for example, concluded with a wish to develop a resource base, but it
remained unfinished as its funding ran out. Also in the UK, University of
Winchester launched the Experiments and Intensities web platform aiming to
bring together “qualities of the curated exhibition, the French cahier, the edited
collection and the scholarly journal to explore time-based art and research in the
language of artistic metaphor.”30 But it, too, failed to sustain beyond three
separately curated volumes, 2011–13.31
In the domain of arts and media, the most successful initiative to date is
undoubtedly the Research Catalogue project which followed the 2012 publication of Borgdorff’s Conflict of the Faculties. As Floris Solleveld records:
[I]n the last two chapters of the book, Borgdorff presents his ongoing project for
an online Journal of Artistic Research and a related Artistic Research Catalogue,
which are meant to provide a platform for publications and case studies that

5 PRACTICE RESEARCH PROCESS: DOCUMENTATION AND PUBLICATION

95

escape the standard scholarly format – to indicate their hybrid artistic/scholarly
nature, they are referred to as “expositions”.32

Now in its eighth year, Research Catalogue, An International Database for
Artistic Research is a welcome development in the field, and it goes beyond an
academic research repository in striving also “to be an open space for experimentation and exchange.” The mission of the overarching Society for Artistic
Research (SAR), “to nurture, connect and disseminate artistic research as a
specific practice of creating knowledge and insight, in and outside academic
institutions,” allows members freely to upload their practice to their named
space on the site without a selection process.33 Issues arising from the blurring
of “inside-outside the academy” distinction between aesthetic and research
excellence discussed in Chap. 1 thus remain.
The accompanying Journal of Artistic Research (JAR) is, however, dedicated
to academic research in that it is
an international, online, Open Access and peer-reviewed journal for the identification, publication and dissemination of artistic research and its methodologies,
from all arts disciplines. With the aim of displaying practice in a manner that
respects artists’ modes of presentation, JAR abandons the traditional journal
article format and offers its contributors a dynamic online canvas where text can
be woven together with image, audio and video. These research documents called
“expositions” provide a unique reading experience while fulfilling the expectations of scholarly dissemination.34

Edited by Michael Schwab, the journal follows peer review processes similar
to those of established academic journals, and though most strongly located in
the fields of visual arts and music, it is open in principle to all arts practices,
though not, perhaps, to practices which fall beyond a broad arts umbrella.
Visual and sonic contributions to the above journals are often limited to a
recording of the practice, on CD or DVD, with a separate verbal commentary
in some instances. The video essay (as in JER) allows word and image to be
embedded, either in written form or as voice-over. To relate analysis to specific
aspects of a recorded process Scott deLahunta and others have developed “tagging,” a means of marking on the timeline of a digital recording specific sections of a process or product which can then be linked to a commentary. Taking
the process of choreographer, Wayne McGregor, deLahunta and colleagues,
use “Process and Concept Tracking” as a methodology to facilitate deeper
probing of creative thinking during development and throughout the production process.35
These developments in the documentation of PaR, progressively opening
up new possibilities, have recently been extended by the “Research Video”
project led by Gunter Lösel at Zurich’s University of the Arts.36 This project
directly addresses the use of annotated video for research and aims to “build up
trustworthiness within videobased research” and to validate it.37 Following
tests of existing platforms, the team set out:
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to create a more intuitive user experience. The new tool should be:
• Easy to use.
• Easily accessible. Our application should run in a popular web browser, requiring no installation.
• Open. Being part of a research project, we decided to use open technologies
as much as possible as well as an open-source development model. The complete source code of the application is open and can be studied, modified and
extended freely.
• Based on best practices. We decided to follow well-established conventions,
regarding user interfaces and the video medium.38

Beyond advanced tracking, the tool allows for annotation with text linking
through tags to marked sections on the video timeline, and the texts of the
annotation linking to each other. Besides facilitating the researcher’s documentation, the tool also allows viewers to “follow the steps the researcher has taken
from the research question/research context, to the methods and the conclusions.”39 The prototype was tested through case studies, including two accepted
in part for PhD submissions in Dance and Visual Anthropology.
As Lösel recognizes, the Research Video on the one hand might facilitate a
linear argument model but, on the other, opens up new compositional structures
since the reader is invited to move back and forth through time (replaying sections at will) and from video clip to tag, from tag to tag, and to other referents. In
comparison with the video essay or documentary video (over which the authors
control sequencing through time), the Research Video encourages an element of
interactivity amounting to a different mode of engagement, “generating insight
in a more finely grained way than without the tool [by] …. slowly elaborating
observational categories (tracks) and more abstract patterns (tagging).”40 Such a
non-linear, multi-perspectival approach is more consonant perhaps with PaR processes, contributing to the recognition of the different bodymindsets of beingdoing-thinking. Lösel notes, “The Research Catalogue is integrating this new
form of publishing into its features—and from there it is only a short step to
publishing an annotated video in JAR, providing a peer review process.”41
Collectively, the above initiatives go a considerable way towards a sustainable international platform at least for the arts, but a recently published report
of the Practice Research Action Group (PRAG) in the UK concludes that there
is more to be done. Assuming that practices have been in some way digitally
documented, the variety and sustainability of the various formats remains an
issue longer term. As Lösel acknowledges, “a Research Video must be uploaded
to a repository or journal and given a permanent object identifier (such as a
DOI number)” to gain archive status and, for this to be achieved beyond the
essay, “project item types” need to be agreed across global research systems.42
To achieve overall stability and durability, standards of file formats may need to
be implemented. Though the most used format, PDF/A, is visible and easily
readable, it does not cover all required functions. In the interim, however—
whilst further consideration is given to durability and interoperability—PDF
appears to be the most flexible format in terms of
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ease of discoverability and interoperability with existing research systems, the
ability to embed many different file formats within the PDF file format (such as
video, sound and image), and the already existing widespread adoption of the
format both in the practice research community and across all other research fields.43

Within the published REF 2021 criteria, acceptable formats for Main Panel
D (the area in which most PaR is submitted) include: “DOI, URL, PDF, USB,
physical copy of the book, printed score where appropriate, CD/DVD,
Object.”44 The acceptance of USB acknowledges that PaR submissions way
well include files in a range of different digital formats.
Format standardization and means of longer-term sustainability are challenged by rapid technological developments which are likely to render current
preferred formats obsolete. Since any one format is unlikely to survive indefinitely, conversion capacity is perhaps key. JISC suggests the use of XML markup language as it is the definitive source document with semantic encoding.45
But who might be in a position to take on these challenges and set standards
remains an open question. Almost a decade ago, the Budapest Open Access
Initiative proposed a public definition for worldwide Open Access and developments to include all new peer-reviewed research. Amongst a raft of recommendations, it suggested that “OA repositories should provide tools, already
available at no charge, to convert deposits made in PDF format into machine-
readable formats such as XML.”46 But, as yet, it has not been taken up.
The requirements articulated as conclusions of the PRAG report are
a) to explore whether XML/PDF may be recommended as a primary format for
digital practice research;
b) to discuss the adoption of a “project” item type across global research systems;
c) to undertake a feasibility study for the creation of an independent body for the
peer review of practice research publication; and
d) to explore the founding of an Open Library of Practice Research (OLPR). This
open library would:
i. harvest and host peer-reviewed practice research;
ii. provide specific support for the novel formulations of practice research that
will emerge in future; and
iii. embody principles of Open Access.

Overall the PRAG report proposes
an independent body for peer review of practice research publication [which] may
operate on an ongoing basis, inclusive to submissions from inside and outside of
academia in England, offering a nexus for advice, support, constructive critique
and recommendation for practice researchers. Peer reviewers and editors could be
selected by an overarching editorial board, based on their appropriateness for
given submissions and be drawn from a diverse catchment of researchers in the
wider field.
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If achieved and open to research through all practices, this would afford a
citable benchmark of Practice Research, perhaps first in the UK but then open
to submissions internationally. Access could benefit smaller communities
worldwide who have neither a research audit infrastructure nor a sufficient
critical mass of experts to afford independent evaluation. A kitemark of quality
would serve those institutions already inclined to use the gradings of journals
as an instrumental indicator. The lack of such a kitemark (as noted in Chap. 2)
has caused problems for those seeking appointment or tenure in HEIs where a
track record of research is required to be demonstrable and verifiable.
Particularly if a consideration of the extent of uptake and use by the academic
community over time comes to be seen as a more appropriate indicator for quality than peer review, sustainable access to the archive is vital. As yet it remains a
proposal: beyond a dream, but not yet implemented and available. The achievements to date, and the work to identify possible ways forward should be celebrated. That the Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) in the UK
withdrew funding from efforts by the Arts & Humanities Data Service (AHDS)
to develop databases in digital format is not, however, encouraging.47
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CHAPTER 6

PaR Doctorates: A Guideline/Clew
to a Successful Outcome for All (Candidates,
Examiners, Supervisors, Administrators,
Regulators)

This chapter echoes its counterpart in the first edition in addressing a number
of practical issues faced by those engaged in setting up, undertaking, supervising and assessing practice-based doctorates. The focus in the first edition on
UK PaRPhDs is sustained but, in recognition of the changes in university culture noted in Chap. 3, the range of doctorates, PhDs and PDs (professional
doctorates) available in the UK and elsewhere is discussed. Also, approaches to
doctoral study in different cultures vary significantly in respect of purpose and
mode and, though “regional” perspectives are left to contributors to Part II, I
extend the comparison started in Chap. 2 of differences between the UK and
Nordic cultures to bring out significantly different emphases.
Where, for example, a PhD in the UK (and elsewhere) has effectively become
a basic requirement for employment as a university lecturer and many students
progress directly from completion of a Master’s programme to doctoral study,
in Sweden, PhD in artistic research is effectively reserved for established professionals. Though, in principle, there is nothing to prevent a Master’s graduate
progressing straight to PhD, self-funding of doctoral study is not allowed.
Given that there are relatively few places with accompanying grants, demand
exceeds supply such that, in practice, only those with substantial professional
experience and standing are admitted (see Chap. 9). Also Sweden has criteria
which, in addition to a “significant contribution to the formation of knowledge,” retain a requirement for demonstrable excellence of practice at national/
international level. But it is interesting that such entry requirements and criteria apply to PhD in the arts but not in other disciplines. Where, then, in the
UK, there is a large number of relatively young practice-based PhD students
striving for an entry qualification to the HE profession, in Sweden (and elsewhere in continental Europe), PhD study is more like a funded sabbatical for
already high achievers, many with national/international reputations in their
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
R. Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts (and Beyond),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90542-2_6
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fields. Keen and able Master’s graduates are often obliged to pursue PhD programmes abroad.
The tension between high level professional excellence as distinct from a
contribution to knowledge is evident also in PhD and PD worldwide. The differences between them is becoming increasingly blurred but, at core, a PhD is
an “academic” degree focused on original research evidencing an inquiry
located in a conceptual framework, whereas a professional doctorate typically
focuses on designing effective professional practices within the field, formulating solutions to complex issues involving high order technical capacities, and/
or applying research to practical problems. In the UK, PhD is the established
PaR route but the following proposal for a PD in Performing Arts in the UK
articulates a perceived need by some for doctorates to be awarded for
original research-based contributions to professional knowledge:
• We believe that there is a lack of opportunity within the doctoral environment
for artist-makers of performance to feel that they can focus primarily on practical output as the core of their doctoral level journey;
• How is it like/unlike a PhD? …. To put this in an oversimplified way, while the
research work of a PhD is expected to create an original contribution to a
field’s knowledge base, the research work of a professional doctorate is expected
to use research processes to help make original research-based contributions to
professional knowledge and/or to professional values, practices and/or
systems;
• We integrate R & D processes into the research paradigm and place much
emphasis on experimentation.1

There may be an underlying sense here that doctorates should be awarded
for practice alone and it might be neat if a clear distinction were universally
upheld between PhD and PDs with the latter based on high professional
achievement. But that is not how it is. In the UK, the QAA “Characteristics
Statement” notes that “[a]ll UK doctorates, regardless of their form, continue
to require the main focus of the candidate’s work to demonstrate an original
contribution to knowledge in their subject, field or profession, through original research or the original application of existing knowledge or
understanding.”2
In the UK, professional doctorates—some substantially taught programmes—are proliferating across subject domains but, to date, remain relatively scarce in the arts. The University of Hertfordshire offers a Doctor of Fine
Art (DFA) in which students follow their own research project (as in PhD)
after an initial introductory online study programme, and the outcome involves
a written thesis alongside artworks (as in PaRPhDs).3 In contrast, the University
of East London (UEL) offers a DFA and PD Performing Arts in which,
“[u]nlike a PhD, an exhibition of artworks [or performance] replaces the thesis
as the main evidence of research, supported by a 15,000–20,000-word written
report.” This is akin to the approach historically taken in Music to PhD or
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DMus, used more or less interchangeably. The programmes at UEL are “practice based and industry facing” and differ from practice-based PhD “in that
students arrive with a creative practice to be analysed and developed rather
than a research ‘project’ to be carried out.” These nuances indicate a drift (discussed in Chap. 2) towards equating professional practice with research.
Nevertheless, candidates are required overall “to develop their creative practice, professional practice and theoretical research to a doctoral standard.”4
Leeds Beckett University has recently introduced a four-year Doctorate of
Creative Arts (DCA) for those with a Master’s degree and three years’ professional arts experience. Year 1 is preparatory and followed by three years of
supervised independent study leading to submission via “a traditional written
thesis or via a portfolio of creative work supported by a shorter written exegesis.”5 UCLAN has just introduced a Professional Doctorate in Creative Arts
(Creative Practice) which foregrounds professional development whilst retaining a requirement to contribute new knowledge.6 It may be that the drift
towards social impact aligned with the long-standing wishes of parts of the
artistic research community are leading to a cultural shift in respect of doctorateness. However, there is a lingering sense that professional doctorates are not
as rigorous as PhDs and some see them as second order. To ensure parity with
research in other domains, I have always aimed to sustain a place for PhD
through practice. Your view may differ, depending on where you stand and
your sense of the purpose of a doctorate.
Though, then, they otherwise follow broadly similar criteria, PhDs and PDs
have differences of emphasis and varying patterns of study. In the wake of the
Bologna Declaration, there has been a tendency in some countries to modularize doctoral study into blocks in place of the production of a thesis at the end
of several years of study. At Uniarts (Helsinki Academy of Fine Art), for example, credit attainments from different blocks of study are aggregated to achieve
the award of Doctor of Arts (Theatre and Drama), Doctor of Arts (Dance) or
Doctor of Arts (Art and Design).7 Together these programmes cover a broad
range of arts, media and pedagogic practices. Centred in the chosen practice
over four years of full-time study, programmes allow students to vary the balance of practice with commentary. According to the website,
the scope of the doctoral programme is 240 credits: the doctoral research is
worth 180 credits and supporting studies (that are mainly carried out during the
first two years of studying) are worth 60 credits. The artistic parts (40–100 credits) are performative or other arrangements addressing the research questions of
the doctoral research. The commentary (minimum of 80 credits) is parallel to the
artistic parts, and it justifies the aims and methods of the doctoral research, with
respect to the practices of the field explored and other research.8

Aspects expected of PaRPhD are evident in the above but, typically, there is
no modular separation in the UK between praxis and complementary writing
though, in actuality, they may involve different activities. Ideally, in my
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approach, reading and writing should closely accompany (studio) practice
throughout to sustain the intra-active dynamic of the three modes of knowing.
Until 2010, when a national research school (Konstnärlig forskarsskolan)
was founded in legislation in Sweden, arts PhDs were possible only at the
Universities of Gothenburg and Lund. It is now possible to undertake a doctorate through arts practice elsewhere and the title Konstnärlig doctor (literally,
artistic doctor) translates in English as PhD. Since 2016, for example, University
of the Arts, Stockholm (SKH) has been authorized to award third-cycle degrees
in artistic practices and offers Konstnärlig doctor, “artistic PhD in Fine Art
education in the subject Performative and Mediated Practices” (Film and
Media, Choreography, Performing Arts and Opera). The programme is four-
years full-time (max. five years) and a Licenciate can be achieved en route after
four semesters. At stages (c. 30%, 50% and 80%) of a candidate’s on-going
research project, seminar presentations with an external “opponent” ensure
progress and prepare for the final “public defence.” The latter normally consists of a public discussion that presents and analyses the completed research
project’s artistic and reflective components, led by a chairperson, with an external opponent and an examination committee. This process is broadly similar to
a PaRPhD in the UK where a registration “upgrade” from MPhil to PhD is
typical in addition to annual reviews. The main difference in assessment is that
the UK tradition of viva voce examination by (usually) two examiners is undertaken in camera in contrast with the continental European tradition of public
defence.
In the UK, the key criterion for any PhD is for new insights to have emerged
from a substantial (equivalent to three years full-time) research inquiry. In
respect of PaRPhD, though the inquiry is undertaken primarily through a practice, the overall project is viewed through the one PhD lens. Though broadly
similar in scope, the criteria set out at SKH for Konstnärlig doctor separate
out—and perhaps place more emphasis on—artistic production. Here, the
third-cycle student shall
• demonstrate intellectual autonomy, artistic integrity and disciplinary rectitude
as well as the ability to make assessments of research ethics, and
• demonstrate specialised insight into the possibilities and limitations of art, its
role in society and the responsibility of the individual for how it is used.9

The “significant contribution to the formation of knowledge” which is primary in the UK is relegated to a fourth bullet-point of additional regulations,
reflecting again the difference in emphasis between Artistic Research and PaR
discussed in Chap. 2. Beyond an additional emphasis on creative capacity, these
protocols also sustain “the capacity to contribute to the development of society,” in parallel with both the Australian approach to research and Impact in
UK REF (but not yet PhD in the UK).
Following the development of the Norwegian Qualifications Framework for
Lifelong Learning (NQF) 2005–2012, the Oslo National Academy of the Arts
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now offers a three-year full-time study programme (Doktorgradsprogram i kunstnerisk utviklingsarbeid) leading to a PhD in artistic research (craft, dance,
design, fine art, opera and theatre), as distinct from a regular PhD (philosophiae
doctor) in other disciplines. Though the artistic practice is to be accompanied
by “an explicit reflection, which, when the project is presented, grants others
access into the working methods and insights that emerge from the artistic
research,” artistic practice is “at the core of the artistic PhD result” and projects “are required to operate according to advanced professional standards …
at a level of national and international relevance.”10 The final assessment for
PhD requires not just “new insights” but demonstrable international standing
in the relevant profession, as in Sweden
[t]he PhD result shall consist of an artistic result as well as material that documents artistic reflection. The artistic result is to be an independent work that
meets international standards in terms of level and ethical requirements within
the subject area.

Thus, both established academic and artsworld industry criteria are involved.
Also similar to Sweden, admission is by way of fellowship positions, not self-
funded. As discussed in Chap. 2, these nuances of approach and criteria reflect
the slight, but significant, difference of emphasis in different communities. The
UK system does not distinguish PaRPhDs from PhDs in other disciplines and
makes no explicit reference in PaRPhDs criteria to artistic quality at national/
international levels. There have, however, been discussions about the quality of
artwork produced, as judged by the artsworld, as distinct from academic criteria (see Chap. 2). In my experience, Practice Research yields both interesting
insights and innovative artworks.
Although, the terms “thesis” and “dissertation” are still used in regulations
for practice-based doctorates, most doctoral programmes allow submission at
least in part through a practice. At MDW, Vienna, for example, the “artistic
dissertation” for the Doctor Artium “consists of a work of art as well as a written and/or media-based portrayal of the knowledge gained, in the sense of a
reflective documentation which can be published and archived.”11 It is important that the term “thesis,” if used in Practice Research, includes all aspects of
a submission to avoid any habitual privileging of written components. Any
record of practice should be foregrounded by binding it into the front of a
hard-copy document: it is primary, not an appendix.

the tutoriAl Process
Tutorial teams have now typically replaced the sole supervisor tradition: partly
for good reasons of staff development in the shifting contexts outlined above,
universities are increasingly keen on teams of supervisors. The qualifications (in
respect of doctoral attainment) and experience of a tutorial team is important
in that the specific PhD requirement of making a contribution to knowledge is
typically better appreciated by those who have themselves been through the
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process. The team overall should have significant experience of supervising
PhDs to completion (most registration procedures require the latter). As noted
elsewhere in this book, however, where free-standing arts institutions have
been drawn into the university (third-cycle qualifications) sector, the tutorial
team may, for historical reasons, not hold doctorates. This situation has
improved over time but in some cases necessitates the involvement of a supervisor/advisor from a cognate field.
For a PaRPhD, the tutorial team needs to be balanced. At least one tutor
should hold a doctorate whilst another might bring a specialism in the relevant
practice. If the student’s project is inter-disciplinary, a third supervisor might
be added. To achieve the right balance, then, it might be necessary to have a
team of two or three supervisors, one of whom might act also as a mentor to
less experienced tutors and/or as an advisor on the project rather than as full
supervisor. A team approach is also helpful for continuity in the case of a supervisor leaving the institution, but involving too many people on a team makes it
difficult to get everybody together. More than three supervisors on a team can
lead to confusion through conflicting advice and it is probably better to have
two supervisors and call upon specialist advice as needed. Try to avoid meetings with separate tutors; everybody needs to be on the same page. It is also
important to be clear who is the main supervisor with overall responsibility for
the administrative as well as academic oversight. This avoids confusion about
completion of the various stages of progress check, keeping the project on
course and leading to successful completion.
Pre-registration
Given the range of variant programmes available, initial advice to prospective
candidates is to look carefully at the programme structure, the award to which
it leads, the balance of “practice” and “theory,” the mode of assessment and
the history of the institution before making a considered choice of the programme best suited to your needs. You should explore whether there is an
established community of postgraduate students. If, for example, your work is
collaborative, you may need colleagues with whom you might work. Individual
research projects, such as music composition or creative writing, do not at first
sight need a community, but the common practice in such domains of sharing
work with peers and receiving constructive critical feedback requires one also.
If the PhD community is small, it might be possible to work within a broader
taught Master’s framework, or even a dynamic undergraduate community with
appropriate capacity. But opportunities need to be established and, remember,
undergraduates tend to disappear outside main term-time dates and your main
access to facilities for research might be during the long vacation.
Substantial study at doctoral level takes time, energy and persistence; it can be
a lonely journey. It can also be financially challenging if you are unable to find
grant support or undertake part-time teaching. So it is important to choose a
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project and an approach for which you can sustain self-motivation. Ask yourself
if the inquiry which drives you can be addressed only through a practice. If it
might be done by other means, the established written thesis route might be
simpler. What follows is a “clew,” a guide through the stages of the formal PaR
process.
Application
Having chosen an institution and a programme, a formal application is required
articulating a research proposal. Typically in HEIs, the form has been drawn up
in respect of the scientific model, asking for a research question and a research
design with aims and objectives, a methodology and methods. Some practitioner-researchers find this daunting as it does not reflect their discourse of a
touchy-feely approach through intuition, improvisation and play, perhaps even
consciously “against method.” Do not be daunted. Identify, not a question,
but a research inquiry, the aspect of your practice you wish to look into more
thoroughly. PaR (Artistic Research) is your methodology, as argued in
this book.
Research Question?
As noted, I prefer the term “research inquiry” to “research question” since
questions may imply answers and the kinds of work typically undertaken in the
PaRPhD context, whilst they yield insights, do not typically produce solutions
to problems in the mode of answers. It is, however, essential to determine the
domain of your research inquiry in order clearly to mark this aspect of your
project from the creative/professional practice you may customarily undertake.
As indicated throughout this book, many things you do in a PaR process will
be very similar to what you habitually do in making work. The key difference
is that you will simultaneously and consciously be pursuing a research inquiry
which is likely to require small additional tasks. Think: duck-rabbit (see
Chap. 3).
Aims and Objectives
It is sometimes difficult clearly to distinguish between aims and objectives. For
the purpose of a research proposal, the aims should articulate the core of the
research inquiry whilst the objectives cover the various dimensions of activities
to be undertaken to achieve the aims. Both might be expressed as bullet-points.
For example:
The aim of this PaRPhD project is
• to investigate the relationship between ethnographic study and animation
practice (with a focus on Capoeira, the Brazilian martial art form).
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The objectives include:
• tracing how animation is positioned in both historical and more recent
critical theory (book-based study);
• exploring visual technologies (e.g. Bolex, 16 mm film, b/w film, without
sound) and communication styles to subvert the colonial gaze (practical
exploration);
• conducting Capoeira workshops and interviewing participants (practical
exploration + qualitative method);
• mapping and evaluating reports of previous field experiments (quantitative, analytic method); and
• developing techniques of animation to displace the anthropologist/animator as outside observer and to capture not only what subjects see but
what they feel, allowing subjects to have a voice and a position (praxis).
Methodology and Methods
An early report of the UKCGE working party on research training in the creative and performing arts and design suggests that the question of methodology may simply be avoided:
It was broadly recognised by the group that defining structured approaches to
creative enquiry, and establishing methods of documentation, recording and presentation appropriate to the various arts might be more fruitful than extended
philosophical debate on methodologies.12

Though I recognize the puzzlement of would-be practitioner-researchers,
because methodology resonates with “methodical” and “method” is typically
understood as orderliness of thought, avoidance in my view is not necessary
since a PaR approach meets the need. We need to break it down.
First, as Tom Wilson has remarked, method and methodology are sometimes used as though they were synonyms—they are not. In his account, methodology is the study of methods and deals with the philosophical assumptions
underlying the research process, while a method is a specific technique for data
collection under those philosophical assumptions.13 Taking “method” to be
distinct from “methodology” with its secondary sense of “a way of proceeding
or doing something,” established practitioners have not only a PaR methodology but a range of methods.14 However, they often overlook their methods
partly because they do not typically talk about them in terms of data collection.
Because their processes, enculturated through formal and informal education,
are familiar to them and within their domain, practitioners take them for
granted. To reflect on them and bring out what is involved in processes of making is the beginnings of making explicit what customarily remains tacit.
The overall approach proposed in this book is itself a PaR methodology
(figured in the model in Chap. 3) in that it involves philosophical principles
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and a description of generic processes. It is distinct from the quantitative methodology (of the numerical data-based sciences), and the qualitative methodology of interpretative research of the “softer” Social Sciences and Humanities
(in which the assumption is that social reality can only be understood through
social constructions such as language, consciousness and shared meanings).
Like the latter, however, PaR methodology draws upon such approaches as
hermeneutics and phenomenology but places even more emphasis on enactive
perception in the experience of being-doing-knowing. In Haseman’s and Bolt’s
formulations (following Austin), it may be “performative.”
PaR typically involves a multi-mode inquiry drawing upon a range of methods. The first is the way of proceeding with the practice itself which may be
quite precisely defined in respect, for example, of a movement praxis (based on
Martha Graham, say) or the aleatory compositional method of Cunningham,
Cage and Rauschenberg or creating experiences in digital environments. For
the purpose of a research inquiry, consciously disorderly or chance approaches
are methods. In addition to the praxis, there is a book-based inquiry with
related writings. There may be (formal or informal) interviews, questionnaires
or focus groups to establish the impact of the praxis. Modes of documentation
constitute methods of capturing evidence. Though quantitative data analysis is
relatively rare in such work, qualitative data analysis is common, even if it
amounts to little more than the anecdotal, drawn from post-show discussions
or chats in the bar. In short, there is actually quite a bit to say about the methods of a multi-mode PaRPhD inquiry. Start by listing the different things you
plan to do.
Registration
The procedures for registration vary slightly in different universities but the
principles are common. Typically, you will be asked to submit to the Research
Degrees Committee (RDC), or equivalent, a formal research proposal. In a
specialist institution, those reviewing the proposal are likely to know the field
but, in larger generalist university contexts, be aware that some reviewers on a
RDC may come from other disciplines. It is a good exercise to write your application for the non-specialist as it should assist you to avoid assumptions and
spell things out. In PaR projects, the submission will vary from the traditional
“black book” written thesis approach (see Outcomes below).
In some instances, a formal application is required before you enrol; in others,
formal registration follows enrolment, affording you a short period to work
with your supervisors on refining your research proposal. The proposal is likely
to require a statement of: aims; objectives; methodology and methods; key
sources; and prospective outcomes. The initial response to this request—particularly from practitioners who like to work in open, exploratory, “intuitive”
ways—is that they cannot know at this early stage where their research is going
to take them. The response is at once understandable and unhelpful. It is
understandable because, as noted, practitioner-researchers particularly think of
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themselves as open and intuitive. But all research should involve a journey of
inquiry and many researchers, across the disciplines, end up at a destination
different from that initially envisaged. “Not knowing” is not exclusive to the
arts. The stance is unhelpful because institutional constraints require a formal
proposal for registration and there are compelling reasons why.
Institutions need to ensure that they have the resources to facilitate the
project. First, regarding supervision, appropriately qualified tutors with available capacity are required and the formal registration should list the supervisory team and its members’ roles in the project. The RDC’s role is concerned
as much with the suitability of overall supervisory conditions as with the candidate’s proposal, and that is why it may require a short contextual overview of
research in your specific area of interest. Secondly, the sometimes expensive
facilities (e.g. dance/theatre/studio spaces; media labs; instruments; editing
suites) are typically taken up by undergraduate students in main term times.
Access for postgraduates needs to be factored into the process of acceptance,
and agreement might need to be formulated in writing (a quasi-contract, even).
There is increasing pressure on universities to ensure that students complete
their programmes within the specified time-scale and there are penalties for not
doing so.15 This requirement is broadly to the benefit of candidates since the
history of universities is littered with those who never did achieve a PhD award
because they could not bring their inquiry to any sense of completion. But,
most important, it is a useful, though by no means easy, challenge to articulate
at the outset where you think you are heading. Though it should not close
down an open investigation, a thought-through account of your research
inquiry and what approaches (methods) you plan to use to achieve your aims,
will save you time in avoiding diversions leading nowhere. Though it may not
take you in a straight line to your destination it will lead you more directly into
the interesting areas of your research.
Ethics
Research proposals in all domains, including Practice Research, will be submitted to a university Research Ethics Committee for approval prior to registration
and the project will not proceed without ethics approval. In Medical Science,
for example, where experiments are undertaken with, and on, and humans,
there is an obvious need to protect people’s safety, anonymity and rights. The
protocols of the journal JoVE (see Chap. 5) include a clear ethics statement:
All studies involving human subjects must explicitly state that informed consent
is required and has been obtained for the subjects in the video demonstration.
Authors also must state that their research has been performed in compliance
with all institutional, national and international guidelines for human welfare.
These statements must be made within both the manuscript and video. Human
subjects appearing in a film must have a signed Talent Release Form on file.16
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These aspects point to established ethics protocols in academic research and
remind us that working with people in the arts and other practices also requires
their consent. Most universities have a standard “consent form” for this purpose which needs to completed and signed by all involved in advance of the
process, and copies need to be kept.
Research Context
Research does not take place in a vacuum, however idiosyncratic your particular project. Even Bob’n’Lee’s celebrated performative reiteration of their wedding vows at the M6 motorway services (see Nelson 2013) can be located in,
for example, seminal accounts of twice-restored behaviour, theories of space/
place, site-specific performance practices. In a more traditional model of
research, the aim is to add another small stone to the cairn built up over the
years. That model is progressive and incremental and thus it is absolutely necessary to establish what is already known and what opportunity new research
might have to make an additional contribution. Though my model for PaR
differs in approach, there is nevertheless a context for the research and a
requirement for new insights. To know what is new, we need to know what has
been done before: location in a lineage. Other practitioners will undoubtedly
be working in similar territory to you. My PhD students have found it helpful
in identifying the specific insights of their own projects to make a comparison
with the similar practices of others (my work is a bit like x and y’s but is different in this respect). Just as philosophers may have opened debates which can be
mined only through practical inquiry, contemporary culture may have sparked
your project. Thus it is perfectly possible, and indeed necessary, in PaR to
sketch the intellectual and practical context in which your work will be undertaken by tracking influences.
Key Sources (Literature and Practice Reviews)
In general research methods training, a literature review is typically proposed
as a standard practice, often the first thing to be undertaken. There is a logic at
work here: if a key criterion for academic research is to produce new knowledge
or substantial new insights, it is necessary, as noted, to know what has previously been established. Indeed, in a narrow and specific field of inquiry, it is
assumed that everything previously published on the topic will be known to
the researcher, and a thorough literature review is traditionally the means to
achieve this end. A good literature review will, however, go beyond mere
record to engage with source material and to develop a critique of previous
work such that new avenues of research might be opened up.
In PaR, there are, however, two reasons why a literature review may not be the
best starting-point. First, the field of the conceptual framework of PaR projects, as noted, is more typically wide and inter-disciplinary rather than narrow
and specific. Thus, at the outset, before the specificity of the research inquiry
has been secured, it is difficult to locate exactly which book-based sources will
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prove most useful and influential. Secondly, to follow the logic of the literature
review, it might be more helpful, as noted, to undertake a “practice review” to
see who else is working in the chosen field and what insights their work has
produced. In the requirement of my model to locate praxis in a lineage, a survey of similar practices to your own, as well as establishing the domain knowledge, assists in identifying the specificity of your praxis insights.
Whether or not you present a formal literature review in the submission, you
will be expected by examiners to have read and absorbed key publications
(including practices in the public domain) in respect of your research inquiry.
Reading is important even though, at the outset of your Practice Research
project, you may not fully know what sources will influence your work as it
develops. Nevertheless, if you are registering for a PhD you will have a substantial background in the area of research and should have identified key references which you can list initially. Where you may be less clear is in the broader
conceptual framework with the eclectic range of sources of multi-disciplinary,
multi-modal PaR work. The requirement to list key sources at the outset is not,
however, intended as a constraint but just an indication of the scope of the
inquiry as perceived at this stage. If future praxis and reading in the process of
research takes you elsewhere, the institution is unlikely to point back to your
initial reference list and demand you return to it. If, however, your project
takes you into a significantly different area of inquiry, it might be prudent to
inform the RDC such that a revised title might be registered.
A programme of reading should be undertaken from the outset in parallel
with other methods of research such that resonances between the practice and
the reading can emerge into a conceptual framework. As Bolt summarizes this
process of dialogic engagement:
[R]ather than operating as a solipsistic reflection on one’s own practice, the particular situated knowledge that emerges through the research process has the
potential to be generalised so that it sets wobbling the existing paradigms operating within a discipline. In other words, through the vehicle of exegesis, practice
becomes theory generating.17

In my approach, ideas emerging from the programme of reading resonate
with the material thinking in practice. Though abstract ideas may be more
readily disseminated in words, reading and writing are not the singular vehicles
for articulating ideas. The multi-mode approach of PaR utilizes both. As
Haseman and Mafe summarize drawing on responses from their students:
Around each creative work there is a wide field of possible interpretive contexts
and it is in the exegesis that some of these fields can be delimited. This delimiting
act, which is seldom comfortably arrived at, is the gesture which enables the candidate to make a discursive claim for the significance of his or her study.18
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Structure of Complementary Writing (Exegesis)
Taking a nuts-and-bolts approach to the tasks required, complementary writing might simply comprise three chapters: location in a lineage by way of a
practice review; conceptual framework; account of process (including documentation). If each of these is roughly 10,000 words and an Introduction and
Conclusion are each 5000 words, we arrive at 40,000 words (half a traditional
written thesis). However, since the three modes of knowing are intra-related, it
might be preferable to weave these together. But the three chapters approach
might offer a starting-point, particularly for those less comfortable with written
exposition.
The Introduction might first be used to indicate to the reader (assessor)
how and when to view the work/documentation on the CD/DVD. In an
electronic submission, hyperlinks might be clicked at the appropriate moment
to lead directly to evidential clips. Even if the document is printed, the principle remains: lead the reader through the evidence of the inquiry. You might
give an account of your journey pointing forward to the conclusion where you
will indicate what insights you have achieved and what further research remains
to be undertaken in the domain. In respect of conceptual framework, you
might indicate at an early stage how you have found resonance with a source
rather, perhaps, than mining the author’s entire output. In a more focused,
traditional PhD, it is expected, as noted, that the literature review will have led
to the absorption of everything published in the field. But in transversal, inter-
disciplinary PaR projects drawing upon a range of domains, the primary being-
doing-thinking is in the praxis, and references to external sources in the exegesis
are used differently. So, it may be helpful to explain in the Introduction what
you have drawn from each source and the extent to which you are claiming
overall familiarity with a domain. This should guide the assessors’ expectations
and avoid inappropriate lines of conversation.
A key challenge in complementary writing is sensing what to put first and
what might come subsequently. Should process precede conceptual framework
or vice-versa, since they are inextricably linked? In writing, you will find that, in
giving an account of the one, you will want to unpack the other. Part of the
craft of writing a lengthy document is knowing when to “park” something and
flag up that it will be discussed “below” (the metaphor derives from the medieval scroll). Such organization is a learned skill so, if it is not within your skill-
set from prior experience, you will need to work at it. You might try the three
chapters’ approach with “parking” signs in the first draft and weave together in
the second. For a good example of the interwoven approach, see Joanne Scott,
Intermedial Praxis and Practice as Research: “Doing-Thinking” in Practice.19
Styles of Writing
Given that words do not bear a direct, transparent relationship to things or
activities, you may well find that in the attempt best to articulate a process, different voices are required. It would be odd, in my view, to avoid the first person
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in the account of process because you have been deeply involved in it. To write
“the choreographer did …” instead of “I did …” just feels wrong when
recounting an engaged process. On the other hand, when giving a summary of
a concept, perhaps with quotation from a primary or secondary source, a thirdperson, impersonal voice is preferable because you are approximating a less
subjective account. References are required to sources quoted or cited and you
will need to use the established protocols. At times, however, a playful, fictional
or poetic mode might seem best, but it is risky (as marked in Chap. 2) to write
the entire exegesis in fictional mode.
Outcomes and Outcome Balance
Because the traditional submission of a PhD thesis comprises c. 80,000 words
of written text bound in the form of a (traditionally black) book, it has not
been necessary historically to state the outcomes on registration. In PaR—and
other multi-mode contexts—it is necessary to do so because there are variables.
The final submission of a PaRPhD typically includes a written dimension bound
in the traditional way. However, a substantial part of the research inquiry will
have been conducted through the practice which is the primary evidence, with
documentation of the process and product included as complement in recorded
form. The question of the proportion of complementary writing to process/
practice has been a vexed one for reasons discussed. But it is undoubtedly helpful to record the intended outcomes at the outset; for example: a devised theatre performance of c. 60-minute duration plus a written exegesis (including
documentation of process) 30,000–40,000 words. It is then clear to all that the
practice is to be submitted as primary and substantial evidence of the research
inquiry, but the balance of outcomes is not set in stone and might be adjusted
as the work progresses.
In principle, as discussed, it is possible to submit the practice alone though,
in respect of most submissions, this is a brittle strategy. Music has historically
been regarded as something of a special case in the UK. For a DMus or PhD in
Music, it has been customary, prior to the emergence of the concept of PaR,
for composition or performance to constitute the very substantial part of the
submission accompanied by as few as 5000–10,000 words by way of a commentary. But, particularly in the context of UK national research audits (RAE,
REF), the various arts subject domains (Dance, Drama/Theatre, Music,
Performing Arts, Visual Arts and Writing) have been drawn together to establish equivalent, if not quite common, approaches. For good or ill, the evidencing of a clearly articulated research inquiry has become the standard and it is
generally accepted that, in most submissions, there will be a significant written
complement at least involving “an exposition of the creative process” (UKCGE
1997: 16) or “exegesis,” as it is more commonly called in Australia.20 Thus the
balance of 50:50 (practice: complementary writing) proposed as long ago as
1997 by the UK Council for Graduate Education entailing 30,000–40,000
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words (with the possible exception of Music) has become a key marker from
which different proportions might be argued.
In the absence of a clear understanding of the parameters of the research
inquiry and multi-mode approach, the possibility arises of undertaking two
PhDs, the one involving a substantial practical inquiry and the other equivalent
to a full book-based study. It is important to get a balance set at the outset
(even it is subsequently adjusted) such that there are shared expectations
between student, supervisor(s) and regulators of awards. It is disappointing to
find that—even after three decades of PaR in the UK—this is not always the
practice in all cases. Avoid undertaking two PhDs!
There are instances where institutions—perhaps with an over-ardent zeal to
show their commitment to PaR—have changed their regulations to limit complementary writing to a maximum of c. 15,000 words. In my experience such
a limit imposes an unhelpful constraint on candidates. Paradoxically perhaps,
even those most committed to having their practice seen as the key evidence of
their research inquiry find, once they begin to write about their process and
contextualize it, that they have quite a bit to articulate in words. Thus,
30,000–40,000 words afford a workable dimension. Much beyond this, however, the submission borders on a traditional PhD submission which may have
the effect of marginalizing the practice. If, of necessity, the writing extends to
70,000–80,000 words it might be helpful to re-figure the submission as
“practice-based,” where the project draws on a substantial exploration of practice but is submitted in traditional written thesis form. A decision would then
be needed about whether or not to submit the practice as such (live and/or
recorded) based upon the question of whether experience of the practice is
necessary fully to evidence the research inquiry. In such cases, the documented
may be an appendix (i.e. bound in the back of the “black book,” not in the
front as for PaR).
Supervision Meetings
There is no fixed standard for the number of tutorial meetings but, in the first
six months whilst your project is getting under way, you might expect to have
a tutorial about once per month. A difference from standard written PhDs is
that tutors will, on occasion, see practical work in progress in addition to
reviewing drafts of writing and documentation as a basis for tutorials.21 A working relationship needs to be established which suits all parties but tutors are
not—and cannot properly be—collaborators, so they should not be expected
to contribute to the development of the practice to any great extent. At doctoral level, it is assumed that candidates bring the required levels of practical,
and other, skills to the project from Bachelor’s and Master’s programmes.
A key function of the supervisor of any PhD project is to ask the right questions
at the right time and assist the candidate in seeing a line through the research
inquiry which is leading to new insights. This is particularly important in a
PaRPhD because of its multi-modality, complexity and openness of approach.
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Key aspects include: assisting in making the tacit explicit by gently but persistently ensuring profound reflection; guiding students towards establishing the
resonances between the praxis at the heart of the PhD and its other dimensions;
suggesting reading and other practices to experience, and pointing up resonances between different modes of knowing as they emerge. Supervisors needs
to make parallel moves from insider to outsider, understanding the practice to
some extent from within but sustaining a critical distance to afford outsider
perspectives (not just how they see it, but how others might experience it).
PhD supervision, then, is not quite like other modes of tuition. The project
belongs primarily to the student and listening to her sense of development is
vital as she is on the journey and may be making productive deviations. In my
approach (and others will operate differently), the skill lies in monitoring the
overall process and appreciating when an intervention is appropriate. If the
work is going well, and the student is engaged in all aspects, a hands-off
approach may be precisely what is needed.
Periodic Review and Mock Viva Voce
Once you are registered and your project is under way, your progress will be
kept under review. Most institutions have set protocols for this purpose, with
an annual review typically involving somebody outwith the supervisory team
such that, if things are not progressing well, an outside view can be taken to
protect the interests of both the candidate and the university. If there are problems of any kind, the earlier they might be identified and addressed, the better.
Quite often the initial registration is for MPhil/PhD such that an up-grade to
full PhD registration is required, again typically with a published procedure for
the purpose within each institution.
Supervisors new to PaR may find it difficult to hold back and let the process
flow. If the project is of three years’ duration, I try to let things flow through
the first year. A review (formal or informal in accordance with the HEIs protocols) at the end of that year should refine the identification of the research
inquiry, revisiting aims and objectives stated at the outset. If there is a substantial change of direction or projected end-point, it may be necessary to adjust
the registration with the appropriate RDC (though I have never found the
need to do this). At this stage, literature and practice reviews need themselves
to be reviewed. Hopefully, they are in development and resonances might be
identified and differences drawn such that the specificity of potential insights
can be noted. If things are not going well (and doctoral study is not for everybody), it is better to take a hard decision at this early stage than to drift for two
more years only for the project to be found wanting. Further (formal or informal) review at the ends of Year 2 and 3 (or at institutionally required intervals)
will hopefully confirm the trajectory of the journey and see it through to a
successful conclusion. Given that PaRPhDs pose challenges to supervisors as
well as students as this book has pointed out, it is helpful for HEIs to have a
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system of “relationship counselling” available to address what to do if it looks
as if things might go badly wrong.22
In efforts to avoid unhappy outcomes the protocols and regulations for
doctorates typically have stages of review built in, as noted. In the Nordic and
continental European contexts, formal review with “opponents” (as in the final
examination) is typically built in. In the UK, most universities require students
to be afforded a “mock viva” prior to the formal event itself. Best held perhaps
a week before the oral examination proper, the mock viva is not intended as a
pre-figuration of the actual viva in respect of precise questions but more in
terms of rehearsing the experience of a rigorous conversation. Nevertheless, it
might expose areas of the thesis open to an interrogation from perspectives the
candidate has not considered and it may avoid a sense of panic on the day to be
aware of such questions and be prepared to deal with them. PhD candidates are
not expected to have all the answers or all the angles covered. A week allows
the candidate time to look into any directly relevant fresh angles and to get a
sense of her own achievement, knowing it is legitimate to acknowledge gaps or
areas for further research in future. If a mock viva affords confidence, it must
be a helpful part of the process.
Examination Process
Though broadly similar in scope, assessment processes vary between cultures.
As indicated, in Nordic countries and continental Europe there is a tradition of
“public defence” before a panel of examiners (including at least one external)
and an audience. Though the assessment panel probes “the thesis” and makes
the final judgement, any member of the public can, in principle, ask a question
or raise an objection. Because various stages of review should ensure readiness
for submission, and examiners are typically asked in advance to indicate their
approval (or otherwise), there is an element of performance in the public event.
But, as illustrated in Chap. 2, it has been known for submissions to be rejected
even at this late stage.
In the UK (and elsewhere) “the thesis” is ultimately reviewed by typically
two examiners (including at least one external) in camera. For some years now
an independent chair—often from another discipline—oversees the event and
ensures protocols are followed. An independent chair is not part of the conversation but can be helpful in moving things on if it becomes evident that a sustained line of questioning is not likely to produce any further helpful response.
It must be acknowledged that some examiners can become preoccupied with
their own agenda (with the thesis they might have produced) rather than with
the candidate’s submission. On rare occasions, examiners might even advocate
significantly different perspectives on the thesis or, indeed, the broader intellectual agenda. If the viva voce is drifting off course, it is helpful to all, but
particularly to the candidate, for the independent chair lightly to intervene.
The role of the independent chair is to ensure that the examination is conducted in accordance with the university’s published procedure. Chairpersons
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will have undergone training to this end and will be experienced in viva voce
examination. The core issue is whether the submission affords original insights
as a result of a substantial inquiry. Thus, whilst there is an element of the institution protecting itself from any possible appeal against the final judgement of
the examiners, the candidate might take reassurance from the proper exercise
of the independent Chair role which is, in part, to support and, if necessary,
protect them through this ordeal. By an informal consensus in the UK, ephemeral practice in the context of PaRPhD is typically experienced live by the
examiners (see protocols below).
Time Lag Between Showing of Practice and the Submission of
Complementary Writing
In the early years of performance PaRPhDs it became customary for the practice to be shown live perhaps six months prior to the final viva voce. Accordingly,
examiners needed to be appointed earlier than for traditional written PhDs and
this may still be a necessary point of negotiation between the main supervisor
and the research degrees’ administrative office. However, in the last edition of
this book, I questioned the perceived need for a time lag. The tacit argument
was that time is needed prior to a viva voce examination for reflection after the
absorbing business of creating, developing and showing the final iteration of
the practice. Whilst there might be something in this, many of the research
insights come from reflection on the process overall. In most cases, earlier iterations of the work have been shown prior to the examination event—sometimes
to audiences who have given feedback on their experience. So, even where
claims about affects needing documentation are made, it is possible to capture
evidence in advance of the final showing to examiners. Moreover, if we believe
ephemeral work must be experienced live in the light of its singularity and that,
in Phelan’s formulation, it is characterized by “disappearance,” then it makes
little sense to allow a substantial time lapse between showing and examination
in a PaRPhD context.23
The ideal model might be the submission of the complementary writing to
the examiners prior to the presentation of the final iteration of ephemeral work
live in their presence with the viva voce the following day. In my experience,
this has proved very effective. In one instance of this approach, a music PaRPhD
involving a piano performance, the compositions, treatment and performance
were recorded in advance on CD and submitted with the complementary writing though, importantly, the examiners also experienced the performance live.
The viva voce, on the following day, found all those involved on top of all the
material of the thesis, there having been minimal time-lag. The candidate had
recovered overnight from the exigencies of performance, and it may well be
necessary to leave a little time between a showing and the oral examination—
even if the candidate is not actually performing. In addition to audio play-back,
a keyboard was made available in the examination room, and considerably used
in the process of the interrogation and defence of the thesis such that “theory”
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was truly imbricated within “practice.” The outcome was successful in the literal sense of the recommendation of the award, but also in terms of a good
experience for all concerned, including the independent chair who, though not
a musician, was fascinated by the discussion and practical investigation being
taken right through to the oral examination.
If, as I advocate in Chap. 2, reading and writing and other practices are
closely intertwined throughout the research inquiry “praxis,” it is possible for
the written submission to precede the showing. And I repeat my note of warning that the only methodologically problematic PaRPhDs I have encountered
are those where the conceptual framework appears not to have been interwoven into the research praxis, but sought somewhat after the event of the practice. In another positive example, a solo practice akin to VJ-ing, the new media
technologies set up in a performance studio afforded the examiners something
of the experience otherwise viewed in recordings of earlier iterations. It allowed
the candidate to answer questions by demonstration, imbricating “theory”
within “practice” as in the example above.24 Though it is not the main driver,
an additional benefit of this approach is that examiners need to visit on just one
occasion and the established protocols of examiner appointments are not disrupted. In the UK, PhDs, by all modes, are potentially subject to “minor
amendments” required by the examiners. These might be made—along with
the addition of anything of significance to emerge from the viva voce—to the
satisfaction of both the candidate and the examiners before the submission is
hard-bound. Though the above model may not suit all situations, I strongly
recommend it. Should a time lag be deemed necessary, however, it is important
that it is not extensive (max. six months).
Good PaRPhD viva voce examinations involve robust and productive conversations, sometimes with bits of practical demonstration (sometimes live as in
the examples above) or the replaying of audio or visual material. Thus, another
difference from traditional book-based PhDs, is that that the examination
space may need to have playback media kit available and this needs to be mobilized initially in a dialogue between candidates and supervisors. It usually falls
to the Director of Studies to book the space, ensure that such kit is available,
and that water—and any other appropriate refreshments—is ordered in
advance.
Protocols for Post-showing Conversations
Assuming that examiners visit to experience the work on an occasion earlier
than the final viva voce examination, questions have emerged about the formal
status of any post-show conversation. Without undue disregard of proprieties—and because candidates and examiners alike are human beings—it is
typically deemed appropriate for a brief meeting between examiners and the
candidate to afford an opportunity for points of clarification to be made. It
should be clearly established in advance that this meeting is not the place for
the robust interrogation and defence of the thesis which is the business of the
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final viva voce examination. But, in my experience it is helpful to have a brief
conversation (15 minutes max.).
Suppose, for example, that in a dance piece a performer twists an ankle in
the opening of the piece and is forced to withdraw leaving the other performers
to improvise; or suppose that in a piece heavily dependent upon precise visual
style, a lamp has blown in the course of the showing leaving the space in semidarkness; or suppose an internet connection has dropped during a piece exploring intermedial relations between the live and the mediated through telematics.
In a tried and tested practice of examination of final-year undergraduate arts
practices, the opening post-presentation question was always “did that event
go technically as intended?” My sense is that candidates welcome the opportunity to inform the examiners of any factors adversely affecting the event as they
would want it to be experienced. Should they have no contact whatsoever with
the examiners, they may be left anxious for some months about what they will
imagine to be a false impression of their work. And the conversation might go
a little beyond pure technicalities in this respect.
The above procedure takes the human angle. A more instrumental procedural perspective, rife in today’s university contexts is based in institutional fear
of appeals against failure in an increasingly legislative society—hence the
requirement for an “independent chair” or even recordings of viva voce examinations. From such a perspective, the informal conversation recounted above is
fraught with dangers. Indeed, on one occasion, my fellow external examiner
and I were chaperoned and, though a conversation with the candidate was
allowed, some of our (innocuous) questions were interrupted and disallowed.
In my view this was unnecessary and inappropriate. But, having sat on appeals
panels where the candidate arrives with her solicitor, I do understand the institutional concern. According to typical university rules, appeals can be made
only against procedure, not against judgements, which makes it all the more
important that procedures—including those for informal meetings such as the
above—are made clear in advance and understood, and adhered to, by all parties. All this said, I still prefer to have an informal meeting and to trust the
professionalism of the examiners not to overstep the mark between post-
showing conversation and robust interrogation and defence of the thesis.
Collaborative Practice
Much professional contemporary arts practice involves collaboration. From
devised performance companies who make their work through a collaborative
exploration of materials (Wooster Group, Forced Entertainment, Complicité,
CREW) through to inter-disciplinary collaborations between, for example,
dancers and musicians/technologists (Shobana Jeyasingh with Michael
Nyman/Graham Fitkin/Laurie Booth, or Robert Lepage with Ex Machina),
contemporary artists work together and across disciplinary boundaries. It is
thus surprising not that there have been collaborative PhDs but that, to date,
there are relatively few.25 The reason may well be that knowledge in an
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individualist tradition is assumed to be created and owned by individuals and
PhD grants are customarily awarded to individuals even though, in the experimental science tradition, for example, many people may work together on a
research project.
However collaborative PhDs are established along with protocols for them.
For the examination of Lee’n’Bob’s PhDs, for example, the university rules
required an internal and external examiner for each candidate. Because of the
challenging mode, it was prudent to appoint esteemed and experienced external examiners (Profs. Baz Kershaw and Mike Pearson) who, along with the
internal examiners, attended the event. In this instance the event was in advance
of the viva voce—it was at a location some distance from the university campus
and was logistically complex and very demanding on all participants. The
examining team members subsequently agreed amongst themselves that they
wished to conduct viva voce examinations separately with each of the candidates (each was seen by a separate pair of examiners) and to establish that both
candidates had made a distinctive PhD-worthy contribution, and together (the
two candidates with all the examiners), to probe the workings of the collaboration. Though it was a slightly protracted process for all concerned, justice was
both done and seen to be done. We were all conscious that we may be setting
a pattern for any such collaborative submissions in future. There is one bound
“black book” with Joanne Whalley and Lee Miller named in gold on its spine,
which incorporates a DVD record of the multi-dimensional performance across
different locations (on the M6 motorway services site) with supporting material. Prior to the formal examination, the examiners were invited to peruse an
exhibition of creative documentation mounted by Bob’n’Lee on campus.
There is, however, another increasingly common notion of a collaborative
doctorate. As noted in Chap. 2, current government policy in the UK (and
elsewhere), rolled out through funding mechanisms, is for research to have
“impact” in the “real world.” Accordingly, Collaborative Doctoral awards
scheme are typically for industry partnerships, not practitioners simply working
together, as above. As the AHRC regulations of 2012 indicate:
Collaborative awards are intended to encourage and develop collaboration
between Higher Education Institution (HEI) departments and non-academic
organisations and businesses.
Collaborative research studentships provide opportunities for doctoral students to gain first hand experience of work outside an academic environment.
The support provided by both an academic and non-academic supervisor
enhances the employment-related skills and training a research student gains during the course of their award.
The studentships also encourage and establish links that can have benefits for
both collaborating partners, providing access to resources and materials, knowledge and expertise that may not otherwise have been available and also provide
social, cultural and economic benefits to wider society.26
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Though they come with specific constraining conditions, there are opportunities for PaR projects under such schemes, as instanced by an inquiry into
audience immersion, located at the University of Exeter (see also examples in
Chap. 2).27 Given government economic drivers, such projects are likely to
increase and will perhaps assist in breaking down the artificial binary between
“the academy” and “the world of work.”
Re-writes/Re-submission of Practice
As noted, it is not uncommon in the UK for minor amendments and/or minor
re-writes to be required before formal recommendation by the examiners of
the award of PhD, with re-submission usually within six months. Most regulatory frameworks also allow for a more substantial re-write of part of the thesis,
typically with re-submission within 12 months. The question then arises with
PaRPhDs of whether a re-submission of the practice might legitimately be
required. Given the emphasis on the integrity of the practice and the complementary writing together constituting the thesis, the answer must be affirmative. Though I have not been directly involved in making such a requirement,
I know of examiners who have done so and support their action as a matter of
principle. We cannot refuse this option, even though it may be logistically very
challenging, since we wish to claim that the thesis is evidenced primarily in the
practice. It may be that recognition of deficiencies in the practice might be
satisfactorily accounted for in the critical reflection of the complementary writing but it has to be allowed that the practice might be inadequate and need to
be revised and re-submitted, particularly if the research inquiry is not evident
in the practice.
Technique, Technical Proficiency, Virtuosity
In Nordic countries as noted, professional practice of a national/international
standard is an additional requirement of a doctorate in the arts. Because there
is a small but significant difference between the research inquiry and the arts
practice, the practice itself in the UK does not necessarily need to be original
(in the sense that nothing like it has ever been previously experienced) nor at
the highest level of professional production values. The criterion for doctorateness is primarily a contribution of substantial epistemic insights. For some projects, however, high levels of technical skill are required, amongst other qualities,
to this end. For example, in the collaboration of Diegert and Atacho cited in
Chap. 5, it would not be possible to undertake the cooperative research exploring possible ways that the saxophone and computer might interact without
high order skills in saxophone playing, musical composition and IT. Other
projects do not necessarily require either high levels of technique or the highest
professional production values, though approximation to these might typically
be expected. Mastery of technique needs to be adequate to the articulation of
the research inquiry and the need for the highest levels of proficiency will
depend upon the nature of the inquiry and the kinds of evidence required.
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In conclusion, I present again, with minor modifications—ten steps to the
perfect PhD:
1. From an “enthusiasm of practice,” identify a research inquiry which can
only be articulated through a practice (but is not necessarily co-
terminous with that practice).
2. Ask yourself before you make an application if your project is, of necessity, a PaRPhD involving research through a practice and what kinds of
“substantial new insight” it might produce. PaR is not an easy option.
Look at examples of successful completions by this means (e.g. British
Library Index of Theses; Research Catalogue).
3. Be aware of the global PaR/Artistic Research initiatives, recognizing
that they remain in development and that your specific project may
make a contribution to the overall domain (in addition to other specific
research findings).
4. Identify an appropriate institution for the location of the doctorate
(PhD/PD) you wish to pursue. Look closely at the criteria and the balance of practice and exegesis. Ideally identify a supervisory team, with
capacity to cover all aspects. Note, however, that some institutions do
not favour approaching prospective supervisors in advance of an
application.
5. Think ahead about your likely requirements by way of institutional support and ensure agreement (ideally in writing) in the interview process
and, certainly prior to formal enrolment, about matters such as use of
facilities and institutional support mechanism beyond regular
supervision.
6. Alongside drawing up you research proposal, map out a timeline for the
duration of your proposed study. It should identify strategies of documentation as well as overlapping periods of: small-scale experimental
practice and more intensive practice; book-based research and exploration of practices similar to your own; critical reflection aiming to make
connections between the dimensions of your inquiry. An intended date
of showing and final examination should be provisionally agreed.
7. Engage throughout in praxis (theory imbricated within practice) by
ensuring that your book-based inquiry runs in parallel with your practical inquiry such that different modes of knowing can resonate with
each other.
8. Prepare in advance for documentation throughout by a range of different means, anticipating the kind of evidence you might need at the end
of the project. Edit as you proceed wherever possible to focus on the
evidence of insights and avoid a daunting mountain of material to sift in
the end-game.
9. Review your progress at intervals to ensure that you are producing evidence of your research inquiry (minimum six-monthly, or in accordance
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with institutional protocols). Avoid undertaking more than one PhD
both in respect of overall scope and in respect of multi-dimensionality.
In the final year, clarify the “substantial new insights” you have produced.
10. Be aware of: the possible need to appoint examiners early; the need to
appoint “sympathetic” examiners (that is those known to understand
PaR: not soft targets); the need to avoid undue delay between the
showing of praxis, the submission of complementary writing and the
protocols of final viva voce examination.
Any PhD project requires commitment and the right conditions in which to
work. PaR simply has specificities of its own in respect of facilities and working
conditions. If these are established at the outset, progress should be relatively
smooth and, if the scope of the project is defined and refined under monitoring, the aim should be readily achievable in the allotted time-span.
At the outset of the first edition of this book, I proposed to be as direct and
clear as possible about the phenomenon of “Practice as Research.” In giving a
detailed account of the range of considerations and the potential pitfalls, I
hoped that I would not make PaR seem too daunting an undertaking. It is
gratifying to be able to report from feedback worldwide that many prospective
practitioner-researchers, both doctoral candidates and tutors, have benefited
from the 2013 book and the approach to PaR. The extensions of this second
edition acknowledge that there are many nuances on my own approach and
significantly varying approaches, such as the Artistic Research dynamic. But we
are all committed to the very positive aspect of research through a practice to
allow a broader range of people to engage in scholarly activity. Once the possibility of practical knowing is recognized, practitioner-researchers are afforded
the opportunity to undertake study at the highest level and to achieve doctoral
awards without abandoning their practice for an entirely logocentric approach.
The PaR initiative has accordingly enriched “the academy” in the process of
embracing an additional range of highly intelligent and creative people whose
articulation of their understanding happens better to be made manifest primarily in actions rather than in words.
Though the processes of PaR are at best enjoyable, I would not want to
claim enjoyment as the sole preserve of this approach. All researchers, through
their deep interests in their chosen domain of study, should derive pleasure
from their efforts, even if, to outside observers, the pleasures may on occasion
seem perverse. Because of their colourfulness and overt connection with leisure
and pleasure, however, arts practices may appear primarily more delightful. It
is for this reason, perhaps, that research in this domain has been deemed by
some to be frivolous in contrast with the seriousness of science. Much contemporary thought, as noted in Chap. 4, has shown us, however, that binary divisions are unhelpful. In a complex world, sophisticated thinking is required to
deal with conditions which are not merely undecidable but which simultaneously involve inhabiting two conflicting states—virtual and actual worlds, for
example.
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Increasing recognition that knowing is a matter of being-doing as much as a
matter of facts has opened spaces for being-doing-knowing in which performatives can make substantial contributions, both conceptual and actual. PaR has
moved into these spaces to the benefit of all those whose minds and bodies are
open to new modes of perception and new ways of understanding how knowing might be generated and disseminated beyond (though not excluding) the
written word.
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Part II picks up on, and extends, the “Regional Perspectives” of the 2013
edition and, whilst broader in scope, remains inevitably partial. Within a tight
word-limit, the authors take different approaches to afford snapshots of progress, constraints and concerns about Practice Research/Artistic Research in
different parts of the world.

CHAPTER 7

Asia(s)
Maiya Murphy

Between the banks of globalized higher education and local practice, Asian
practitioner-researchers in theatre, dance and performance are using Practice
Research to re-centre local knowledges, create pathways for sharing research
and forge solidarities. While cultural and historical contexts within Asia differ
so widely that some scholars prefer the term “Asias” to “Asia,” the neoliberal
imperative worldwide for Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to evolve into
globally focused institutions bears down on a wide swath of these contexts.
This imperative may imprint itself more or less forcefully, however, depending
on the context.
I write this account from Singapore, a small Southeast Asian country where
regional and international connectivity is acknowledged as an essential component of its vitality. For large countries such as China and Japan, internal histories, practices and traditions within HEIs weigh more heavily upon the
educational landscape. In such countries, regional and global imperatives exist
of course, but may take on less urgency or a different shape, leaving the larger
country more latitude (not to mention inertia) to internally determine and
establish HEI priorities and research frameworks. Across contexts, I see Asian
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practitioner-researchers using Practice Research frameworks to respond to the
imperatives of the globalized HEI through efforts that re-centre local artistic
and knowledge practices. These efforts effectively constitute processes of
decolonization and de-imperialization in line with regional calls such as Kuan-
Hsing Chen’s “Asia as Method”1 (2010) or Danny Butt’s vision for re-centring
indigenous knowledges within Asian Pacific academic institutions (2020).2
This chapter will unfold by first outlining important contextual factors for
the appearance of Practice Research frameworks in Asia. Next, I will highlight
how Practice Research has appeared as both individual and community activity.
I will then offer selected case studies of larger-scale initiatives and will conclude
my discussion by describing how the very mode of Practice Research has disposed its researchers to sharing, re-centring and solidarity-making. Through
laying out this argument I hope to show that by choosing to take up Practice
Research methodologies, Asian practitioner-researchers are modelling ways to
explore, share and mine the creative, epistemological and cultural richness of
local practices as lenses through which to engage the global.

Contexts for Practice Research in Asia
This chapter does not address the varied, complex and rich (not to mention
long) histories of how Asian theatre, dance and performance practitioners and
researchers understand and make use of terms like “knowledge” and “research.”
This chapter’s discrete scope is concerned with formalized Practice Research
frameworks that have arisen in Asian HEIs. Asian practitioners may call these
frameworks
“Practice-as-Research,”
“Performance-led
Research,”
“Performance Research” or “Artistic Research,” often in line with other terminologies and lineages detailed by Nelson in earlier chapters of this book. Unless
I am marking a specific emphasis or quoting practitioner-researchers, I will use
the term “Practice Research.”
Paralleling other regions, theatre, dance and performance training contexts
in Asia are varied. They include: apprenticeship arrangements through familial,
community or private schools; performing arts conservatoires; and performance faculties, departments or programmes within research universities. In
many Asian contexts where longstanding traditional art forms are still practised, addressing how best to understand, preserve and develop these forms in
the contemporary moment can be a pressing and complex issue. Charlene
Rajendran has suggested that where “training and transmission is imbued with
a research process that is not geared towards academic publication and documentation, but an embodied knowledge building … [it] does not necessarily
fulfil the remit of ‘new knowledge’ in the conventional western sense.”3 I agree
with Rajendran that this is one way in which certain Asian performing arts
contexts may be inherently inhospitable to academic Practice Research frameworks. Yet, practitioner-researchers who have ventured beyond traditional
frameworks of traditional forms have used Practice Research methodologies to
disseminate longstanding knowledges to new audiences and to explore the
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boundaries of traditional practice in contemporary contexts.4 In other words,
Practice Research as a methodology is a way to ask questions about tradition
and the contemporary from the perspective of practice, opening up avenues for
more formalized research.
Western colonialism and imperialism in Asia have both directly and indirectly impacted Asian institutions of higher education and training, sending a
ripple effect that has influenced Practice Research activities today. Some institutions have been overtly or implicitly shaped through these processes, resulting
in both de jure and de facto alliances with the West. In places with close historical ties to the UK such as Hong Kong and Singapore, English as a working and
research language creates a smooth pathway for incorporating frameworks that
are already at play in English-speaking countries. Anglophone Asians can easily
leave Asia for training in Practice Research in English-speaking countries to
return home and implement what they have learned.5 The use of English as an
official language inevitably extends a quasi-colonialism as the Western neoliberal research imperative works through specific definitions of “research” and
“knowledge,” which can be easily extended to Asian research institutions.
Nelson has noted that visual arts and music have longer histories of inclusion
in the European academy, and therefore these arts have longer traditions of
establishing their practices in relationship to research. Similarly, artistic research
discourses in Asia that emanate from the visual arts are also more developed
than those arising from the performing arts.
Important conceptual approaches to contemporary Asian Practice Research
include efforts to resituate Asian practices and discourses at the centre of scholarship. Chen’s development of the concept of “Asia as Method” suggests that
breaking free of Western-driven binarist inscriptions of “East and West”
requires creating inter-Asian reference points and trajectories of activity to re-
constellate knowledge coordinates and “pose a different set of questions.”6
Ferrari has applied this framework to the Toki Experimental Project:
Preservation and Development of the Traditional Performing Arts, an intercultural project in Japan that explored traditional and contemporary Asian forms
in relation to each other. Through demonstrating how this kind of theatrical
practice effectively enacts an Asia as Method approach, she has shown how
“Asian Theatre as Method” is a viable way to resituate practice and discourse
in and on Asian performance.7 In the Asian Pacific sphere, Butt suggests that
artistic research can re-centre indigenous knowledge in the academy:
Artistic research, in its multiplicity and non-alphabetic form, is therefore a natural
framework in which to explore knowledge in multicultural societies that have a
range of approaches to how knowledge is registered, understood, and shared.
Potentially, artistic research provides a space that can welcome indigenous knowledges which provide flexible models of space and time for contemporary and
future action that can help us understand the specificity of our place in the
world … we can advocate for the necessity of sharing culturally specific method-
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ological frames in a regional network outside of the European cultural perspective
which implicitly takes an extractive approach to cultural difference.8

Whether or not Asian practitioner-researchers explicitly acknowledge or
work with these specific factors and concepts,9 I agree with Butt that Practice
Research methodologies can lend themselves to such re-centring efforts.

Constellations of Individual and Community Practice
Research Activity
As indicated, I have found evidence for Practice Research dotted across Asia in
different forms. Sometimes the activity is isolated like individual twinkling stars
and sometimes it comes in the form of larger constellations of interrelated
activity. Where there does not appear to be large-scale institutional frameworks
for Practice Research, such as Mainland China or Japan, there is still evidence
of interest in Practice Research projects and small-scale adoption in specific
courses. Ayumi Fujioka reports that while there is not currently formal uptake
of Practice Research frameworks in Japanese HEIs due to a traditional separation between practice and academic research, researchers have recently become
interested in building bridges between them.10 While Practice Research has not
been fully adopted across China’s Shanghai Theatre Academy, Chiayi Seetoo
has included its components in her pedagogy, including developing a course on
the subject.11
Conferences and symposia have been important for creating communities of
Practice Research including Hong Kong Academy for Performing Arts
(HKAPA)’s 2017 International Symposium on Practice as Research (ISPaR)
and the Malaysia Symposium on Practice as Research (MySpaR) in 2018 at
Akademi Seni Budaya Dan Warisan Kebagsaan (ASWARA). Both gatherings
featured regional and international participation and allowed practitioner-
researchers to connect, share and advance Practice Research efforts. Asia Pacific
Artistic Research Network (APARN) is a group of visual and performing arts
researchers that has hosted annual conferences since 2019 and built resources
and opportunities for exchange and support in the Asia Pacific region.
Institutional and administrative issues may seem secondary to practical and
theoretical concerns in Practice Research. However, just as Nelson has identified Practice Research as “a modern institutional matter,” understanding how
it is unfolding within institutions cuts to the heart of how research and dissemination are being defined and carried out. The questions of how and with whom
research needs to be shared definitively shapes the Practice Research process. In
arts institutions, such as HKAPA, where the target audience for research activities is comprised of other practitioners, the modes of dissemination can include
languages, shorthands, forms and assumptions of the specific practice. If, however, research universities, such as Chulalongkorn University and University of
Malaya (UM),12 embrace the research university mandate of dissemination
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across disciplines, the forms, languages and methods of research articulation
have to reach far beyond disciplinary boundaries. Another significant nuts-andbolts issue is how to create community consensus around, and confidence in,
Practice Research as an established methodology for local, regional and/or
international research dissemination in a place where it has not previously
existed. The histories of asking these questions in Asia often echoes the histories of asking the same questions in other parts of the world.
Strategies to address such institutional and administrative issues include creating multi-fronted efforts to establish research projects, train faculty, introduce Practice Research into undergraduate training, and offer postgraduate
degrees.13 Supporting these efforts works at local, regional and international
levels. While progress is being made, institutions can be in a bit of a Catch-22
at the start of such efforts: before they can undertake practice as research
(which would create a local tradition of Practice Research) they need to prove
that there is such a tradition. In these cases when Practice Research is not
established in the local context, Asian practitioner-researchers have often leveraged on established traditions in Europe and Australia by referencing key publications and consulting with experts from these contexts. But, inevitably,
international consultants help individual departments shape their activities in
resonance with international standards.14 As noted, conferences and symposia
bring researchers together across contexts.
Some efforts to establish Practice Research standards can also occur at the
local level: Malaysia’s University of Malaya (UM) has created an inter-institutional committee across performing arts disciplines to assess postgraduate proposals. In terms of faculty training, early Practice Research efforts include
incorporating existing junior faculty members into initial PhD cohorts. In this
way the junior members may transform themselves from practitioners and
trainers into practitioner-researchers and eventually establish a solid Practice
Research expertise within faculty ranks themselves.15

Case Studies
HKAPA is an arts conservatoire with a full-scale Practice Research framework
that spans across the curriculum for undergraduates, graduates and faculty.
HKAPA’s Performing Arts Research program is proactive as it offers not only
support and resources for Practice Research activity, but also training opportunities for faculty and students to learn how to use the methodology. The home
of the 2017 ISPaR conference, HKAPA overtly links their work and lineage to
prominent Practice Research voices in the UK and Australia. Among the host
of resources on their website,16 videos recount particular projects at the academy. Theatre makeup artist and instructor Chan Ming-Long Sunny explained
how Practice Research allowed him to articulate and share his tacit artistic
processes:
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The experience is tremendously helpful to me. In my usual practice as an artist, I
clearly would observe, think, draw conclusions and make new attempts. However,
the whole process merely occurred within myself. I could not share it with other
people … It helped me turn my observations and experimentations into something concrete, something that I can share with my students. Moreover, PaR
helped me find clear traces of ideas. In the past, those ideas only stayed in my
mind. I remembered them, but they could not be seen. However, if I try to document everything and [carry out] dialogues with others, those ideas become
something visible … Not only does it benefit my teaching, but also my creative
practice as an artist.17

Even in an arts conservatoire setting where the remit for research dissemination may be limited to arts disciplines themselves, Practice Research approaches
can make a marked difference to established practitioners.
Thailand’s Chulalongkorn University is establishing Practice Research
through a full range of funded activities, presentations, performances, conferences and publications, and has recently interviewed for its first PhD cohort.
Spearheaded by Professor Pornrat Damrhung at the Department of Dramatic
Arts, explorations into Practice Research began around 2015 against the backdrop of a national push to prioritize and reinvigorate research. Teacher training
colleges were being transformed into universities and arts conservatoires
sought university status. Solutions for articulating how research is constituted
in the performing arts became a priority for a wide range of artists and scholars
across different kinds of institutions.18 Damrhung was given funding to undertake a literature review on “practice as research” to understand how it might
benefit theatre practitioners. Afterward, she was awarded a Thai Research Fund
three-year Senior Research Scholar grant to design projects with younger colleagues and network with other Thai universities. The ultimate goal was to
create collaborations between university arts researchers and local artists. Also
as part of these efforts to bolster Thai research, universities began developing
new postgraduate programmes.19 As projects developed through 2019,
Damrhung and her colleagues initiated a Research Cluster in the Arts and
Cultures “that seeks to produce creative knowledge that translates into empowered and innovative action in our communities and the world.”20 While
COVID-19 has hampered their momentum, their goals remain to solidify
“performance research” (their preferred term) through a combination of conducting research activities, securing funding and producing postgraduate
students.21
Through these activities, Damrhung and her colleagues re-centred Thai
practices and discourses in new ways. They did so not just because the projects
were instigated through a national push for the development of research into
local practice. The Practice Research process itself permitted them not only to
see recurring priorities and practices within Thai work, but also to transform
those priorities and practices into starting points for further theorization and
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practice. This is most evident in a journal issue that explores many of the
research cluster’s projects. Damrhung and Lowell Skar write:
This special issue of Manusya explores the diverse ways that performance cultures
are embedded in cultural ecologies in Thailand today. This theme emerged from
work done using performance research approaches in projects done around
Thailand between 2017 and 2019. These projects discovered that performance
lives in cultural ecosystems, both producing new knowledge, skills and performances for those involved in them, and revealing how performance cultures were
locally-grounded living assemblages of creativity in diverse Thai communities.
[Italics original]22

In Damrhung’s work with Chiang Mai’s Lanna Wisdom School, their methodology of performance research was responsible for revealing the broader
structuring potential of a localized theory and process of knowledge transmission.23 Practice Research permits reconfiguring and recirculating types of
knowledges in the research process,24 and in this case it foregrounded the local
practices and processes of the Northern Thai dance form “Cheong.” The
research methodology itself enabled Damrhung and her colleagues to both see
the function of and imagine new applications for the specific concept of Rabob
Niwet or “ecology” that undergirds the local practice.25 As a flexible system of
transmitting local “wisdom,” Damrhung saw how Rabob Niwet shaped the way
that the school
created cross-generational and intra-active networks of artist-practitioners that
could sustainably keep the arts alive in local Lanna society, and therefore in
today’s world. The ecological approach to the arts used in this school even provided access to a career-oriented path for some students into the modern urban
cultural ecosystem.26

This insight not only comprised part of the individual project’s research
findings, but emerged as a guiding principle for the overall research cluster’s
activities. Through performance research, local practice was rendered into
research insight and then rendered again into a theoretical starting point for
further research. In terms of dissemination, this research cluster’s activity
resulted in many performances, a 2019 conference and multiple research publications in Thai and English, reaching wide and varied audiences. This is a fully
realized version of what Butt sees as the “promise” of artistic research, and
indicative of how I see Practice Research unfolding in Asian contexts.

Conclusion
While noting that Practice Research is still nascent in Asian contexts, I have
offered regional factors, historical considerations and theoretical issues that
have impacted its emergence. Case studies of more developed initiatives demonstrated how practitioner-researchers have accounted for these issues in their
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work. In this way the methodology of Practice Research itself has supported
Asian practitioner-researchers in widely sharing local work, re-centring discourse on local practices and theories, and creating solidarities for the development of Asian performing arts research.
In tandem, local understandings of “knowledge,” “research” and affiliated
concepts will continue to bear on the development of Practice Research in different ways. Longstanding Chinese divisions between academia and entertainment, for instance, may sustain, impacting what Chinese performance
practitioners are interested in and permitted to pursue.27 Abiding separations
between conservatoires and research universities, while not unique to Asia,
may put specific pressures on practitioners who want to pursue research on/
with/about/through their practices.28 Questions around sustaining both traditional and contemporary practices may produce different understandings and
prioritizations of “practice,” “knowledge” and “research” in performance.
Practitioners may receive strong support for their work via community, national
or private avenues and have no interest, desire or need to enter academia.
Practical innovations that Practice Research often studies may be accounted for
within the performance industries themselves.29 These tensions and resistances
to Practice Research will undoubtedly continue to animate Asian arts research
and, to extend the phrase coined from Chulalongkorn’s performance research
projects, shape a host of unique Practice Research ecologies in Asia(s).
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CHAPTER 8

Australasia
Suzanne Little

It is from a region marked by precarity and uncertainty, particularly in the arts,
that I offer a brief overview of the acceptance and functioning of Practice as
Research (PaR) in student and staff research in Australia and Aotearea New
Zealand (henceforth Aotearoa). Many universities in the region have been hit
hard by the Covid 19 pandemic due primarily to a very strong reliance on
international student enrolments that have been decimated by border closures.
This is particularly the case with many Australian universities, where the loss in
revenue in 2020 was 1.8 billion dollars and is predicted to climb to 2 billion
this year. The souring of relations between China and Australia threatens to
compound these losses.1 Many universities responded by cutting jobs and
entire academic programmes, particularly in the arts.2 Some research nevertheless continues but, before reviewing the current situation, I should clarify my
standpoint.
I am working from Nelson’s guiding principles of Practice as Research (PaR)
as outlined in this book and elsewhere. In this sense, I look for PaR to involve
projects where “processes or products might constitute the primary evidence
of the research”3 but where the intention is to undertake research through
practice that can be shared with the wider field and contribute to knowledge.
This involves requiring “researchers to attend differently to their work in presenting it as research.”4 An exegetical component usually accompanies the
praxis working to situate and frame it. PaR is not evident in all arts practices,
some of which, Nelson claims, may be “professionally polished and display a
high level of technique but [be] … formulaic rather than innovative or inventive.”5 Relatedly, Barton excludes “personal artistic enquiry – a sub-category
susceptible to multiple interpretations but here understood as localized individual development conducted without the intention to communicate or share
results beyond those individuals immediately participating.”6 Differing from
arts practice with its inherent aesthetic values and cultural and commercial
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
R. Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts (and Beyond),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90542-2_8

139

140

S. LITTLE

contributions, PaR may or may not produce high-level aesthetic outcomes
since its primary aim is to contribute to knowledge. The above principles outline a notion of PaR that is widely accepted and used in assessing research (that
involves practice) in a number of countries, though not everywhere.
As Robson noted in the 2013 edition of this book, PaR doctoral programmes began in Australia in the early 1980s, rapidly progressing in the next
decade across multiple institutions.7 This places Australia as one of the early
proponents of PaR and a culture is long-established. An issue of consensus on
definitions and nomenclature remains, as Robson identified, but more at the
individual and institution level than in Australia’s general acceptance of the
methodology. In surveying academics across both countries, it is clear that
academics in Australia are reasonably consistent in their application of terms,
albeit there are slippages. In Aotearoa, however—where PaR has only entered
formal funding rounds in the last two decades—the shorter history seems to
coincide with a more disparate deployment of terms. Some academics undoubtedly conduct leading research in the field but others appear to misunderstand
the requirements and conditions for PaR. Highlighting some of the ongoing
confusions and slippages around PaR will illuminate the state of play in the
cultures. First, misunderstanding is in good part linked to definitional and
requirement problems at the national assessment level.
Both countries operate systems of research audit: Excellence in Research for
Australia (ERA) in Australia and the Performance Based Research Fund
(PBRF) in Aotearoa (see Chap. 2). But it is important to note that they have
quite different requirements in terms of what is acceptable as a non-traditional
creative research output. In Australia, ERA 2018 required academics to situate
the work as research in a statement that was to include:
Research background: Field, Context, Research aim
Research contribution: Innovation, New knowledge
Research significance: Evidence of excellence.

The ERA submission guidelines also provided an example of an artist’s
statement. As part of the guidelines, the definition of research was appended
with this claim:
This definition of research is consistent with a broad notion of research and
experimental development comprising “creative and systematic work undertaken
in order to increase the stock of knowledge – including knowledge of humankind, culture and society – and to devise new applications of available knowledge”.8

The 2017 PBRF definition of research began with the statement: “For the
purposes of the PBRF, research is original, independent investigation undertaken to contribute to knowledge and understanding and, in the case of some
disciplines, cultural innovation or aesthetic refinement.”9 In admitting “aesthetic refinement” as a marker of research, the PBRF authority opens a means
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by which individual professional aesthetic practice may be counted as a research
output. This echoes issues in the 2012 round where, as noted in the first edition of this book, creative outputs were judged on the quality of venue and
other commercial markers rather than the contribution to knowledge.10
Goldson (University of Auckland—UoA), a long-term member of the
Creative and Performing arts panel of PBRF, published “The Emergence of
Creative Practice as Research” (2020), a journal article in which she detailed
the rise of Creative Practice as Research (CPaR) in parallel with the emergence
of PBRF. She charts her own career by way of example. Goldson is a highly
respected documentary filmmaker and the recipient of many awards, and there
is little question that she engages in PaR when making some of her works. But
she does not give a clear definition of CPaR nor link it effectively to wider
international discourse around PaR or Practice Led Research (PLR). What
emerges from the article is a sense that she elides research with artistic practice,
such as film production, without citing a need to attend differently to it when
presenting in academic contexts, as advocated by Nelson. Moreover, her
description of working with the panel suggests a similar elision:
Some individual researchers offer up Evidence Portfolios that contain creative
outputs exclusively, while others are a blend of practice and theory. Luckily for
those of us in the field, the CPA has had exemplary leadership, headed by scholars
and creatives committed to their practice and to the institutions they work within.
The two Chairs I have had the pleasure of working with, who come from music
and fine arts respectively (thus have the more “secure tradition” connections I
refer to above), have taken as given that creative practice is a legitimate form of
research within the University system. They have used the PBRF process to
emphasise this firmly-held position and consistently argued that creative practice
deploys critical thinking and “new knowledge” just as well as more traditional
methods of research.11

In Aotearoa and Australia, a number of closely related terms are used for
research through practice, including, PaR, PAR, PLR and Applied Theatre as
Research (ATAR). These tend to cohere well with the expectations of academic
research at postgraduate and staff level in that all involve an expectation that
new knowledge will be an aim and outcome. However, slippages and confusions—reflecting those in assessment bodies—continue to arise across institutions, disciplines and individual researchers about, for example: the function
and knowledge-producing worth of “creative components”: requirement (or
not) for “aesthetic excellence”; and the overall resourcing and assessment of PaR.
Tensions are evident across different institutions in the region as to the role
that the creative artefact or practice may play in a PhD for example, in terms of
embodying research findings and knowledge. In many instances, this is subtle,
with the wording of the regulations and the required word count or weighting
of the exegesis giving an indication as to whether an institution trusts in the
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value of the artefact as an embodiment of research findings. At the University
of Auckland and the University of Otago in Aotearoa, for example, the required
maximum length of the accompanying “thesis” is 60,000 words, whereas at
Deakin University (Australia) the required exegesis is a minimum of
18,000–20,000 words. On average the largest written components and weightings are being required in Aotearoa, but a number of Australian universities
also have relatively high word count requirements.
The description of the PaRPhD on the University of Auckland’s website
states that it “recognises a creative arts or design output as a contribution
towards advancing knowledge in a particular field.”12 Senior Lecturer, Harvey,
however, feels that the institution supports PaR only to an extent arguing that,
“there is a little too much bias towards non-creative practice in our regulations,
such as the PhD only being 40% creative practice – in reality we do not operate
to these percentages at PhD level, because we don’t see them as applicable or
appropriate on the ground because practice and contextual writing interweave
often.”13 Although potentially allowing “a nominated creative component to
be integrated within a PhD thesis and presented for examination,” the
University of Otago’s PhD regulations are rather off-putting in pointing to,
“significant implications for the resources and processes of the PhD candidate,
supervisor and host Academic Unit.”14 This raises institutional wariness about
the resources required in supporting PaR projects; funding support for candidates undertaking PaRPhDs differs dramatically across institutions and
countries.
At the University of New South Wales, Bollen attests that PaR students are
supported by a dedicated practice lab,
with access to studio spaces, production facilities, and staff that contribute to
design, technical production, presentation and promotion. Students can access
faculty funds for research projects, up to around $10k, for production. I have had
PhD students use this to employ outside artists at professional rates for creative
developments.

He adds, however, that “on-site at performance examination is not yet supported at UNSW.”15
Conversely, the University of Otago does have assessors attend a live performance related not only to the Master in Fine Art (MFA) in Theatre, the Master
of Music (MMus) and Doctor of Fine Art (DFA) but also to the PhD with
Creative Component. The presence of so many other professional degrees
requiring live assessment may in fact have assisted in the case for the PaRPhD
requiring a similar level of resourcing. However, Otago School of Performing
Arts PaRPhD students are eligible for no more than $4500 NZD for their
studies and, while they have access to facilities, they receive little extra technical
production or promotional support. At Victoria University in Wellington,
Aotearoa, O’Donnell notes, there is no targeted funding for PaRPhD and MA
production projects, though negotiated splits between the creative component
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and exegesis, where the former may be weighted higher than the latter, are
possible.16 At the Western Australia Academy of Performing Arts (WAAPA)
Marshall affirms that support for PaR staff and student activity is a “mixed
bag.” Postgraduate PaR students at WAAPA were initially denied access to all
venues and tech support as it was reserved for teaching. Now, there is access to
a limited number of venues and support, but music candidates—as distinct
from dance and performance candidates—have additional support due to the
presence of a recital/concert manager.17 The disparities are concerning.
The dismay some academics feel about low levels of funding may in part be
due to confusion as to a perceived requirement for PaR work to meet the standards not only for research but also for aesthetic excellence. While the prevailing literature on PaR (beyond Nordic countries—see Chap. 2) denotes that it
is not necessary to meet an additional aesthetic standard, there is a view amongst
some academics that it does. Some Aotearoa academics see the significance
attached to the creative component in PaR as indicative of a need to produce
work of a professional industry standard, thus justifying an for higher levels of
funding. The belief then follows that lower-level funding is acceptable for PLR
because its focus is more on creative process and as such its contributions to
knowledge emerge in the exegesis. This conceptual slippage is not unusual, and
unfortunately seems to come in good part from the very top of the assessment
structure in Aotearoa as noted. Associated confusion about the roles of creative
works also arises through the co-presence of professional doctorates and
Masters and PaR degrees in institutions in both countries.
In Australia, Butt (Victorian College of the Arts (VCA), University of
Melbourne) sees the traditional distinction between professional doctorates
(judged more on the aesthetic quality of the artworks) and PhDs (judged on a
contribution to knowledge) as having waned over the last ten years.18
McNamara (Queensland University of Technology (QUT)) questions “what
would be the point of a written exegesis? Or the whole debate?” if such a divide
were to be made.19 VCA does not offer a professional doctorate in Design, and
QUT does not offer one in visual arts. Nevertheless, VCA do offer a Doctorate
in Visual and Performing Arts and QUT offer a Doctor of Creative Industries.
So the PaRPhD has not filled the space of all creative postgraduate degrees,
and often professional qualifications also involve extensive coursework and
industry secondments which are a drawcard, and indeed necessary, for some
students.
At the University of Otago, according to Cattermole, Head of Music, “the
understanding and uptake of PaR among music staff and student research has
been near non-existent.”20 Home to multiple professional and PaR degrees,
Otago recently rewrote the regulations for its DMA, moving it away from its
PaR overtones to a degree involving a short thesis/exegesis of 10,000–30,000
words and a collection of creative works that could be weighted at up to 90%
of the degree. While this may be considered a retrograde move, it worked to
clarify the regulations and to create an option that was better-suited to current
student and staff strengths and actual supervision practice in that discipline.
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In an ideal world, PaR might serve many different types of students and
researchers, but it seems to require a certain level of academic background as a
base for the work. That knowledge is not always a given in the region, particularly in students who may have arrived through conservatoire routes. Marshall
(WAAPA), argues there is little point in introducing his students to Haeman’s
writings on performative research because generally his PaR degree students
arrive at postgraduate study with no knowledge of concepts such as “the performative.” For Marshall, then, supervisory work is more about nurturing,
encouraging “iterative processes of critical self-reflection which produces
changes in practice which are then further reflected upon.”21 There is arguably
an unspoken sense that PDs can serve an additional role in “getting through”
students who may not have the academic skills or aptitude for PaRPhD projects. This is aided by the usually much smaller requirements in PDs for written
components, often with little requirement for conceptual engagement.
Given that Haeman wrote his five credibility tests for PLR in Australia in
2007, it is interesting to speculate as to why slippages and confusions about
PaR continue to occur in this region. Many academics cite Haeman’s work as
one of a number of guiding sources and there is certainly no dearth of subsequent literature on PaR. Whilst McNamara at QUT has challenged some of
Haeman’s contribution, his own 2012 publication takes things forward—particularly the supervision process—and is very much in keeping with the trajectory of PaR as understood here.22 But the confusion, emanating perhaps from
national assessment or institution level as indicated, continues to impact upon
individual researchers.
A number of PaR academics in the region cite issues with having their own
PaR work accepted as valid or stand-alone outputs. Brown, a leading PaR practitioner/academic internationally, has gone through the REF, PBRF and is
now subject to the ERA modes of research accountability. Brown states:
I would describe the status of research outputs being categorized as “non-
traditional” and requiring extensive documentation as continuing to perpetuate a
“second tier” research category for research creation … It is difficult for the variegated practices of artists as researchers to comply with the categories and
assumptions about research embedded in modes of capture for outputs which
favours “A” refereed journals and the word over corporeal experience.23

Indeed, in Aotearoa, Willis opts to write journal articles about her creative
outputs. She states: “UoA considers creative projects as outputs in and of
themselves, which is good, but I know that writing about the work helps
increase the sense of its status as research.”24 This indicates a perceived requirement to bolster PaR with traditional outputs to appease assessment bodies.
Ultimately, the acceptance and functioning of PaR in this region is, indeed,
a “mixed bag.” While assessment bodies and institutions claim to accept PaR,
the reality is that many academics find the additional hoops required to prove
its worth indicative of a mistrust in its value. PaR options for postgraduate
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study are now available at many institutions in the region and these often sit
uncomfortably alongside, rather than replace, professional degrees. This can
result in conceptual blurring and contribute to notions that PaR work similarly
requires standards of professional or aesthetic excellence. Similar misunderstandings can arise through slippages in terminology. There is more that
national assessment bodies can do in terms of dispelling confusion about what
constitutes creative research. The Australian ERA’s addition of an example artist’s statement indicating how the criteria for research may be met in creative
work is useful and could be adopted by its equivalent in Aotearoa. For Aotearoa,
however, there is more work to be done with PBRF. Currently it is not clear
whether the national body is determining creative research value via aesthetic
excellence, or through contribution to knowledge and innovation, or both.
Clarification is vitally important and in the interests of all parties. The next
research rounds (2023 and 2025) will bring new sets of criteria. It is hoped
that PaR will continue to grow in acceptance and understanding in this region
and this will be reflected in clearer guidelines, more support and a deeper confidence in its value.
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CHAPTER 9

Nordic Contexts
Stefan Östersjö

This chapter seeks to identify concepts that have driven the development of
artistic research programmes in the Nordic countries, and to discuss the implications and challenges of these approaches. Needless to say, while the focus in
this chapter is on shared concepts, artistic research—across all disciplines in the
arts and implemented in institutions spread across these three Nordic countries—is a manifold reality. An entire book could be written about the differences between individual programmes, but again, this chapter seeks only to
discuss some fundamental and shared aspects of the formats for research
through the arts, as they have developed in Sweden, Norway and Finland.

Artistic Knowing and Discursive Knowledge Forms
The pre-history of artistic research in the Nordic countries goes back to the
1970s, and in both Norway and Sweden, substantial progress was made
towards implementing artistic research as a discipline. In Finland, doctoral
degrees were awarded in academies of fine and performing arts already in the
late 1980s. Although the motivations for these developments were indeed economic, political and ideological, and often driven from institutional perspectives, they also reflect paradigmatic shifts in art worlds (Becker 1982), wherein
the notion of art as research was being articulated, initially in the visual arts.1
In the Nordic countries, the years between 2002 and 2010 were a formative
period and, in this section, we will consider examples from this time, from
epistemological and pragmatic perspectives on artistic research: What is the
knowledge it produces, and what is it good for? Since 2010, the field has been
characterized by increasing maturity, and often improving financial conditions,
as well as structural clarity.
Frayling’s (1997) distinctions between research into, through and for the
arts was influential throughout the debates, found in publications from the
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
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time,2 and also through their interpretation in the writings of Borgdorff
(2007). It is important to note that Frayling limits the perspective of “research
where the end product is an artefact—where the end product is, so to speak,
embodied in the artefact” to what he calls research with a small “r,” as preparative collection of materials and methods “for” the arts.3 I argue that a shared
feature of artistic research in the Nordic countries is, in contrast, its focus on
the knowledge produced “through” the artwork, but also, in the words of
Borgdorff, “when that artistic practice is not only the result of the research, but
also its methodological vehicle, when the research unfolds in and through the
acts of creating and performing.”4 Hence, the ontological status of artistic
research cannot be separated from the doing, as implied in the phrase, still
found in the description of the PhD programme in artistic research in Fine Art
and Malmö Art Academy, “the artistic work is both object and method.”5
Along similar lines, Malterud et al. (2015) observe how, in the context of the
Norwegian Artistic Research Programme (NARP)6 “questions about and
reflection on method are fundamentally interwoven with the artistic work
itself.”7 Reflection has been articulated as the central discursive means in the
programme, and as such has also been subject to critical analysis and evaluation
(see Vassenden 2013). In a recent paper, Crispin, the current Director of the
Arne Nordheim Centre for Artistic Research at the Norwegian Academy of
Music, problematizes the role of reflection as a central method in the programme. With reference to ongoing method development, through novel
approaches, for instance, to auto-ethnography, she suggests that in artistic
research, wherein critical analysis is added to the scrutiny of artistic process and
outcomes, “the evidence of the disciplinary nature becomes the analysis; done
well, and with regard to tested practices, it stands up to what we might call
‘scientific’ scrutiny.”8
In some ways, the Finnish context has been different, due to the longer
experience of awarding doctoral degrees in the arts, but Arlander articulates a
similar process, taking the Theatre Academy in Helsinki (TEAK) as an example. She describes how a structural dichotomy “between doctoral works with
artistic emphasis and those with scholarly/research emphasis” was established
in the 1990s, and provides examples of how this divide was explicitly challenged with a reformed institutional structure, which entailed the appointment
of Kirkkopelto as a professor of artistic research in a new department for
Research Development, in 2007.9 Further, the novel direction constituted an
explicit merger of the “artistic” and “scientific” strands into one programme
for artistic research, guided by the purpose of developing, in the words of
Kirkkopelto, “research arising directly from the viewpoint of the artist and the
problems and needs posed by art.”10 Claims for knowledge in and through the
arts have been formulated in different ways, and do not constitute a single and
coherent ground for the epistemology of artistic research (see, for instance,
Mersch 2013; Kirkkopelto 2017; Östersjö 2017, 2019, 2020).
For the purposes of the present chapter, it may suffice to say that artistic
research in Scandinavia has maintained a focus on the artistic outcomes of the
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research, and how knowledge is articulated in and through media and materials, but also through performance (Haseman 2006; Mersch 2013). I have previously noted how
performative knowledge is embodied by musicians, as well as by audiences, and is
therefore a category of embodied, or tacit, knowledge (Polanyi 1962). But
importantly, the performative dimension also entails the explicit, and often public, expression of this knowledge. Hence, this knowledge is indeed tacit only in
the sense that it does not necessarily seek to articulate its meaning or intention
verbally.11

However, and as will be argued further below, artistic research is also dependent on its ability to carry out translations between embodied and artistic
forms of knowing, into the discursive domain (see Östersjö 2017, 2019, 2020).
A challenge for artistic research institutions is how the assessment of artistic
quality is to be carried out. The quality of traditional academic publications is
carried out through an intricate system of peer review, which is organized
through external institutions, other universities and publishing companies, but
also through a web of researchers, connected to these structures. A similar
system in the arts is not viable, but, as I would argue, would also not be meaningful: the quality of art is defined in art worlds, or socio-culturally constructed
networks of human and non-human actors (Becker 1982). HEIs are often part
of several art worlds, and, even more importantly, their teachers are embedded
in art worlds, and the values that they represent and sustain are the foundation
for quality in both teaching and research within the institution. Hence, also in
the 3rd cycle, quality must be similarly assessed, and the PhD student’s role in
an art world must be clearly documented and defined, in order for the assessment of quality to be credible.12 Finally, the quality of PhD supervision has
certainly improved across the past decades, but challenges still remain in securing the relevant competence, and also to further improve the institutional
frameworks in which research education is carried out.13
The focus on the thought processes embodied in the artwork, in Nordic
institutions for artistic research, has also entailed explicit demands on the
expertise of the PhD candidate, and the regulations for admission to the programmes. Further, since the PhD positions, particularly in Norway and Sweden,
typically are fully funded, the expectations on professional experience, often
specifically with reference also to international standards and relevance, have
been part of the construction of the programmes, and the response from the
professional artists in the field has been very strong across the years.
Sandqvist, who has played a central role in implementing artistic research in
Fine Art in Sweden, and has headed the artistic PhD programme at the Malmö
Academy of Music since its formation in 2002, claims that doctoral programs
in Fine Art do not seek to develop the artistic skills of the student, but rather
to “facilitate artistic research that has access to the tools for organizing and
analysing forms of knowing that have been developed within knowledge
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disciplines other than that of fine arts.”14 Hence, it is assumed that PhD candidates will build on an ongoing international artistic practice, which in effect
makes impact in the art world a built-in component of the doctoral project.
According to Sandqvist, the focus of the research education
is thus not on “improving” an artistic project. On the contrary, I think artistic-
research education should be given to artists who have a well-developed practice
of their own. Not until they have mastered their own artistic projects can artists
decide which methods they need in order to develop the specific parts of their
artistic projects that are oriented towards the production of new knowledge.15

Hence, artistic excellence is assumed as a starting point and the production
of new knowledge, the focus of the doctoral studies, adds value to the existing
“artistic project.”
But does this limit the methodological framework at hand for the artistic
researcher to be “developed within knowledge disciplines” other than the arts?
I believe that would be a grave oversimplification. The artistic methods developed within the individual project will continue to drive the research. Also,
given the focus given to experimentation in artistic research, “critically testing,
challenging and overturning methods are integral parts of its culture.”16
However, as pointed out by Crispin, “in reality, artistic research exists in two
milieus – artistic and scholarly,” and she further argues that, therefore, “it has
both a dual requirement and a dual responsibility. Just as it needs to hold its
own in the professional context, it must also display an awareness of the web of
related research activity—both artistic and conventionally “scientific”—into
which it is launching itself.”17 In the final two sections, different perspectives
on how artistic researchers might position themselves and establish methods
that are relevant for such dual requirements will be considered.

Inter-disciplinarity: Contrasting Perspectives
A particular challenge in artistic research communities, and matter of concern
in the Nordic context, is the potential for inter-disciplinary exchange and collaboration across artistic disciplines. The problem of such collaboration may
perhaps best be understood by considering how immediate the discrimination
of artistic quality is to the specific art world in which researchers and their projects are situated.18 Hence, although artistic researchers may share many general
epistemological and methodological considerations, the very nature of the
research itself may still be difficult to communicate. Many attempts have been
made to connect PhD candidates in artistic research across disciplines, for
instance, within the Norwegian Artistic Research Programme (NARP); in the
Summer Academy for Artistic research (SAAR), which was originally initiated
as a collaboration between Aalto University School of Art and Design and the
Academies of Theatre and Fine Arts in Helsinki in 2011 but, since 2014, is
organized as a Nordic collaboration, and; as the final example, within the
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Swedish Graduate school for artistic research (Konstnärliga Forskarskolan,
which was operative for the period 2010–2015).19
As is obvious, across the past 50 years and more, many forms of inter-disciplinary practices have emerged in the fine and performing arts, for instance, as
expressed through the notion of Composed Theatre.20 Any artistic research
practice which is grounded in inter-disciplinary work is excepted from the
above reflection, which only refers to the assumption that artistic research can
be understood as a generic category which transcends artforms. My claim is
that in many instances, the opposite is often the case, and that it is only in a
very particular grounding in an art world that some instances of artistic research
can reach full potential. But there is a contrasting perspective on interdisciplinarity which I find to be more of a generic possibility in artistic research,
its relation to other research domains, or, following the same socio-culturally
situated analysis as in Becker’s art worlds (1982), the question of how a particular project relates to science worlds.21 In music research, I see huge potential in inter-disciplinary approaches, wherein a grounding in artistic practice
may allow for combinations of methods that cut across all present disciplines in
music research. A very promising development in some artistic research environments in the Nordic countries builds on such multi-method approaches to
knowledge formation.

The Science Worlds of Artistic Research
If the relation between art and research may be encapsulated in the three relations of “into, through and for,” the relations between artistic researcher and
institutions demand even more perspectives. Indeed, the first three are relevant, but at the same time, each of the connections provides an entirely different relation. Research “into” institutions presumes a critical perspective, while
“through” expresses the interdependence between researcher and the infrastructures the institutions provide. Research “for” institutions, it may be
argued, most often entails critical research “into” the institution, in order to be
a valid contribution. Hence, although the development of methods in artistic
research certainly has proven to be useful “for” institutions in the reconfiguration of curricula in the unfolding of the Bologna agreement, it is in the further
critical potential that the greater usefulness of the research outcomes can be
identified. Further, and given the artistic researchers’ situatedness in both art
worlds and science worlds, their relation to institutions in both contexts effectively becomes that of nomads, “situated in a liminal space between the academic institution where research is carried out, and the art world within which
their practice is situated.”22
The role of institutions in artistic research was highlighted in several ways
through the PhD project of Bogdan Szyber, which caused attention by being
the first Swedish doctoral project in artistic research which was failed by the
grading committee in the final defence (see Chap. 2).23 The project itself is
explicitly critical of the discipline and its institutions, and addresses the relation
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between what could be understood as the science worlds of artistic research,
the artist-researcher and the art world. Furthermore, Szyber identifies relations
between the late-capitalist market place of knowledge capital and academia,
and observes how critique of the academic institution to whom an artist
becomes affiliated as an artistic researcher is bound to fail, since the critique
becomes embedded as a component in the same system (Szyber 2020).
Taking a broader perspective on the relation between the artistic researcher
and institutions in society, Kirkkopelto makes the more optimistic argument,
claiming that “artistic research not only takes place in institutions, but also
should conduct research on them, should take institutions as its object.”24 It is
essential for the argument that the concept of institution is defined more widely
than merely as the organization where the research is funded and/or carried
out, but rather “from the broader institutions of perception and affectivity to
current political institutions, through showing how the latter are connected to
the former or even based on them.”25 Hence, according to Kirkkopelto, institutional critique may constitute a central component in the credible design of
artistic research projects, and this critique may be articulated in artistic form,
but it is also argued that “the mode of thinking of artistic research is not only
artistic but also discursive, since it worries about the significance and position
of art and aesthetic experience in the discursively instituted world,”26 hereby
providing a further specification of the dual responsibilities discussed by Crispin
above. Making art is to make a difference in the world, and artistic research
provides the artist with tools to create change, both through discursive and
through aesthetic means. This also makes Kirkkopelto articulate an understanding of artistic knowledge, when situated outside of research institutions,
claiming that
artistic research performed by an artist outside publicly or privately subsidised
institutions is worthy of the name only if it has institutional consequences and if
it can articulate itself in relation to institutions, if only in order to resist them.
Since artistic research of this kind is happening in the arts field all the time, and
since the idea of “institution” elaborated here is much wider than we usually
conceive of by this term, art universities should not close their gates to initiatives
and influences stemming directly from the arts field, but should show a constant
interest in these initiatives and serve as a forum where different kinds of artists
and practitioners can bring their ideas to critical discussion.27

It appears to me that the debate that followed after Szyber’s PhD defence
has not yet reached the most foundational questions. The greatest shared challenge for artistic research in the Nordic countries is how art, and artistic
research outputs in particular, can have societal and political impact. What relations between artist and institutions can be articulated through such art practices, set in liminal spaces between art worlds and science worlds? How can
artistic research even more clearly articulate its grounding in art worlds, while
also expanding its approaches to multi-method design, and thereby, contribute
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to new knowledge also in other science worlds? In my understanding, artistic
research in the Nordic countries has reached a certain level of maturity, and
therefore, we are at a threshold, about to take further steps towards deepened
practices.

Notes
1.	See, for instance, the discussion in Sandqvist (2016, p. 182) and Lilja (2015,
pp. 106–107). It should be noted that these early articulations of art as research
in individual arts practices were not hugely influential in art worlds of the time,
but have had longer-term significance.
2.	Since Finland had had a head start, many of these publications were grounded
in the Finnish environment; see, for instance, Kiljunen and Hannula (2002) and
Hannula, Suoranta and Vadén (2005) for early examples of the discussion.
3. 1993: 05.
4. Borgdorff, 2010: 46.
5.	The phrase was central to the first syllabus for artistic research in the academies
of Fine Arts, Music and Theatre, but is not anymore part of the current version.
However, the phrase prevails on the website of the Art Academy; see https://
www.khm.lu.se/en/research
6.	The Artistic Research Fellowship Programme was established in Norway in
2003 and was followed by the Norwegian Artistic Research Programme
(NARP). In 2018, NARP, was merged into Diku—the Norwegian Agency for
International Cooperation and Quality Enhancement in Higher Education. At
the same time, a new PhD programme opened in Norway, while the fellowship
programme continues as a part of the National Artistic Research School, managed by Diku.
7. 2015: 06.
8. 2021: 72.
9. 2009: 77–78.
10. 2008: 17
11. Östersjö, 2020: 115.
12. See Östersjö, 2019.
13.	
In the Swedish context, Konstnärliga forskarskolan took the initiative to a
national course in PhD supervision, which resulted in a book, edited by Frisk,
Johansson and Lindberg-Sand (2015), in which many issues and concepts (more
than can be addressed in the present chapter) are discussed.
14. Sandqvist, 2016: 183.
15. Sandqvist, 2016: 184.
16. Malterud et al., 2015: 06.
17. 2019: 55.
18. See Östersjö, 2019.
19.	As phrased by Lindberg-Sand and Sonesson looking at how the objectives for
the graduate school were formulated one premise was explicitly “to provide a
base for inter-disciplinary communication and cooperation between the different arts” and they continue to note how “we found this slightly puzzling: why
would a national research school for a new field of research take on the responsibility of also providing a base for the communication and cooperation between
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the professionals active in different forms of art in society at large? And what
would be the role of the PhD candidates or the supervisors in fulfilling this
objective?” (2015: 199).
The public defence took place online, due to the restriction.
20. See Roesner and Rebstock, 2012.
21. See Östersjö, 2020.
22. Östersjö, 2019: 85.
23.	The public defence took place online, due to the restrictions of the ongoing
Covid-19 pandemic, on the 15th of May, 2020. The debate that followed can be
accessed through this page: https://www.uniarts.se/aktuellt/nyheter/
kommentar-till-debatt-om-konstnarlig-forskning
24. 2017: 140.
25. 2017: 140.
26. 2017: 147.
27. 2017: 141.

CHAPTER 10

North America
Bruce Barton

Given the breadth of the field of Practice as Research (PaR), coupled with the
expanse and diversity of continental North America, a brief survey of activities
across this landscape will, of necessity, be both generalized in its observations
and selective in its examples. Shannon Rose Riley’s essay, in the first (2013)
edition of this volume, does an admirable job of identifying key trends and tensions within the US at that time. In many ways, it remains an accurate portrayal
of the obstacles to a widespread embrace of PaR (and PAR) methodologies/
pedagogies, as well as the huge potential these approaches represent across the
academy and beyond. This chapter builds upon her account, recognizing some
important developments and indices that have emerged subsequently. Further,
I complement—and, at times, complicate—Riley’s assessment through the
inclusion of the Canadian context within this North American overview. While
some of the dynamics north of the 49th parallel closely resemble those playing
out in the US, PAR’s trajectory in Canada has been distinct in several ways, and
these divergences are often highly instructive, both in terms of past and present
conditions and as a gauge of future possibilities.
Riley’s contribution largely restricted itself to the presence of PaR within
academic programmes at the graduate level, in line with Nelson’s focus on the
matrix of academic recognition, dissemination, validation and impact. Taking
this lead, I too will use the prevalence and nature of PaR activities in graduate
programmes as a key indicator of its perceived relevance across North America.
However, another important index lies at the intersection—or, perhaps, upon
the bridge—between academia and what lies beyond it, within professional arts
organizations, funding bodies and community stakeholders. Understandings
of the concept of research, and the contexts in which it is employed and defined,
have grown more complex (or, at least, more complicated) since Riley’s survey,
and I will return to this expanded perspective towards the conclusion of this
chapter.
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
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In terms of the subject matter itself, definitions of PaR can be quite elusive,
in that they are thoroughly contextual and in an ongoing state of negotiation
and revision (thus the enduring importance of Nelson’s volume in its clarity,
precision and specificity). Doing justice to the nuances of this mutability is
beyond this chapter; suffice it to say that in casting my gaze across North
America, I have attempted to identify approaches to research in which creative
practice is an integrated mode and method of inquiry. Relying upon reasoning
I have articulated elsewhere in greater detail, I have sought out integrations of
theory and practice that yield access to expanded knowledge horizons.1
Situated, emergent, embodied and inter-disciplinary, PaR methodologies integrate documentation and anticipate dissemination, within a commitment to
utility beyond the lived experience of its immediate participants.
Riley began her chapter with the observation that “Practice as Research
(PaR) doctoral programs are not well established in the US” and this has
enduring relevance in many parts of North America.2 Compared with the
abundance of explicitly defined PaR programmes within the UK, and the more
select but high-profile recognition for related initiatives within Scandinavia and
other European contexts, advanced graduate programmes that present themselves as designed within and through PaR priorities and practices within North
America remain the exception—on either side of the border. However, as Riley
intimates, and as subsequent developments have increasingly indicated, enumerating dedicated PhD programmes is only one measure of the presence and
impact of PaR in arts education. While this factor reflects a parallel metric to
that which allows the UK to boast such a robust PaR environment, it proves
not to be the most indicative consideration on this side of the Atlantic.
In marking the sources of resistance to PaR within US academia, Riley notes
factors both ideological and structural. Regarding the former, she suggests
“many institutions and individuals want to protect (1) the value of the MFA as
a terminal degree and (2) the sacrosanct divide between theory and practice.”3
These are certainly enduring considerations in 2021, in Canada as well as the
US. In general, complicating the status of the MFA as a terminal degree is seen
to have substantial implications for the relationship between professional artists
and the academy, both those who currently hold positions and, in particular,
those aspiring to do so. And, certainly, the tensions between academic faculty
members who specialize, respectively, in arts scholarship and arts practice
remain operative both implicitly and explicitly in many North American contexts. However, a number of factors are challenging the historically confident
clarity of this mindset.
Furthermore, as economic resources constrain fine and performing arts
programmes across the continent, pressure continues to mount on both the
points of resistance Riley identifies. Academic units with shrinking faculty
cohorts are increasingly seeking new faculty members who can effectively span
theory and practice in their course offerings, supervision responsibilities and
performance production capacities, relying on the types of integrated skill sets
that typically characterize PaR training. Across North America, academic
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postings for practical positions (such as Dance Technique, Acting, or Musical
Performance) often indicate that the ability to teach courses in history and
theory will be considered a major asset. Accordingly, postings in these nonpractice areas often include practical expertise as a desirable attribute. While
these types of job descriptions can easily result in situations where either the
practical or the scholarly areas of instruction are relatively ill-served by a candidate with clear strength in only one of the two, they also create opportunities
for instructors who have developed hybrid, integrated capacities through PaR
methodologies.
However, this increasing reliance on pedagogical range and dexterity is only
one of the indications of a transition that may reflect a growing openness to
PaR approaches. In describing what she considers the more significant and
tenacious structural challenges to the wide acceptance of PaR approaches, Riley
notes, “PaR work is most visible in the US when seen as more of a constellation
or conjunction of points of synergy that exists predominantly outside of formal
structures.”4 Arguably, however, while PaR initiatives continue to emerge out
of sites of intersecting synergies, these are increasingly located within formal
frameworks with relatively stable institutional support.
Visual Art programmes in both Canada and the US generally remain more
engaged with PaR theory and methodologies than their counterparts in Dance,
Theatre and Music. Although few offer formal PaR-designated degree frameworks, American Visual Art programmes at Ivy League schools and major
research institutions prominently foreground their interweaving of theory and
practice, as do Visual Art and Culture programmes at numerous Canadian
institutions. For example, Princeton Visual Arts includes courses such as “Art
as Research,” which is organized around the questions: “How does art produce knowledge? How does the knowledge it produces differ from that of
other disciplines?”5 Visual Arts at Duke University states that “[o]ur courses
engage students in the visual arts by combining Theory and Practice, while
offering them a creative philosophy that emphasizes research, vision, planning
and reflection,” effectively capturing many of key characteristics of most PaR
approaches.6 While Canadian institutions use multiple labels, largely interchangeably, for this work (“practice-based research” at Simon Fraser University,
“research creation” (RC) at the University of Alberta, and “creative research”
at University of Calgary), numerous Visual Art programmes draw upon core
PaR priorities and methodologies in this country, as well. And many other
North American visual art programmes that do not explicitly cite PaR methodologies nonetheless strive for a degree of research/creation integration that is
less common within other of the fine and performing arts.
The adoption of PaR methodologies is nonetheless increasingly visible
across the arts in North America. In terms of graduate Dance programmes,
PaR approaches represent intersections for inter-disciplinary engagement
through both concrete, certificate-based and credential-driven educational initiatives, such as Arizona State University’s Dance Teaching Artist Praxis programme,7 and experimental and emergent opportunities for socio-political
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application, such as Duke’s MFA in Dance: Embodied Inter-disciplinary
Praxis, which has as its aspiration “Equipping the Imagination for Social
Transformation.”8 A similar pull towards evocative and open-ended exploration can be seen in PaR initiatives emerging in North American Music
programmes, which also feature pronounced inter-disciplinarity as both inspiration and framework design. The newly formed Herb Alpert School of Music
at University of California, Los Angeles has launched the PEER (Practicebased Experimental Epistemology Research) Lab, a home for “cross-sensory
investigation” where “[w]e regard knowledge not yet recognized by the powerbrokers of academia with the highest respect and curiosity.”9
The two US PhD programmes in Theatre and Performance Studies that
Riley foregrounds in her earlier chapter—Performance Studies at the University
of California, Davis and Theatre Performance at the University at Buffalo—
remain distinctive as explicitly designed and delivered through a PaR lens, but
the field of institutions foregrounding PaR approaches within these disciplinary
areas has become more densely populated, as well. Among Riley’s case studies,
the University of California, Davis PhD in Performance Studies offers separate
streams identified as “Criticism, History and Theory” or “Practice as Research.”
Intriguingly, according to the programme website, the latter stream remains
“the new strand” (despite its relative longevity) that is “developing and complementing” its more popular partner “in exciting and energizing ways.”10 A
particularly distinctive aspect of the UC Davis programme is that applicants
must have at least 10–15 years of experience in professional performance fields
or with professional media experience to be considered, clearly marking the
degree as exclusive to mature practising artists with substantial bodies of
accomplishment.
While this is, to my knowledge, not a formal requirement anywhere in
Canada, it is clear that graduate-level programmes at both the Master’s and
doctoral levels in this country that feature PaR opportunities are becoming
increasingly popular among mid- and even late-career professional artists, for
whom PaR approaches may represent more formalized and theoretically contextualized versions of their established professional practices. Professional artists who recently have joined the MFA in Drama at my own institution have
been drawn to the programme by its substantial inter-disciplinary flexibility.
Designing personalized degree programmes with fully one-half of their coursework in disciplines such as Computer Science or Sonic Composition, followed
by thoroughly integrated thesis projects, these individuals utilize the graduate
programme as an opportunity for hands-on PaR experimentation—potentially
transforming their professional practice in the process. In response to this
demand—and having learned valuable lessons in terms of cross-disciplinary
and cross-faculty collaboration on supervision, facilities and resources—we
have just added a new, formal inter-disciplinary stream to the existing areas of
Directing, Design, Playwriting and so on.
More so than in any discipline-specific arts context, it is in the fundamentally
inter-disciplinary environment of Performance Studies that PaR approaches
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particularly continue to infiltrate. An increasing number of Performance
Studies programmes in both the US and Canada explicitly target a broader
demographic, however, by distinguishing their orientations from programmes
directed towards professional arts training and vocations. Positioned at the
intersection of multiple disciplines from within and well beyond artistic practice, many of these programmes foreground social justice and activism as prioritized areas of application, in order to provide students with the skills and
motivation to “critique, reshape and transform the world through performance”11 and “advance human welfare in all its dimensions.”12 Boasting a
“synthesis of research and practice”13 and “a true mix of scholarship and practice,”14 Performance Studies units at institutions such as Northwestern
University, Texas A&M University and the University of Maryland offer both
Master’s and doctoral-level programmes organized around “innovative
research, arts activism, and community building.”15 In a closely related development, programmes such as Performance as Public Practice (MA, MFA and
PhD) at the University of Texas at Austin explicitly draw upon PaR methodologies to explore “the role of performance in public spheres.”16
Related developments characterize many of the largest Theatre and
Performance Studies departments in English-speaking Canada. Graduate programmes at York University and the University of Toronto include coursework,
thesis frameworks and focused research project opportunities that emphasize
“synergies of theory and praxis,” and which “recognize that performance is not
only an object of research, but can also constitute a form of research in itself.”17
The University of Alberta is host to multiple advanced PaR initiatives, including the Research-Creation and Social Justice CoLABoratory (CoLAB)18 and
the Shifting Praxis in Artistic Research/Research-Creation (SPAR2C) initiative,19 which are currently co-curating a three-year investigation of “Art,
Activism, and Global Crisis” (and thus reflecting a similar intersection of form
and purpose exhibited by numerous US-based programmes).
Arguably, however, North American PaR activity is most widely embraced
and most deeply embedded in Quebec. “Research Creation” has been formally
recognized and widely practised in the province since the early 1970s within
the (then) newly formed Université du Québec system. Generously funded
through a dedicated provincial research funding body and given frequent and
conspicuous coverage in multiple scholarly publications, PaR-related approaches
have achieved a profile and prevalence that is unmatched elsewhere in North
America.20 Today, graduate programmes in both French and English at institutions such as Concordia University and Université du Québec à Montréal
provide opportunities for ambitious inter-disciplinary and international collaboration, reflecting the uncommonly significant status and function of artistic
practice within Quebecois culture and identity.
*

* *
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Riley’s single mention of Canada in her 2013 contribution has her group the
US’s northern neighbour with the UK and Australia as nations where “PaR
initiatives flourish” and which “have governmental funding structures available
to support individual artist’s grants and for supporting PaR work.”21 The reference is meant to provide a strong contrast to the (then) near-absolute separation in the US between the support provided by the National Endowment for
the Arts (NEA) and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH).
However, in an intriguing development, the NEA has recently gotten itself
into the research business. Providing funding to American universities to host
an extensive set of “Research Labs,” the NEA has sought to advance the status
of the arts through the tangible demonstration of inter-disciplinary relevance
and impact. As of October 2020, 17 “[t]ransdisciplinary teams of researchers
and arts professionals” have received NEA support to explore topics such as
“the benefits of art therapy for pediatric cancer patients; the social and emotional impact of music programming for autistic children; […] and the arts’
relationship to corporate and civic innovation.”22
A similar shift can be seen in the explicit introduction of research as both a
legitimate activity and a formal funding category within the recently restructured Canada Council for the Arts. Historically, Canada’s primary funding
body for professional artistic practice took pains to distinguish itself from its
academic research counterpart, the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council (SSHRC). But with the introduction of the Research and Create funding programme and an emerging emphasis on “Research, Evaluation and
Performance Measurement,” the Council has announced itself as “passionate
about knowledge mobilization and the promotion of an innovative, data driven
culture in support of public funding of the arts in Canada.”23These developments, in both countries, are hardly coincidental, and reflect powerful, occasionally abrupt, shifts in social and professional priorities, strategies, obligations
and opportunities. Inevitably generating both synergies and tensions, these
revisioned and repurposed approaches to arts research have deep implications
for the fortunes of PaR across North America.
These dynamics are directly reflected in the evolution of one of Canada’s
primary forms of support for PaR work, providing me with my final point of
reference in this short survey. Within the SSHRC framework for support of
academic research, a formal category of “Research Creation” (RC) has existed
since 2003. Within Canada, the programme was in part inspired by Quebec’s
Fonds de recherche du Québec—Société et culture, which first started funding
research creation activity in 2001. On an international scale, the programme
was also initially conceived to respond to conditions that in part corresponded
to the emergence of PaR practices and programmes in the UK, but which differed in significant ways.
Less explicitly at play was the urgent obligation to justify the validity of artistic practice within the post-secondary system that, for example, is articulated
both implicitly and explicitly in the rationale for early UK-based PaR initiatives
such as PARIP (see Nelson above). Central to the establishment of Canada’s
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RC programme, rather, was an attempt to provide granting support to artists
working within academic contexts. These individuals—following the binary
identified, above, by Riley in relation to the US context—regularly found
themselves excluded from the criteria of both SSHRC’s Standard Research
Grant programme (designed for traditionally articulated social sciences and
humanities research activities) and the programmes of the Canada Council for
the Arts. In short, the RC programme was meant to provide financial support
to previously marginalized artist-academics. Just as significantly, however (making the connection back to the PARIP rationale), it was also meant to assist
artist-researchers “who currently struggle to find a clear, inclusive and shared
language to conceptualize and describe not only the nature of their research
but also the value and impact of their work.”24
The programme had an initial run of five years (2003–2008), at which point
it was suspended for a thorough review and reassessment. During the initial
period, the programme was highly competitive, drawing a large number of
applications from a diverse field of institutions and disciplines. A defining characteristic at that time was its reliance on artist-researchers as adjudicators, with
first-hand familiarity with PAR priorities and methodologies. Although the
specific assessment criteria applied were not always precisely articulated, applicants were confident that their projects were assessed from positions of relative,
directly related expertise. However, when the RC option was re-introduced
several years later, it was subsumed within the larger Standard Research Grant
Programme, and it remained a sub-category when that programme was superseded by the current Insight Grant Programme.
This relocation of the RC stream was significant in multiple, interconnected
ways. Still tasked with upholding the original intention to diversify applicants,
activities and outcomes, the newly repositioned RC option was also explicitly
constrained within the stated criteria of the umbrella Standard (later Insight)
programme. As such, current RC application guidelines briefly specify the following required criteria:
A research-creation proposal must
• address clear research questions,
• offer theoretical contextualization within the relevant field(s) of inquiry, and
• present a well-considered methodological approach and creation process.25

A key former criterion—the production of an “artwork”—is now absent.
Indeed, apart from acknowledging a “creative process,” the rest of the criteria
are common across all Insight Grant applications and reflect a relatively standardized and restricted framework of inquiry. Furthermore, newly added is the
explicit statement that research “exclusively about the creation process […] or
creative work involving minimal scholarly investigation, will not be considered
to fall within the scope of research-creation.” Arguably, this would seem to
exclude the potential to imagine and design creative work as scholarly investigation—that is, as PaR.
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The criteria conclude with the statement that “[b]oth the research and any
resulting creative work must meet peer standards of excellence and be suitable
for publication, public performance or viewing.” This reinforces a challenge
that has characterized the programme throughout its existence, one associated
with the dual nature of “peer standards of excellence” it establishes between
“research” and “any resulting creative work.” The guidelines essentially result
in two separate sets of criteria, assessed from two different perspectives—one
academic and one based in professional arts practice.
In recent years, application numbers to the Research Creation programme
have dropped significantly, resulting in the loss of a dedicated adjudication
committee (applications are now assessed by an inter-disciplinary team of area
specialists, with no assurance of research-creation expertise). While success
rates have not decreased, the number of supported projects and the presence of
the programme within SSHRC’s overall funding envelope have been substantially reduced. In comparison, Quebec’s Fonds de recherche du Québec—Société
et culture has been able to maintain three distinct research creation programmes, each with a dedicated peer-review system. To its credit, SSHRC has
reiterated its commitment to the Research Creation programme, which remains
a welcome and vital aspect of the North American PaR landscape. However,
the understanding of research it supports, validates and propagates reflects a
system with enduring inner tensions, increasingly destabilized by transitioning
expectations and obligations.
With the migration of research through the arts into a widening sphere of
social discourse, PaR approaches may never have been more germane. Yet the
concerns noted by Riley related to the perception of PaR as administratively
utilitarian will inevitably accompany its expanding relevance.26 A distinguishing
feature of PaR practices and practitioners has always been adept adaptation in
the face of emergent experience. As we resurface from pandemic-induced
paralysis, within societies engaged in unprecedented social, cultural and political transformation, there will be no shortage of opportunities to demonstrate
PaR’s agility.
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CHAPTER 11

South Africa
Alex Halligey and Katharine Low

In this chapter, we offer a snapshot of arts Practice as Research (PaR) in South
Africa, drawing on interviews with 13 leading PaR researchers, practitioners
and educators, predominantly from theatre and performance departments in
six of South Africa’s more established public universities.1 The people we interviewed have worked with colleagues in other disciplines in lobbying for PaR
recognition within universities as well as at the national level of the Department
of Higher Education and Training (DHET) and give experienced and considered accounts of arts PaR in South Africa. We introduce this case study with a
brief description of the PaR context since 2013, before considering arts PaR in
contemporary South Africa through two arenas within the university system:
postgraduate education at Master’s and PhD level and postdoctoral, career-
researcher level. With variations in structure and criteria, PaR Master’s and
doctoral degrees have been offered by most creative arts departments in South
African universities for many years. The recognition of creative research outputs for career academics, however, has only recently been established. With
the value of arts PaR largely taken as a given at collegial level, this chapter
focuses on giving a sense of the landscape for official recognition for arts PaR
in South Africa and what the potential and limitations are within that landscape.2

PaR in South Africa: 2013 Onwards
Since Baxter’s chapter in the first edition of this book, much has changed in
how arts PaR might be recognized in South Africa. Baxter discussed the efforts
of research-practitioners for systematized, official recognition of creative
research at a national, legislative level by submission of a proposal in 2011 to
the DHET.3 These working group efforts were rewarded in 2017 by an amendment to the Higher Education Act, establishing guidelines for the recognition
of “Creative Outputs” as research products, entitling researchers to credits for
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research resulting from a range of creative or artistic work (performances,
scripts, scores, films, literary works, art objects, exhibitions).4 These credits
count as quantifiable markers for professional recognition in academia in South
Africa as well as attracting research funding awards for both the researcher’s
university department and the researcher’s individual research pursuits.
Although still much contested, as we discuss further, this legislation marks
positive progress in the recognition of arts PaR. It offers a framework through
which arts processes and products (where products are an integral part of processes5) might gain recognition, as well as a public, institutionalized forum for
working through what is at stake in arts PaR.
Furthermore, since the 2013 version of this chapter, decolonizing knowledge practices and systems has gained a groundswell of demand for necessarily urgent attention globally. South Africa’s tertiary education institutions
have been an articulate voice in this discourse through the RhodesMustFall
and FeesMustFall movements.6 Baxter’s chapter considered PaR from the
perspective of its value to development in South Africa as a country recently
democratic, post-apartheid, post-colonization and positioned as a “global
South” nation.7 But, at this 2021 moment in South Africa, the value of
“knowing” through PaR might be more appropriately framed in terms of its
value to the project of decolonizing education and knowledge practices and
products. As Ravengai points: “artistic research has the potential to decolonise the curriculum in Africa.”8 It is with this sense of PaR’s decolonizing
knowledge capacity in mind that we discuss the practicalities of South African
arts PaR recognition.

PaR MA and PhD Recognition
Across universities feedback indicates that Master’s-level PaR programmes have
been running successfully over the last two decades and continue to develop in
innovative ways; PhD programmes, in contrast are more recent and not as easily co-ordinated or examined.9 This generally shared experience is particularly
remarkable because there is no standardized system for PaR Master’s and PhDs
across the universities, rather all protocols are established internally.
A number of common conditions perhaps enable an overall sense of success
for South African MAs by PaR. First, the initial cohorts of MA by PaR programmes graduated roughly 20 years ago so there has been time to develop
efficient systems for facilitating generative, interesting PaR work. Second, there
is an ethos shared across different universities that the practice and the written
reflection on practice be considered as one, enmeshed work, rather than two
discrete, if related, processes.10 Some colleagues spoke of the balance of practice
and scholarly reflection as roughly 50/50, but this reflected the investment given
to the two aspects of the work rather than time spent on different aspects or the
weighting of a mark allocation.11 An overlap in the ideological underpinning for
PaR across these departments is borne out in the way MA by PaR programmes
are designed and operated, optimizing the likelihood of widespread success.
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Two points about PaR at MA level in South Africa are useful to draw out
here. First, the idea of setting terms and working within them is helpful in not
collapsing arts PaR into one set of criteria. What PaR in the arts is, and how it
is useful, is open to many different possible interpretations, ways of working
and emphases of investment. Being able to define at a departmental level what
kind of arts PaR you want your MA programme to facilitate, and being able to
have it examined on those terms, facilitates nuanced, sophisticated PaR work
that is robustly experimental and innovative. The second idea to draw out is a
clear sense from colleagues that the PaR MA’s in South Africa are invested in
an understanding of PaR not as creative research with or without written explication, but rather that writing and artmaking are both only methods within an
overall bigger PaR project, where thinking, learning and creating are all bound
up together in a single process. There is no question of scholarly, written work
being a duty to justify and explicate an artwork or conversely that a performance work is lacking in scholarly rigour. Problems in examination seemed to
arise only where examiners, on occasion, sought to assess each element
separately.12
A critical factor in both the success of Master’s programmes and the challenges of PhDs may lie in administration. Speaking about the University of
Cape Town (UCT) specifically, Fleishman pointed out that Master’s degrees
and their examination protocols are established at faculty level, whereas rules
for PhD processes have to be agreed at university level. Working within the
humanities faculty made it much easier for UCT’s then Drama Department
(now the Centre for Theatre, Dance and Performance Studies) to negotiate a
programme with colleagues who had more experience and understanding of
the particularities and value of PaR in arts disciplines. There was relative freedom to tailor a Master’s programme specifically to the PaR needs of theatre
and performance, and even within that field, to tailor it to the ideological
approaches of the lecturers in the department leading the PaR work. This logic
applies to other university settings which are broadly similar. At Master’s level,
a shared ideology between arts colleagues at different universities allows them
to “play” the system in similar ways to achieve similar effects in PaR, whereas
they have less control over PaRPhD where overarching regulations are
constraining.
As indicated, PhDs by PaR in the arts in South African universities have
been less unanimously successful, with the two chief concerns being around
examination. Typically, by protocol or regulation, at least two of the three
examiners for a PhD are required to come from outside South Africa, problematically privileging international expertise over local. Frequently this results in
turning to scholars from European or North American institutions, reinforcing
the global North as the knowledge centre and perpetuating the geographies of
colonial knowledge systems. If a submission involves live performance, finding
ways in practice for international examiners to see the material presents a
potentially expensive logistical problem. Another concern is that there is frequently so much to say in the PaR process that the written part of the work
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easily comes to the same word count as for a conventional PhD dissertation.
This is not an exclusively South African issue with PaRPhD; Nelson has long
advocated the avoidance by PaR candidates of undertaking two PhDs. But the
issues have led scholars such as us (Kat in the UK and Alex in South Africa)
ultimately to elect to be examined by dissertation only, and to treat the PaR
process as “fieldwork” for official examination purposes. This solution avoids
the logistical issues of sharing the practical work with examiners, but it is an
unfair doubling up on PhD labour.13 Lacking university-level, formal recognition of PaRPhD process and products as valid means of knowing in South
Africa, makes this an all-too-easy solution. In sum, the two key reasons for success of the MA by PaR programmes in South Africa, are the same two producing difficulties at PhD level—institutional management and formal recognition
of a PaR ethos.
First, because systems for examining PhDs in South Africa are at university
rather than faculty level, the rules have to account for the assessment of research
across all disciplines. As Fleishman points out, PhD by PaR at UCT became
possible not because of a change in the university’s examination processes, but
rather a decision to work cleverly with the system in place.14 The UCT rules
historically allow for practical components—scientific research findings not
expressible in words—to count as PhD examination material, reducing the
80,000 word maximum set for dissertation length to a 40,000-word minimum. Refunctioning this rule legitimated submission of practical components
from a theatre and performance PaR process, the reduced word count theoretically freeing time and labour for focus on presentation of practice. Second,
because PaRPhD research is self-devised and driven, each candidate’s process is
uniquely tailored and inflected with a particular kind of PaR investment. Rather
than working within a container of a department’s making, as with the MA,
PhD researchers are making their own PaR container, as they research.15
However while MA examination protocols can match MA programmes’ specificity, PhD examination protocols are one-size-must-fit-all across faculties and
current administrative arrangements do not afford a freedom for student-
specific tailoring.
Lack of experience in PaRPhD is also a factor in their lack of success relative
to Master’s degrees. The first PaRPhD in South Africa was awarded in 2012,
roughly ten years after the first PaR MA cohort graduated. Time duration has
an even greater impact on establishing processes at PhD level with fewer people
taking up doctoral studies than Master’s studies and with a longer turn-around
in degree completion. Cloete’s reflection on the lack of a universal system for
PaR and MA programmes across South African universities implies that establishing one might offer a useful solidarity in negotiating institutional bureaucracy.16 However, unless the institutional management of PhDs were to change
radically, more time for establishing PaRPhD practices in South Africa is likely
only to mean a more effective working within the system at university level,
rather than a liberating refinement of the system at faculty level.
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Career-Researcher PaR Recognition
While artist-researcher processes have developed exponentially and hold much
potential at all levels, the DHET process for academic recognition for PaR
outputs, despite some very real, useful changes, still carries considerable frustrations for artist-researchers. Following the noted 2017 policy change, artist-
researchers can achieve some recognition of their research practice. But the
process of the “Creative Research Output” submission is widely criticized, with
colleagues variously describing it as: “onerous,” “cryptic and open to interpretation,” “turgid,” “suboptimal” and “a mission.” An experience of the submission entering a “void” with both applicant and reviewers being unclear on next
steps (i.e. no one from DHET contacting them for reviews or outcomes for
over a year) is common.17 Specifically, the current application process has a
number of problems which include “a conservative ‘siloed’ system of numerous subfields which limits opportunities for interdisciplinarity.”18 The system
requires three peer reviewers local to South Africa, creating difficulties in finding enough reviewers with the specific knowledge required for a particular
output, as well as sufficient professional and personal distance from the submitting researcher, a situation compounded by the “siloing” of subfields.19 The
points system is deemed miserly and unclear, predominantly favouring orthodox research outputs such as books, “no matter the quality and scope of the
work.”20 To place this into context, books or articles can earn up to ten points
while creative research can only be awarded two points as maximum. In addition, the current system penalizes collaborative practice through the subdivision of points allocation per research participant. But, most damningly, a
number of research practitioners perceive the assessment process to be colonialist, opaque,21 “white, authoritative and very conservative,”22 since, in the
words of Doherty, “any kind of international (non-African) performance/exhibition/publication is given the highest weighting in the DHET assessment
guidelines.”23
Echoing other applied artists (Maedza24), Young draws attention to the
regular undervaluing of applied arts practices and process-based work stating
“what we do involves independent critical thought, creative innovation and the
generation of new ideas – new possibilities. This should be something the academy recognises and values.”25 Specifically, Young questions the role of the gatekeepers in the form of the reviewers who designate what is considered
appropriate creative research outputs. She calls for more designated roles
within Research Offices and DHET to facilitate breadth, whilst Coetzee,
acknowledging the impact that the gatekeepers at different institutions may
have, notes the need for better DHET communication on what exactly is
expected in terms of submissions.26
In addition, Cloete argues for a closer distinction between the qualitative
and the performative research outputs. He notes that an overemphasis on routine in the written submissions and framings of the creative output often leads
“to the further discrediting of the performative paradigm as valid research
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paradigm.”27 Cloete distinguishes between qualitative research as giving
insights into specific experiences or “qualities” and performative research as
actually doing something: making a change in the world through the research
practice which is also furthering knowledge and understanding. Although all
research is, of course, ultimately performative in this way, PaR is self-consciously
so. Matchett suggests that the current submission process forces an unhelpful
focus on product, with little space to engage with the process of the work
(which is contrary to the cyclical nature of PaR). Matchett suggests that one
way around this could be to offer recorded interviews on the process.28
Fundamentally, as Maedza argues, “[i]f we are to foster truly decolonial education it is important to go beyond the hierarchies that are currently imposed on
academic outputs,” such that essentially collaborative, creative research practices and outputs might be recognized towards a deeper understanding and
valuing of the processual and “collaborative nature of knowledge production”
in general.29
Despite the best intentions of the artist-researcher working groups that
informed the current criteria and procedures for creative research output
accreditation through the DHET, the current system falls short of fully honouring PaR. Finestone, Fleishman and Schmahmann were all involved in the
working groups and with varying nuances all are disappointed with the revised
DHET system.30 Schmahmann feels it undermines the proposal the working
group had made, while Fleishman and Finestone both express a fatigue with
engaging with systems for recognizing PaR and are now channelling their
energy into teaching and research. Fleishman suggests that the interesting and
nuanced dialogue around PaR takes place in the laboratory of practice. His
position is pragmatic and echoes the navigation of having PaRPhD recognized.
He suggests that a researcher can work the system as best they can to have
fungible merits (a PhD, funding, a recognized “output”) that allow them to
keep doing the interesting work within their PaR. Fleishman’s sense is that at
best the system can be flexible enough for the researcher to work it for the
recognition of their PaR. However, other colleagues’ sustained critique of the
system as deeply problematic suggest a hopeful possibility for making it better,
and Finestone now feels she has handed the baton of lobbying for better
bureaucratic processes for PaR on to the next generation.

Looking Forward …
In our snapshot of the current South African PaR field, this case study has
drawn attention to the inherent potential in the form, which needs more space
to grow. For example, Ravengai notes a desire for radical new forms, with more
inter-disciplinary outputs emerging from different disciplines.31 New means of
acknowledging and recognizing the value of PaR in South Africa are emerging,
moving away from a residual tendency, as elsewhere in the world, to devalue
artistic labour.
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From further afield, Maedza offered insights into the recognition of PaR in
Zimbabwe. Though promotion in Zimbabwean universities is predominantly
based on traditional academic outputs and the idea or recognition of Creative
Research Outputs “is still largely contested,” the new Higher Education 5.0
policy suggests greater scope and opportunity “for creative outputs to be valued as academic outputs and to situate the PaR work as interventions that
bring the academy closer to wider community needs.”32 What Maedza describes
of Zimbabwe resonates with the sense that finding systems for PaR recognition, whatever your national education context, is an ongoing negotiation. As
this chapter outlines, South African universities currently have established,
robust, capacious and increasingly innovative structures for PaR at MA level.
At PhD level, the structures are less successful because they are less established
and because the relationship between institutional systems and individual PaR
doctoral work are less easily negotiated. Systems for career-researcher-level PaR
recognition in South Africa are the most nascent and even less easily negotiated
between individual PaR researchers and a single, national education department system. In conclusion, we would like to suggest that whether at postgraduate or career-researcher level, South Africa’s current formal accreditation
systems for PaR are not an end but rather an ongoing means. At present, arts
PaR in South Africa finds itself, as Ravengai suggests (2020: 56), usefully positioned to contribute productively to radical, decolonizing-led change where
understandings of knowledge and knowledge systems are being necessarily
reworked. Close attention to the unfolding dialogue on arts PaR and its recognition in South Africa might offer useful insights for the broader, global decolonizing knowledge project.
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CHAPTER 12

South America
Ciane Fernandes and Melina Scialom

The recognition of practice, specifically artistic practice, as knowledge in the
Brazilian academic realm has been under discussion since the 1990s. Brazil, on
which we focus in this chapter, offers a distinctive, if blurry, scenario and our
inquiries suggest parallel, piecemeal developments in other South American
countries. The fact that, until recently, PaR has not been marked with a distinctive terminology within academic research hinders the possibility of tracing a
precise lineage. However, in marking the different currents of PaR in development since the 1990s but not labelled as such, we recognize that Brazilian
researchers have long been investigating practice as a means of generating artistic and academic knowledge.
Artistic practice research emerged in postgraduate courses in the 1980s, the
first Master in Research and PhD in artes cênicas (Scenic or Performing Arts)
being launched in 1981 at the University of São Paulo. Others followed, but
programmes truly flourished around the country at the turn of the twenty-first
century.1 Today Brazil has 37 postgraduate research courses in Performing Arts
ranging from diplomas and two-year Master’s to four-year PhDs.
In Brazil’s mixed economy, the major universities offering postgraduate
(Master’s and PhD) courses in artes cênicas are public. They are fully funded
through taxes and managed by the state or federal government, with all educational activities free of charge. Most of the universities, public or private, offer
part-time evening courses allowing students to work full-time during the day.2
In addition, universities are obliged to provide financial assistance for impoverished students during their degree studies. Individual states and the federal
government also provide scholarships to cover living expenses of Master’s and
PhD students. Owing to this scenario, research outcomes are obliged to be
open access. Accordingly, there is no direct association between research and
industry, business or profit, and researchers do not have to advocate for their
work as a profitable commodity. Researchers can thus focus upon knowledge
© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
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production and its importance to the field at large. However, as impressive as
this account might sound, the arts receive a very small share of the overall funding, making available fellowships very competitive and not accessible to most
of the students enrolled.

Brazilian Arts and Research Scenario
A well-known aspect of Brazilian culture is the richness of its localized, mestizo,
artistic and cultural forms expressed by communities with different ethnic and
cultural backgrounds. They operate through oral and embodied traditions of
knowledge validated by transmission from generation to generation. The separation between thinking and doing came with European colonization and the
institutionalization of knowledge (through the introduction of “high art” in
conservatories). Academic colonialism—where knowledge is directly associated
with literary forms and the outside analytical and anthropological gaze—marginalized local embodied and oral knowledges as objects of research.
Until the turn of the twenty-first century, local, tacit knowledge was validated in academia only through qualitative social research about these practices, analysing local practices through the lens of Euro-American white, male
colonial scholarship. This scenario only began to change with a switch to a
left-wing government, and investment which increased the number of higher
education (HE) art undergraduate and postgraduate courses.3 The new government also facilitated the access of minorities and lower class citizens to HE
through a finance programme supporting tuition fees in private universities
and a quota system with national unified university entry tests.
With increased diversity and access to HE, different practitioners, ethnic
groups and social classes began to occupy professorship places in universities.
This impacted on the ways in which research is done, introducing what
Boaventura de Souza Santos (2016) calls the “epistemologies of the south.”
Research was expressed in first-person accounts drawing on traditional—oral
and embodied—knowledge from the researcher’s own experiential background. This ongoing turn has provided space for diversity to speak for itself,
rather than be an object of study of other social and ethnic groups. The shift is
part of a growing decolonial turn within Brazilian universities in the last decade,
validating cultural traditions such as those of indigenous peoples and of Afro-
Brazilian descent.
In light of 500 years of colonial segregation and economic disparity, however, this shift is just beginning. Epistemological changes towards more diverse
perspectives in university curriculums are emerging. In fact, the last four editions of the national conference of the Brazilian Association for Research and
Postgraduate Study in Performing Arts (ABRACE) have focused on tacit as
well as popular knowledges, associated with diversity and human rights.4 With
the continuing changes in arts research, the value of local culture as a source of
knowledge—not only by anthropological means but also as a way of doing-
thinking—is being redeemed in research and expressed in a search for epistemologies that support and honour such validation.
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From Practice and Research to Practice as Research
In Brazil, as in much of South and Central America, university undergraduate
degrees have grown out of artistic-based contexts and professional practices.5
Building upon conservatoire models of training artists in their métier, emerging undergraduate courses place an emphasis on artistic practice but most also
include theoretical, historical, aesthetic and cultural contexts, plus pedagogical
applications. This approach has facilitated the continuity of a tradition of practice within academia at postgraduate level.
In Brazil, performing arts postgraduate courses were created by four types
of professionals: practicing artists that acquired a postgraduate degree after
many years lecturing at universities; artists with postgraduate degrees from
other fields of study; artists with postgraduate degrees in the arts from abroad;
or theoretical writers/researchers who had some artistic experience (art critics,
anthropologists, physical educators, historians etc.). This meant that postgraduate programs turned out to include a mixture of approaches not always preserving artistic practice or recognizing practical knowing as a research activity.
But the many professional artists who continued their intensive practice while
teaching at postgraduate programs, as well as those who in the last decades
have increasingly earned postgraduate degrees in the arts, continued to emphasize artistic practice within university teachings, activities and research.
In sum, an overview of arts postgraduate programs in Brazil reveals a hybrid
mixture of approaches oscillating between artistic practice and theoretical studies. The gradation between these two extremes creates an interesting mosaic
which includes:
• Research without artistic practice per se (although it might include some
analysis of practice).
• Research with artistic practice but with a theoretical framework and
approach.
• Research with artistic practice with different practical applications (pedagogical or social).
• Research with artistic practice where this practice is the core and object of
the research, although not necessarily used as methodology.
• Research with artistic practice in which this practice is the core but the
methodology supplements other approaches.
• Research with artistic practice in which this practice is the core and the
only methodology used.
• Research with artistic practice in which practice is the main methodology
used, but not necessarily the core of the research object itself (i.e. the
researcher is not interested in creating a final piece or developing an artistic tool of any kind).
Though practice features widely, as indicated, assessment criteria based on
other areas are taken for granted as those to be fulfilled. The inclusion of an
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artwork is quite common but the validation of artistic practice itself as
knowledge-producing remains in question. Before the spread of international
PaR scholarship in Brazil, we spoke of PhD with Practical Component or PhD
with Performance Component and the terminology of a dissertation or thesis
“with or without performance” remains in place. Where practical components
are presented—as an example of the investigation or even a result of it—they
are still evaluated as part of the written thesis, the word-length of which is not
reduced. Regulations do not acknowledge performances/practices to be an
integral part of the research but this is done informally by the assessment
committee.
Discussions on PaR as a methodology are at early stages in Brazil (see below)
and scholars still get confused when attempting to equate artistic research validation and PaR with arts knowing. This picture gets even more blurred when
we talk about the recently established Professional Master in Arts (PROF-
ARTES) degrees in different Brazilian universities, which have a practical
emphasis and are generally tailored for art educators. However, the methodology encouraged in these studies come from qualitative methods and not
PaR. The requirement to attain this diploma is the delivery of an art work followed by a paper (as distinct from a Master’s thesis).
Although, then, practice has been part of much arts research, the need to
further discuss this issue with funding agencies has not arisen. Perhaps this is
because the word count (c. 50,000 for Master’s; 80,000 for PhD) is traditionally high (with or without an artwork), even though there is no national regulation. Thus, there has been no perceived need, until now, to establish regulations
where the practical component is part of the knowledge generated in research.
The result is that, until the last decade, very little scholarship has been generated around practice being knowledge-producing, and a clear epistemology (as
in PaR, for example) has not been established.
In general, even when artistic practice is developed throughout postgraduate research, students tend to seek other methodological descriptions when
writing the thesis (mostly because advised to do so) in order to fulfil the academic regulations. We believe this is due to a general lack of knowledge regarding PaR, and to the misunderstanding that practicing art during the research
may already be PaR. This situation leads to two attitudes: invalidating PaR by
foregrounding other methodologies; or, assuming all practice is research. The
latter posits that PaR has long been done in Brazil but only now has this naming come forth as another colonizing rule to be followed in detriment to longestablished local conditions.
And there is, of course, a lineage. For example, Participatory Action
Research, by Colombian social scientist Orlando Fals Borda, is widely used,
especially in theatre education research dealing with selected communities. In
many cases, though, when it comes down to organizing the data and writing
the final work, the artistic practice developed in a participatory active manner
becomes an object of analysis. To take another example, researchers such as
Brazilian linguistic Cecília de Almeida Salles and Chilean biologists Humberto
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Maturana and Francisco Varela have developed frameworks that have been
widely used in research in performing arts, along with artistic creative processes, and sometimes associated to PaR methodologies. Nonetheless, those
frameworks—such as Salles’s Crítica Genética (2008) and Maturana and
Varela’s Autopoiese (1987)—do not come from artistic practice or from the
artistic field itself, imposing particular limitations on the research practice and
reinforcing the need for scientific validation.6
But things are changing. The first academic event totally dedicated to PaR in
Brazil was the Research in Process Seminar (Seminário de Pesquisas em
Andamento), held in 2015 at State University of São Paulo (USP). Another
important event was the 2017 International Federation of Theatre Research
(IFTR) conference held (for the first time in Brazil) at USP. In 2021 the National
Council for Scientific and Technological Development (CNPq) registered on its
database seven research groups from different universities around the country
which propose to articulate PaR.7 Inspired by international PaR scholarship,
local scholars have begun to reflect on the affordances of artistic and cultural
practices in academic research, and PaR has been locally translated to the
Portuguese Prática-como-Pesquisa. This scholarship is a game changer in local
academia as it supports, and further challenges, research where knowledge is
generated through a particular practice. In many cases, relevant Brazilian praxes,
such as the pedagogy of Paulo Freire, are now used in postgraduate research in
the arts precisely to reinforce and validate socially and culturally engaged artistic
practices.8 Another main example is Augusto Boal’s (1931–2009) Teatro do
Oprimido (Theatre of the Oppressed, TO). Although not initially seen as a
research methodology by its proponents, Boal’s praxis may be used as such.9
With the gradual growth of PaR publications, as well as events, activities and
study groups, research increasingly takes either an action research approach in
PaR projects or associate methodologies of artmaking. For example, the doctoral dissertation of Antônio Ricardo Fagundes de Oliveira (2020) associates
Participatory Action Research and PaR in making theatre together with a community of women located in an arid rural area of Bahia. The doctoral dissertation of Carlos Alberto Ferreira da Silva (2018) is another example of associating
Participatory Action Research and PaR, plus Somatic-Performative Research
(Fernandes 2014). In his work, Ferreira created an urban intervention with
approximately 40 visually impaired performers, unfolding a series of specific
somatic-performative principles applied to disability.
The introduction of PaR terminology in Brazilian academia not only supports a rigorous use of practice in artistic research but also legitimates the work
of researchers seeking ways of experiential writing and justifies it before federal
and state funding agencies. In addition, by grounding research in practice, we
open ways of validating the kinds of knowledge which tend to be marginalized
in our highly hierarchical society. Where the division of work between low and
high class reinforces a binary distinction between doers and thinkers, the validation of practice as a way to produce knowledge integrates body and mind in
a combination of social and somatic relevance.
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To date marginalized populations have repeatedly been removed from their
lands, suffered violence and been exploited—even more during the Covid-19
pandemic. So bringing practice—and especially culturally marginalized practices—to the forefront of research is to regain a territory claimed by our ancestors that has long been lost. And this is even more important when we deal
with artistic practice in a country where diverse cultural manifestations reflect
an enormous range of modes of being and relating to the world. Therefore,
Artistic Practice as Research in Brazil goes hand in hand with the equality of
rights, diversity, hybridity, as well as ecological and somatic approaches. An
example of this social relevance is the PaR master’s thesis by Márcia Lima
Gomes (2020), who has worked with incarcerated women, developing the
internationally acclaimed solo performance Black Medea, in association with
contemporary intersectionality feminism.

Brazilian Practice Research Epistemologies
Local artists have been investigating their realms throughout decades of practice, the methodologies of which have integrated a large number of PaR projects. For example, Angel Vianna (1928–) and her partner Klauss have been
developing their own method of dance pedagogy and somatic practice since
the 1950s, culminating in the Angel Vianna College. The practical background
of her institution, associating somatics and dance in artistic, educational and
therapeutic applications, has influenced the development of research projects
emphasizing creative processes in diverse unfoldings.10 Her method has been
the object and methodology of academic research at universities around the
country.
The theatre director, actor and researcher Luís Otávio Burnier (1956–1995)
was responsible for initiating a Theatre Laboratory group LUME, housed at
the State University of Campinas. From his personal research Burnier published a book detailing his practices and training processes (Burnier 2013), and
some of his acolytes progressed to doctorates and academic positions as
researchers. Though PaR is not named in their publications, they state that
what they do is “practical-theoretical” research, where practice incites the theoretical/reflexive process in a constant feedback loop.11
Another initiative from within the artistic field which relates to PaR epistemology is the BPI—Bailarino, Pesquisador, Intérprete/Dancer, Researcher,
Interpreter—method developed by Dr. Graziela Rodrigues.12 BPI is a method
for dance pedagogy as well as artistic and academic research in movement arts.
It involves fieldwork practices (as a type of embodied ethnography), as well as
studio based movement exploration seeking to generate an embodied knowledge both about the dancer herself and about the cultural manifestation she is
investigating, resulting in performative works as well as a large number of
dissertations.
Finally, the combination of somatic practices and PaR has been an ongoing
project of the artist and scholar Ciane Fernandes for the last 15 years, in the

12 SOUTH AMERICA
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approach she has named Somatic-Performative Research. Before including the
term PaR in her publications, Fernandes had published widely and supervised
postgraduate students with practice-led projects. Having trained in Laban/
Bartenieff Movement Analysis, as well as dance theatre and performance, she
has applied this interartistic combination to produce a knowledge that emerges
from the body in motion with/in the environment (Fernandes 2020).
A triad between PaR, Somatics and embodied art forms seems to suit
Brazilian culture, especially regarding its tendency freely to associate different
perspectives and modes, defined as an anthropophagic appropriation of knowledge (Scialom 2015). For example, in his doctoral thesis, Diego Pizarro (2020)
merged PaR with the experiential anatomy of Body-Mind Centering® in three
choreographic projects and a vast bibliographical intertwining to create a
somatic epistemology in dance. An interesting feature of PaR in Brazil in the
last decades is that it has evolved together with characteristics of popular
embodied art forms, such as community festivities, popular cultural practices,
interarts, performance and ecoperformance.13 Such PaR associations have
established a mutual support towards recognition and reinforced a critique of
logocentrism in arts research in favour of more embodied modes.

Conclusion
In this chapter we have drawn a picture of past and present PaR epistemologies
in Brazil. These specific features of the Brazilian context demonstrate, however,
that PaR is an open and flexible methodology, applicable to different places and
cultures and identifiable in local tendencies prior to their recognition or naming as PaR. The mixture of specific international standards and various existing
trends creates unprecedented hybrids and enhances the visibility of diverse
modes of creating knowledge through practice.14 Consequently, PaR offers a
decolonizing choice by precisely highlighting local differences/nuances and
fostering multiple developing outcomes as recognizable academic knowledge.

Notes
1. For example, the postgraduate programs at the Federal University of the State
of Rio de Janeiro and Federal University of Bahia.
2. This same scheme is also applied to public schools, especially high schools,
where many students have to work full time during the day to contribute to the
family’s overall income.
3. The left wing came into power in 2002 with the election of Luiz Inácio Lula da
Silva. It remained in charge up until 2016 when President Dilma Rouseff suffered a coup d’état and was removed from her mandate.
4. PaR advocates have met at ABRACE’s Creative Processes and Scenic Expression
working group, coordinated by Prof. Alba P. Vieira and Valéria Figueiredo, as
well as at the newly launched Somatics and PaR in Dance, coordinated by Prof.
Diego Pizarro and Dr. Melina Scialom, at the Brazilian National Association of
Dance Research (ANDA).
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5. See Serrano, 2020.
6. This is one of the arguments developed by remarkable PaR doctoral thesis by
Cláudio M.C.L. Lacerda.
7. These groups are coordinated by Prof. Alba P. Vieira and Prof. Maristela
M.S. Lima, Prof. Maria Beatriz B. Mendonça, Prof. Diego Pizarro, Prof. Kátia
Salib Deffasi and Prof. Cibele Sastre, Prof. Leonardo J. Sebiane Serrano, Prof.
Líria de A. Moraes, Prof. Sílvia M. Geraldi and Prof. Ana M.R. Costas.
8. Examples include the doctoral dissertation of Neila C. Baldi and of Sonaly
T. Silva.
9. Dr. Antônia Pereira Bezerra, head of GESTO, a study group in Theatre of the
Oppressed (TO), points out that to work and/or research TO, it is mandatory
to practice it. She is currently developing a research project precisely addressing
the question of TO as an artistic practice methodology.
10. Initially in Belo Horizonte, her dance school was transferred to Rio de Janeiro,
where, from 2003, it offered a bachelor in dance and postgraduate courses in
dance and movement therapies. Her school has also become a centre for somatic
exchange within the country, organizing events and offering certificates in
agreement with Federal University of Rio de Janeiro.
11. See Ferracini et al., 2020. Examples of other initiatives on theatre-based PaR are
those of Marcelo Lazzaratto and of Melissa Ferreira.
12. See Rodrigues, 2016. The method was initially developed in the 1980s and is
still constantly being updated by current research and Rodrigues has supervised
masters and PhD students pursuing research in Brazilian corporealities and popular embodied manifestations.
13. Examples are the researches of Lenine Guevara O. e Salvador, Ana Valéria
R. Vicente, Morgana B. Gomes, Wagner Lacerda, José M. Peixoto, Gabriela
W. de Holanda, Caroline Turchiello da Silva, Fábio Pimenta, Tatiana N. da
Rosa, among others.
14. Examples are the researches of Eduardo A.R. Santana, Lia G. Sfoggia, Daniela
B. Marulanda and Mateus Favero.

references

Aagaard, Jesper (2021) “4E Cognition and the Dogma of Harmony”, Philosophical
Psychology, 34 (2): 165–181.
Allegue, L et al, eds (2009) Practice-as-Research in performance and screen. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan.
Aristotle (2009 [c. 340BC]) The Nichomachean Ethics”: Oxford World Classics. Ed.
Lesley Brown; Trans. David Ross. Oxford: Oxford UP.
Arlander, A. (2009) “Artistic Research - From Apartness to Umbrella Concept at the
Theatre Academy, Finland” in Shannon Rose Riley & Lynette Hunter, eds, 2009.
Arlander, Annette (2013) “Artistic Research in a Nordic Context” in Nelson, R, 2013.
Arlander A et al, eds (2018) Performance as Research. Oxon & New York: Routledge.
Badiou, Alain (2015) Being and Event and the Mathematics of Set Theory, London:
Bloomsbury.
Bailes, Sara Jane (2011) Performance Theatre and the Poetics of Failure. Oxon & New
York: Routledge
Bakhtin, Mikhail (1981 [1930s]) The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays. Ed. Michael
Holquist. Trans. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin and London:
University of Texas Press.
Balkema, A & Slager, H, eds (2004) “Artistic Research” L & B (Lier en Boog).
Amsterdam. Rodopi, vol 18.
Barad, Karen (2007) Meeting the Universe Halfway. Durham & London: Duke UP.
Barkham, Michael & Mellor-Clark, John (2003) “Bridging Evidence-Based Practice
and Practice-Based Evidence: Developing a Rigorous and Relevant Knowledge for
the Psychological Therapies”, Clinical Psychology and Psychotherapy Clin. Psychol.
Psychother, 10, 319–327.
Barrett, Estelle & Bolt, Barbara, eds (2007, rep. 2010) Practice as Research: Approaches
to Creative Arts Enquiry. London & New York: I.B. Tauris.
Barthes, Roland (2013 [1997]) How to live together. Trans. Kate Briggs, New York:
Columbia University Press.
Barton, Bruce (2018) “Introduction 1. Wherefore PaR? Discussions on a “line of
flight”’. In Arlander et al, eds, 2018: 1–19.

© The Author(s), under exclusive license to Springer Nature
Switzerland AG 2022
R. Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts (and Beyond),
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-90542-2

181

182

REFERENCES

Baxter, Veronica. 2013. “Practice as Research in South Africa”. In Nelson,
2013, 163–174.
Becker, H.S. (1982), Art Worlds. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Beech, Amanda (2021) EARN presentation, proceedings pending publication.
Benford, Steve & Giannachi, Gabriella (2011) Performing Mixed Reality. Massachusetts:
MIT Press.
Bennett, Jane (2004) “The Force of Things: Steps toward an Ecology of Matter”,
Political Theory, Vol. 32 No. 3, June, 347–372.
Berlin, Isiah (1969) Four Essays On Liberty. London, Oxford, New York: Oxford UP.
Biggs, Michael (2003) abstract of paper “The rôle of ‘the work’ in research”. at the
PARIP
National
conference.
Bristol.ac.uk.
https://uhra.herts.ac.uk/
handle/2299/7510
Biggs, Michael & Büchler, Daniela (2010) ‘Some consequences of the academicization of
areas of design’. Design Philosophy Papers. 1/2010.
Biggs, Michael & Karlsson, Henrik, eds (2010) The Routledge Companion to Research
in the Arts. New York: Routledge.
Blain, Martin & Minors, eds (2020) Artistic Research in Performance through
Collaboration. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
BOAI
https://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/boai-10-recommendations,
accessed 23/01/21.
Bolt, Barbara (2008) “A Performative Paradigm for the Creative Arts? Working Papers
in
Art
and
Design
5”
https://www.herts.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_
file/0015/12417/WPIAAD_vol5_bolt.pdf, p. 10. accessed 08/03/21.
Bolt, Barbara & Barrett, Estelle (2007, rep. 2010) Practice as Research: Approaches to
Creative Arts Enquiry. London & New York: I.B Tauris.
Bonenfant, Yvon (2018) “PAR produces plethora, extended voices are plethoric, and
why plethora matters”. In Arlander et al, eds, 2018: 224–248.
Borgdorff, Henk (2007) “The Debate on Research in the Arts”, Dutch Journal of Music
Theory. volume 12, number 1. https://cpb-euw2.wpmucdn.com/blogs.brighton.
ac.uk/dist/c/2106/files/2016/05/H-Borgdorff-The-Debate-on-Research-inthe-Arts-14d694g.pdf, accessed 20/01/21.
Borgdorff, Henk (2008) “Artistic research and Academia: an uneasy relationship”
ArtsBok Konstnärlig. FeU
Borgdorff, Henk (2012) The Conflict of the Faculties: Perspectives on Artistic Research
and Academia. Leiden: Leiden University Press.
Bowers, Fredson (1966 [1940]) Elizabethan Revenge Tragedy, 1587–1642. Princeton:
Princeton UP.
Bucknall, Joanna (2018) “The daisy chain model: an approach to epistemic mapping
and dissemination in performance-based research”. In Arlander et al, eds,
2018: 50–74.
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