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cr art: The current state cf the art of theory in the drame classroonm
faces many problems: Most theatre faculty offer courses callied ,
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of, by integration or refutaticn, ang not allowed to simply I
disappéar. We mus+t ca+ch 1p with what scientists in other disciplirnes
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Criti

i'ii-déséfiﬁé Eaaa§} As we all know, the theory of theatre took its fi?éé

en...and then dt gets a lictle harder to

the path’ to find works of substance which- truly i1luminate what we do in

heatre: tnd Aristotle, for all his brilliance, does not suffice:

~

Tt's difficult to discuss theory im this territory. For a start,; there is .

neral understandingtofnwhat we mean By tﬁé term. i‘ii tell you what I.mean .

5 which,pof éourse, is what I think we ought to mean by it. My definition
P4

claims to be the one current in th§ Physicai Scienées, Philosophy, the Social

ces, 1in fact, wherever gcholafs take theory to be of some importance. ﬁutv

let e dispose of several things which have passed for theory but are not.-

xample, theory is not most of what is taught»in courses/in Theory and
cism. ~ © G L

N } L
But to be a bit more exact: |
. g —

=~ Theory is not something posited as a tentative guide fpr research.

s

That is an Vypothesis. It has a place in thedret1cal wonk but it

s not Eﬁébgy. (So we should s8top referring to Brecht s "theory of

Afienation" and speak of his "hypotheses about and techmiques of
Alienation." The theory of Alienation has yet to be adequately

articulateéd, which? y explain why we So seldom succeed when.we

-

L ' I .
O i \ v

P

try 1it.)

~

L

1mpré§§ioﬁs.a,ihis is a hunch: Hﬁﬁéhéé sometimes lead. to careful
(\ >

hypotheses, which sometimes 1ead to tenable theory..vBut Réép an eye

; - ) S
on hunches; they tend to become conclusions when we aren't watching..



o

- A theory is not a formula; a precription for what should be. Theory

e

wi

has nothing to do with what should be. That is a manifesto and 1t %

not theory, though it may provoke theoretical work: It is, I'm sorry

to say, what has passed for theory through most of history..
- . N l ( _/“ O R )

- Nor is a theory a collection of careful observAtions. A Renable
theory 18 based on such observation, but it takes more than data to

make a theory. ‘Only when precise, substantiated, comprehensive

observations of fact are synthesized into an explanation which accounts

for what is going on do we have a theory, that is, an understanding.ﬂ

. ) '
We find theoretical statements almost everywhere that is, sentences like\\
’ ' do0n

!
=

the éenténces of whi¢ﬁ theories are made, but only when the data éﬁ&.Ehé'exﬁ'éﬁA—
- l

is a harangue, a sub- division of manifesto. )
The theorist's job 1s to describe (precisely, thoroughly, .not at thé macro-

cosmic level of history but micrOcosmically), and to explaln, what we are doing

(and have done, and might do) in the theatre, so that we méy understand our

‘successes and our faiiures and see the implications of our work. Theoxy i§ an

varticulated understandtng of what s going on and what will happen in glven

~

circumstances.

Theorizing is a scientific activity, whethei?tt be theorizrng abOut Phys1cs,

' {
Chemistry, human soclety, or ,Art. That fact 1is too ofted mtssed Even Ted Shank

with some degree of general appiicability. The theorist in any field tries £o
: € - 3
3



make true statements which dcecount for experience Theory in the Arts may be

- A

less exact than theory in Physics, but only because Physics is concerned w1th.

. relatively simple and stable aspects of experience Our theory {s comparable

. to theory in the Social Sciences, both suffervfrom~xhe complexity *and instabllity )
of the subject. Nevertheless, when we try to make trie generalizations about
pur work, we are scientists.’ Art is merely a category of human behavior and ’x‘é

description and explanation from prescription; theory from.manifesto:

r

: Ks yOu consider this, be sure taq draw careful distinctions between king
P 4 )

} ﬁrt, 4ppreciating Art and T

ing Art. Only the last is a matter for

)

scientific inquiry, though a solid understanding may enhance our ability to make

v

/ and'appreciate

: 5
F

¥ Before proceeding to my impression of the "state of the Art," I'd like to

: dispose of a conple cliches Let's purge from our conversation the foolish

statehhnt that'"it s fine in theory but it doesn't work in‘practice.“ 1t is

- \

essential that we believe a theory to’ be untenable whenever carefui observation
n. .
reveals that the theory does not describe Eéaiify accurately; The only c;itgrioﬁ

for fineness in a theory 1is its correspondence with practice Till generaiizationsj

are proven tenable by careful observation of practice, they are merely hypotheses

and exist ongy to guide;observation.

,,,,,,,,,,,, . -

And let us stop speaking of "so and s0's theory; as opposed to "whatchamacallit

theory,"‘BrecHt s theory as opposed to Artaud s, for example Neither are
theories We need to develop the habit of speaking of "our theory that is; opr

'accnmulated understanding of our work. Brecht and Artaud; where they disagree;

ldisagree on what should be, not what is. It is reasonable for us to argue about

; : , =

n
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Brecht s opinion as opposed to Artaud s opinion, that argument may, in a particular

situation,,have more urgency than 16hg”féﬁgé theoretical questions, Jut that

*Rﬁf is played by different rules and doesn t lead in itself; to a common under-,

"

.

standing of what 1is goin7 on. : ) . : a»
: : S '

/

I believe that we as a profession have not, but had ‘damn wéii bettor, pool

our reSources in an effort to articulate and Substantiate 4 common understanding

of what 3 going on: This understanding, rather than the:individual, intuitive,

~un- articuiated unéxamined; fragmentary;\gnverified impressions we-all entertain;

.

shoutd be the take off point for our manifestos 'I suspect that our lact of:

‘. - - — - - —

such a Eoﬁﬁon understanding is the reason our manifestos s0 seldom persuade, the

reason they move @niy the aiready éaﬁGéEEéd and are so quickly discarded: If we

3

don t share a starting potnt, a basic set of assumptions,lwe wiii not proceed by

rational argument but will continue as so many reiigious sécts fInd the oje you

,,,,, - ’

are intuitively attracted to and become a disciple.

The appeal for a common understanding does not imply an ‘Absolutist attitude.

.
™

1f anything 15 now clear, it is that explanations are always of Particular
ot

gituatibég_and that the situation is constantly changing Our théory cannot

expiafn ghat is so" in a permanent serise. lt will expiain what 1is éoing on and

Only manifestos are so ephemeral Good theory matures by reVISion and expansion,'

not by changing. b{ands. We need not fear that a common understanding wili lead
: :

to uniformity. Engineers don 't all drive/ he same kind of car, but they re likely

_u

to drive good ones. ' A common foundation will make our individuaiity tess «

-

6 S

.

-
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capricious; more likely to tfﬁgy satisfy us; without homogenizing us. .

. . ) '7 o
2 . v N o :
o o e o o -

THE STATE OF THE ART ‘ -
ﬁiﬁe requires me; to be less tactful and ﬁore'siﬁpiistic than I would 1ike:
.

Please believe that at a better moment, I would carefully qualify and provide

generalization be the most sweeping i1 both the doing and the teaching of theory,

we're in bad shape,\perhaps a century behind the Ehysical Sciences, fifty years

behind Phi10sophy, Psychology, and the Social Sciences in our technique of

inquixy and Our acCumulated ugaerstanding

_ - ,_/7(' ) .
In the Classroom . _ . 7 )

. - - __ ,'—I,,, -

;’ ~ Problem ome: the basic omission: Eééry reputabie_facuity_of theatre offers

P

L © a course or courses which théy Ehink of ‘as Theory and Criticism: Almost without

exception; these courses are in fact History; the story of theatricai opinion told

simply because it was said. Where are the courses thch evaluate and synthesize

the theoretical work of the past and explain what is happening todey’ Where are
thé courses in Theorizing’ Almost non-existent. ‘Do ’our students emerge cnder-
standing what is known’of the workings of theatre or mere1y3What was saic: |

Of course we must consider the higtéry:q?ygpiﬁioﬁ, butlthis will not, in
itseff; iead to an understanding of theatre or to the skills with which we might
construct our own dnderstanding; Nor do most™of our courses'inlacting, directing,

" and design; which commonly provide procedures, attitudes, routines, not under—

v standing: Our textbeoks, as we are usually quick to admit, deal almost exclusively
. © with the most routine of routines. Don't most of us use them by{defauit and [ -
L o= / ' . . . ) ‘
assure our students ghat what* realiy matters is omitted? This is notoriously
"y

true of our directing texts




oz
'
v
h—-_..\‘
’
n

:

: : '/‘ oz
< 1ogic, epistemologY, or semantics a PSychology department wibh no statistics or

- experimehtal methbd And T ask " you to imagime a Communftation Theory course |

,historical phenomeﬁa; without syﬁthesis withbut cbhc1uéibﬁs abbut‘thé curréﬁt—

e -

.

Problem two: the questions we ask. -When we study Aristbtie for example, -
. N . <
we concern ourseives aimoqt exciusively with what he said, what he meant. How

~

often do we come to grips with the cruciai ﬁuestions what of Atistotie's was
- f- _ L N . ~ . - .
.accurate; then and- now? What was Aristotie doiug9 Whaiékiﬁd of statements did
:,, ,; e F e el % ,,', &;:;:;:: De T o ol
he make? Whaﬁ’evigence did he provide? Which of his techniques worked for him

N

and would for'us? Which of them subverted his purposes and would ours? How do
. . B 3

«

we use him? i

N

Aristotle?? Outrageous. .Aristotle is to be remembered, not judged; not used.

«

- A

4

How many know what to do with them? We need to build into every moment of ougk'

study of the- history of théefj the questions "what' s going on here?" and i"so' what 7',

; . - : > 5

 Problem three: the camon: The readiﬁg 1ist for a typical Theory ahd .

Doctoral students are stuhﬁéd if we ask them to evaluate Aristotle Evaluate

with our teal work: Every graduate studeﬁc»knbws Aristotle's s¥x ”parcs” (T hppé).

Criticism course consists of approximately 407 critlcism (that's OK), 507 mahifesto

(tOD much, and uSuaiiy not recognized as manifesto), and about 10/ theo*etical

ffaéﬁeﬁﬁé (too 1ittie; and inadequateiy distinggjéhed Erom the other two): This

»i.
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imbalance results partty from a real lack of theory to reach, but it also results
. from ou® .tendency to tgnore the’ theory of our own century QWe re happy to include

manifestos from: the twentteth century, but we tend to underplav the oely moment -

" since Aristotle\jn which substantial theory has been writCQn We read Artaud;
Sgt how many of us include Jackson Bafry? We read the Futurrsts, but how many
N S i -
study Beckerman? We read Grotowski; but how many deal adequately with J: L Styam

(or with Gross, for that mattér§? How many read our only theory j0urnal FmpirIcal =

¢ .

N

Research in~TheétrEY - ,; . ' . "}

. . . B B .
. 6o - )
.-

We re still looking for the true religion ' We re impatient WIth the klnd of

4 i

fundamental methpdicalg?careful work which produces theory. and we love to hop

L. ¢ _

. claims ,We still believe in a “final solution unfortunatély, thébry tends to

éﬁﬁééf in very modest pgckages which almost subliminally enlarge our understanding
s - o
~ of theatre. _”g(% o i\\\\ ‘
: ] | . . | | | ..

;
N

CIf little basic theoretrcal work ts done todav, a majorlcause is olr disinterest

Pl

in reading and dealing with the findings SY the theorlsts Though we read

Grocpwsk/(and report—on him, though with the qketchiest of understandlng we even

. try to i&itéte hin, we don't truly come to grips with him: wé'@é had him for

<« R

Have weé r\zlly grappled with his notions? Have we drawn into the common under—
standing that whichfls valuable is Grotowsk#? Or did;we'tqy with'him for a few -

= T~
~ @ .

years and will we soon pass on? ¢
Look ‘at a;%éw theory reading 1i6ts from the 1930's or 40's. You'll find

el o - ) . -

O
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quite - difterent set of manifestos.

Our current methods of

teaching
prodiicer bellef that theory 1s.of #o

‘What should be the effect? First, s
e ' ' ,
own work

use thiesry i

they should know how to
, whit they do, what they see, and Why
In the Bgbks: .
-c of substance has been cont
-~

[ ihe previous two millenia.

Sped s pitifully lictle. V
I ; -

dvailable ko us and wé are supported

accompli

(though i _doesn't seem 1like it) and

and potentially &ble to carry out th
out of the ééat;bf—the—pancé catego
L " * t

& . o

Like voii; I dislike natrow cate

use a few today to clarify my.point. Please don't believe in them, and do discard

ther: when you leave: . B

What have ‘we that {s theory or
LW '

“L:.PEDANTRY: Almost,all of

should iﬁciu&él#iléfdyéé

. - .

opinions of the past; pa

verificatfon or usefulness,

q.

Footprints in the sand; where are thev now?

theory contribute to student,

“consequence, and “that belief hamstrings us.

tudents should understand the important]

and 1n the evolution
:

of their Art. Second,

o v S o : :
n their pgroduction work and tehching. Third,

think theoretically, 1.e. to understand and drticuldte
- B

it 15 so.

ributed to our understanding -ir-thi} century

Yat; considering our potential; what we have

aluable new techniques of inquiry are now
*} -

by an academic system which gives us time

- - . . . R o
rewards us for achievement. We are free
e investigations which might lift our trade
) - E ; I}
ry and make it a true discipline, i

a4

gories, recognize their danger. but I must

3
]
something vaguely Iike theory?

¥

this appears in our textbooks: Perhaps we

Nicoll: : Pedantry; with no concern for
summarizes; simplifdies: stereotypes the

.

oLl ;;:,é :L;,;:,: . ;;” Y g T o
rticularly those opinions which can be set -~

8

: o N

(Y]

o~
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@

dowa dn che torm of lists or category systems.  How many times in

. S S . L o T -
i directiog texts have we had to settle tor a pleiful réhash of

Ariatotiy's s pAarts, with his detinition of tragedv tossed in,

acae Oof Tt prappled with?  Or for simplistic schemes of penroes’

™

“ [N -

wothese dre the parts of the books the students skip. Why not? ' They

- S L T e L e
thireaten to reduce oilir dnderstanding of theéatre to sterile clichd.
) ; -
S i -
TENIPESTOS:  Oiur quQFILO books dre manifestos. A congenial mani-

— v -

rL

ds 4 catfein fix; it gets us going and 1it's not

. L e : . s
really mecessary o Gnlerstund 1t or eviiluate it carefully. Hero
“we have Fric Bentley: Crotowski; Artaud; Peter Brook, nost-of Brecht,
\\\ 7 7 o -
’ N N R N o ] T 1. o = Ty o 1y - . . e N i . ,,7, -
LSt oL bchcc&ncr,-and a host of others: lHese dre woriderfidl books,

out they do notgsuffice. They offer provocation; they stimulaté our
- ’ < -

. . -

Imagination and provide matter for cenversatfon: Bat they are

- ~

dangerous because we undeérstand so little the difference between ¢
4 . - ) . ., é .
manifesto and theory; we dont't know the ground rules for eadh well

chough . : Co . : ) . .

t e e e - L K : .
t rrom oeach ot these men, d - 2d theorist could draw many hypotheses

<

[a¥

wiilsh might lead to redl-growgh of underdtdnding. Unfortunately,
! . 1 . .

y

tils seldom nappens. Vetplek and choose. We Soin or dismiss. We
b 2

o

Pike v and rake it for gospel or don't ard tall it hullishic:; How -
se'ldom we come ro grips with it: Most of these manifestors could
i . . o .i> ’ a " . ‘V A - s t - . ‘ N . v A
" be po0d thebrists Lf they didn't have those big axes to rind and
N e weTe willing toispend some-time checking their dimpressions.. Well,
T . ’ B - S T ’

l«t's bless them for their provocation.and find others to do the
e C o PR . o
.theoretical wderk. . s

A ¥ _ . : 7
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3.« INTROSPECTIVE THEORY: AS we got closer to siibstaitiil theotry, the

categor fes bocome a bit more comples. The people in ‘this-group .are
., P s . . H‘ o . . o - - . .
trying to do theory, but their vffort ig underiiined by their world-

. ) ' -
I i o — oL ol i oo - B e R 7 £ o 7
view. They are the last of the Idealists. They believe that, intros -

spection fs sufficlent in itself; that systematic observation is ot
required.,  Some of them are Ratdionalists; like Tlato; some are

. L L . T e M
Intuitionigts like the Romantics. They share an Idealism-and an

Absolutism which most of the scholarly world has cast off:. It is

the sdme Absolutism which corrupted so much of the history of aesthetic

opinion. This group -Ihddequiitely| grasps our néwbawigigéss of the’
T, B .\t . . . a .

¢

importince of world-view, of momen
: . ,

rt

.

, class, tasté; etcotera. This

B S . : . B N e N I e g e -
ortontacion leads only to the assertion of opinlon Since thé basic
. . | - N - r

pramise of aldl arpguments s kiown by direct insight into the nature.
T : L e ' ; v ' - .

¢f the fmmaterial; transcendent ;Ideal. There is no .way. to argie with
~an’Ideslist because yourJevidence means mothing to him., - X

. . - - - - . 2 .
: e b aF R adA Ava maITIia . ot P B R T
The best of thesa are Frar~is Fergusson and Suzanne langer, T think.

: : S o v
The worst inéludes Northrép Frye. Somewhere inm between: is Michael
SR . L 3

Goldman. Thev are anaiogeus to, the churchmer: atl observation -is
! it ' o e S e
a-doctrine drawn from introspection: They are

. : . o AN -
fascirating, but reductive, becazuse their notions are not based. on
] , ed | S€ ] ( §.are not ‘

-

O . , : e R
a1 world Sut on clreccqurlvate-knowledge of Ideal worlds

- whigh exist onlv in thé mind or in-some unexaminable, transcdendert

sphers, . I hesitate’ €6 48k why such-an orfsntation is so attractive.
.te artists.  TIs it bpeause it turns tNgory (which shduld be Science),
. '. R T ‘ . ) - i N - :.7 - 7 ) B ‘ i
into. another kind of Art. and frees us from ;bﬁidéhénds of rigor

- I N . o A ; N )

. : ) .
.

’ L : . . . B L ST e e
-and evidence, validating our natugel desire to yield uvnguestioningly

7.

2

J . B : f -

impiulse? | o S - S

3
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S
Philosophy has recently pulled 1ts¢lf out of this same bog.
Aesthetics is trying to. One of the most promising &igns in theg
t ~ -
) theatra is that we- too are beginning to have due respect for
cgntrolled observation. In the late sixties, mindlessnews care
,ear to being institutionalized in the theatro: pedantry was banished
5

and %?im mounted the throne. But that moment scems to bd passing.

The secondary fagit}nn'thiszcacégOfy is the turning inward; the

belief that b studying thé theatre und; perhaps literature; we can

understand the theatre. It just ain't so. Theatre cannot prodoctivelv
1 ] , ¢ p : 3

foed Upon'itselg in its Art or its Science. Theatre is made of life.
. .

- Sl - - - . - o . ST .
An adequate understanding of ‘thedtre will haveé to begin with a broad
understanding of human thoughit, reeling, dnd behdavior. And this
approach has bezunm to emerpe; fortunidtely, ds the mdjor theorotical
current of our ttme:

4o SCIENTIFICTTHEORY ; TURNING THWARD: Hoere we cidst off the Tdedlist
cerror, but we still wurn fnward:  We start our climb Loo many rang
¢} N i ' 1 1 N N - R &.'
up the ladder and teave bebhind the know tedpe of humnan behavior whiich
o musy be the prime corrective to our observation in che tleatre: (o
R T, . P o L . ,
we find Ted Stiand, Beriard Beclkoerman, and J. b, Stvan wito Seechi o to fie
Lo represent the fallegs flowering of an approach that i not cuite
B ddequiitic.

S50 SCIENTIFIC THEORY . REACHING OUT:  The wodiatbicr here i Ariotof e and
. we
t he pniivrn He o Set sechis Lo prhvidh our hhg(¥nuph. Not his conelusfons;
; .

ot courses bt biis methods whon e Gpplled Chem wel 1. o one cvid

reached out Tarther or Libored oo™ o vel iby hie lwprensione e
£ = e .

13
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U - A . : : . o
sturbled; as we all do; but he showed s how it might bé done.
- : R
P
v L ST Do T * . : - N - ‘
Stanislavsky made the first; faltering efforts in cur time to pfay
. oo B
« 4+ the game by the Aristotelean rules, partly because he reached out
: o the Psvehelogists and the Physiologists for help, partly because
fe revised and enlarged his understanding each dav as he watched what
o S g N T T el - . -
happened in the theatre with o merctless eve directed at himself and
his detors. Haspillv, our tools and resources are better than his:
- .
a »
} ¥ would put Jacxson Barry's book, Dramatic Structure,; in this category.
[ would surely put fere the work of the empiricists; the quantitative
: d ' ) -
: $frescarchers, even though they sti1ll ldack the synthesizers who will ’
turn their meticulous observations {bto undérstanding.
Outside the thesagre; but near it, T would ditict vou to Morris Weitz
‘ who seems to me to talk the cledrest sense of” anvone since T. A.
Richards. Toryglve me if 1 :vut my book In this eategory, but whetre
else would vor have guessed 1'd put 1t? 7
Or course all theoo placements are arguable: My purpooe @i mieri 1y to: show
the variety ol approacics we have taren and to iodscate why T bhelieve it i
important or o us ot e oneplect the selineltfe oclentation cnd the fonpg out redchs
. I 7
Pdon't damn che wmianitesros, bue b oworry chat unt i1 we dovilop System cor
i ing the stdmulus of thede manttféstos, for suck iy the value out of them; they
Wil b Gothidiig doie tHA {oiined we [y 10 joive Glbselven Ghe tdel fng thal we are
ipowlth whinie ' Hippentng . The bicte nietiaphior fu Tom Stoppard ™ nmpers haunt s ome
Weo ke taon Bie g miere dweata D grgtiniiest e By ldbng ol work dor ond skills (o
erve s woil thiar proilitees nnmwlﬁlnn of pencial coed ot Ty valoe
> ' A
o ~l
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Sé éhere vou have my rough-hewn notion of where we stand. I want to finish
L with a ié& wérds abbut what weé noed. -
RE FUTURE: ~ - : o " ‘
- I'm gdiﬁé to q§SUmc that you'rc with me in the Eéiiéf~that theory does matter.
o ) : ) . o ' : , ]
Even If vou doudt thut the artist needs it (which I don't doubt), surely there is
no denving thic tEé teachir must have ic. Otherwise he merely teééﬁes his students
" to imicatd him...a téééﬁiﬁé roptiné to credte a performance fédtiﬁé. Theory frces
U, as teachers and arcises; to aluays seek 4 better way.
I7 it is important,; how o we get 1t? We need, at a minimum; two éhiﬁgs:
1) & community of séﬁéidEé; advanced in the téCE;iqUéS of observation
- dntd ékpiéhatidh; focusing; carefully, on the theatre og‘tbddy;
decermined ta understand it; éynthesizing their obsetrvatlons,
) ihtegrating tnbm with the body of ;Oc&ived theory, cOndUCtihg
exprriments, when necessary, to'écloéf tlhie most Qalunblb and
. filuritniat ing, among competlng hypotheses; and passing sthielr
findings on to artists dad tuachers to make L')i' what they will.,
- 2y T nig Cmmmyﬁiiy ot sehnldrs 15 to succeed, 1t requires g
.rz\«u"l:i:mi::i': wholc i does Dot fow i»;(i.»';t fn our rieid,. I'm care voig
kuow that in almost iy othhr Hfuripiinh, theory develops in o
pProvty cypical bnéivfn: tiew hypotiises ave prosented publicly;
v ldetice and avgament e deetmibated whieh cont en or disconi §en
the lll‘v’l)uiiu-:;«;;-. The discipl tie docsn 't rest ant 11§ hie ney
| proposal has been disposcd of 5 olthier Ly iliti-):'i‘.‘ii fon into the |
})(iii\/ of wecelved theorys or by pabl e velutat ion. i i
Iii theatre, hypothesta abter hiypothesin (o adviini il Liiil i“}..imii;.’iii:
15
O
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leaving hardly a ripple. We don't feel obliged to fully under-
stand or to test them. We merelv ignore them; the good and the

‘bad, unleifythéy strike our fancy. And so we have change but
)

little progress.

- 7 u . . ,
The first step in establishing Such 4 méchanism is up to our
editors: They are the ones who decide whethér an idsue will be
dropped or pursued.’ But to mdre things are needed ¢ a minimum.
. ’ - a - ; T e e, ‘
. We must have a greater outlet for oar scholarly work and we must
o , e :
read more. Unless we redd and carg, rnone of the rbSﬁ(méttérs.
' ’ B : ' 1
CONCLUSION:
f
So what my haranyue boild down to is this: as students of thedtre, we
have settled for too Iittle: 1In the name of theory; we have routined the history
. R '
of oplnion. As a result, most of ‘'us doubt the relevince of theory,; believe it
co be'a sinecure for excessively verbal, inadequitcly talented academics:
. 1 Y -
: : . . £
We have {Prnored the potential of theory to open up new .possibilities and
to. help uu ip un‘uﬁdgrﬂrnndihn of our failurcs. Tn the name of artistic freedom;
- - . :

we have lost onr intellectual rigor and ritiondlized that 1088 8o succesgsfully

that we Ueel no ifous; uo millt; oo omlssion at il l. And we have designed a

Vos B

system of cducatfon which omits those¥skills wliiel would dllow s to b rigorois,
. ~ :

were we so Inclined:

-

I we want to turn this jupgernaut around betore 1t plng as dvifnst ¢ hi

ot dhiqulry amd explanat ton,

It
op)
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Finally, though much of what I‘have said is negative, I am basically
optimistic about the future of theorv. This is a moment of great opportunity .

We stand roughly where the Physical Sciences stood early in the 19th centiiry:

there are crucial quéstions to be. answered amd it is stiil possible for ore

person tc answer many of them. An individual can be of tremendous importarce
at this mdment:. We havé had our Francis Bacon, our ‘Isaac Newton, our Galileo.

We are ready for a Farraday, 4 Darwin, a Mendeleev, an Einstein, and a Heisenberg.

~
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