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Introduction

In his 1992 address to the ASA, Peter Kivy suggested that philosophers of art might do best by giving up on "grand theorizing" (that is, pursuing the definition of art). 
 In its place he proposed that they pursue the "careful and imaginative scrutiny of the individual arts and their individual problems." 
 Of course John Passmore and others had said similar things at earlier points.
 But philosophical aesthetics has, it seems to me, finally and robustly taken the turn towards the philosophies of the arts. Much of the best work in philosophical aesthetics over the last fifteen years or so has pursued the route Kivy suggested. James Hamilton’s The Art of Theater is part of this turn—it is careful and imaginative scrutiny of the art of theater done at the very highest level, and I am delighted to have this opportunity to comment on it.


In what follows I shall address a number of issues raised by Hamilton's work: the definition of theatrical enactment; the place of pretending and imagining in theatrical performance; the nature of Hamilton's "ingredients model" and its relation to more traditional accounts of the work/performance relation; the account of theatrical style on offer; and the question of what we have learned from experimental theater.


But before I move on to address those aspects of the book's content in detail, let me say something about the pedagogical significance of this work. Although there are a number of legitimate ways to teach introductory courses on aesthetics and the philosophy of art (e.g., by following a historical progression or by structuring it around certain key issues), one increasingly attractive option is to teach a course that focuses on those aforementioned individual arts and their individual problems. So, for example, I used to regularly teach graduate seminars in aesthetics to students enrolled in a fine arts doctoral program. These students studied music, art education, the visual arts, theater and dance; the seminars were designed to provide them with a broad foundation in philosophical aesthetics. Since they typically had no background in philosophy, I made the effort to assign readings and topics relevant to their own artistic practices and interests. Providing them with contemporary cutting-edge philosophical material on music and the visual arts was not hard. Kivy's work, as well as that by Jerrold Levinson, Arthur Danto, Richard Wollheim and others, makes that fairly easy. And intriguingly—since philosophers are commonly said to have ignored the art of dance—there’s even a decent amount of recent philosophical work on that art form by such authors as Graham McFee, Frances Sparshott, and Noël Carroll and Sally Banes.
 But where to turn to for the theater students? I would often read some of Aristotle’s Poetics with them, but I have to admit that the serious students of the theater that I encountered in those seminars typically knew that text much better than I did. (Still, I hope I challenged their breezy assumptions about catharsis!) We would read Hume on tragedy together—fun, but not really so much about the theater—and sometimes a bit of Nietzsche. But there was never much to give them from contemporary philosophers on the subject—a few articles here and there, of course, but nothing that clearly laid out the big and distinctive issues that the art form of theater raises. Nothing, to put the point a bit differently, that would provide any evidence that there really was a lively and extant philosophy of theater out there, as there are lively and extant philosophies of film, music, literature and photography. In short, for those attracted to the prospect of teaching aesthetics as the philosophies of arts, the dearth of good work on theater by contemporary philosophers has been a significant source of frustration and even a bit of an embarrassment.


Now the book in question is not the only recent philosophical work on theater. There are fine articles on the topic by David Osipovich, David Saltz and Paul Woodruff among others. Hamilton himself has a string of important papers on the topic stretching back two decades. But The Art of Theater is significant because it is the first monograph devoted to the art form by a contemporary philosopher working in the broadly analytic tradition (coming in just ahead of Woodruff's very recently published The Necessity of Theater)
 and perhaps more importantly because it goes beyond a simple "puzzles, problems and definitions" approach and presents an overall theory—a philosophy as it were—of the art form.


Philosophy teachers and students have, then, in this publication, a book-length text which articulates a substantive and wide-ranging position about the nature of theater and theatrical performance. Hamilton's central thesis is that "theatrical performance is, and in reality always has been, an art form in its own right,"
 and the book carefully defends this thesis and explores its ontological, epistemological and aesthetic implications. With this book, then (and the one by Woodruff mentioned above), the philosophy of theater takes its proper place as a central going concern for philosophical aesthetics. We no longer face the embarrassment of telling our students interested in the theater that contemporary philosophers of art have little to say about that art form.

Definition and Theatrical Enactment

One tempting way for philosophical aestheticians to pursue the philosophies of arts would be to aim at definitions of the various arts. So, for example, one can imagine a work on the philosophy of theater that focused on providing a definition of that art form and testing it against our intuitions about what does and could count as theater. This is not Hamilton's strategy and I think he is right to abjure that traditional sort of analytic project. This is perhaps the closest he comes to offering an "account" of theatrical enactment:

Theatrical enactment is the social practice in which audiences attend to the physical and verbal expressions and behavior as well as the 'non-expressive' movements and sounds of performers (human or mechanical) who, by those means, occasion audience responses to whatever the performers arrange for the audience to observe about human life (for example, stories and characters, or sequences of images and/or symbolic acts).


This is clearly an account of a theoretical notion to be evaluated largely on the basis of theoretical utility rather than according to its conformity to intuitions about the extension of some folk concept. Moreover, it is clear that Hamilton does not believe theatrical enactment is essential to theater, since he states explicitly that it is not even essential to theatrical performance.
 So it does not appear that this account is, or is a part of, an attempt to define one of the arts or art forms. As this book makes plain, there are many interesting questions to be raised and answered about theater that do not seem to depend fundamentally on having some prior definition of it in place.


Nonetheless, I want to raise some questions about the account of theatrical enactment. I shall not be suggesting that it is extensionally inadequate. Remember, Hamilton is defining a theoretical notion—he is not trying to capture some folk notion of enactment (as if there were such a thing). So it is not at all clear how one could go about determining whether it is extensionally adequate. Still, it is certainly reasonable to ask questions about the theoretical utility of the account of theatrical enactment on offer. And one relevant factor in determining whether and to what extent the notion is useful is getting clear on its extension. 


So what does theatrical enactment include? It appears to include a great deal. Some dance performances contain verbal expressions. The choreographers Pina Bausch, David Dorfman and Bill T. Jones all often use words in the dance works they create; that is, performances of their works often contain spoken text. When they do so, audiences should and typically do attend to those verbal expressions. But then it looks to me as if some dances are part of (or involve) “the social practice in which audiences attend to the physical and verbal expressions and behavior as well as the ‘non-expressive’ movements and sounds of performers…,” so they are examples of or involve theatrical enactment.
 Of course Pina Bausch is often described as a pioneer of “dance theater” (her company is called Tanztheatre Wuppertal), and it is very tempting to treat her work as part of a hybrid art form.
 It is plausible that something is similar is true with respect to some of the choreographic work by Dorfman and Jones. So perhaps it is not at all surprising that instances of their work fall into the sphere of theatrical enactment.


In fact, it is not just dance with words that will be included. There exist examples of theater without words (e.g., Deborah Warner's The Angel Project, Attila Pessyani’s The Mute Dream), and I am sure Hamilton wants his account of theatrical enactment to include such works. He must just mean that verbal expression is one of the ingredients that is commonly used in theatrical enactment, and that when verbal expression is a part of such enactment, audiences should and do attend to it. That is, verbal expression shouldn’t be understood as a necessary feature of theatrical enactment. But then it appears that traditional ballet and contemporary dance will also be included in the sphere of theatrical enactment. Again, this doesn't seem too shocking a conclusion. After all, many ballet companies use the term "ballet theater" in their names, and the thought that the art form of dance typically involves a theatrical element is far from implausible.


But what about the following activities: the delivery of sermons in churches and synagogues, the performance of athletes in front of crowds, public storytelling of all sorts, the actions of contestants on Big Brother and the lecturing of philosophy and psychology professors? In all of these cases we have something like a performer/audience relationship. In all of these cases it is plausible that audience members are expected to attend and respond to the expressive and non-expressive movements and sounds of the performers. Moreover, it is plausible that in all these cases performers can and often do arrange for the audience to observe things about human life in some broad sense.


What follows? If the above is right, theatrical enactment includes (or is exhibited) in what is commonly recognized as theater but also in modern dance and ballet, sermonizing, athletic performance, storytelling, reality television and lecturing. In fact, any example of public speaking in which the speaker arranged for the audience to observe things about human life would seem to count as theatrical enactment. Perhaps this conclusion can be blocked. There may be something about one or more of the notions in the definiens (e.g., performer, audience, attending or observing about human life) that excludes one or more of the cases that I have described. If so, I would like to hear about this from Hamilton. But if not, this raises at least one obvious question.

Is it really plausible that there is a single "social practice in which audiences attend…[etc.]" or is it, rather, the case that there are a number of different social practices here that are rooted in a widespread social activity? It is worth considering that on one (perhaps the) classic account of practices, a practice is "any coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative human activity through which goods internal to that form of activity are realized in the course of trying to achieve those standards of excellence which are appropriate to, and partly definitive of, that form of activity."
 So is there a coherent unified standard of excellence (or set of standards) for theatrical enactment wherever it is practiced? Is there one practice here or are there many? I am skeptical of the suggestion that there is just one.

Despite this worry, there is certainly some appeal to this very broad conception of theatrical enactment. The analysis of theatrical enactment on offer may have the potential to provide significant insight into all the domains in which it is manifested. Perhaps it can do important work in helping us make sense of the theatrical aspects of various activities that we do not pre-theoretically think of as involving theater. I would be interested to see if that is the case.

Pretending, Imagining and Making-Believe in the Theater

Recent decades have seen a flourishing of sophisticated philosophical and psychological work on pretense, pretend play and the cognitive imagination.
 This work has paid off—there is both general agreement about the core data that theories of imagination and pretense have to explain, and a common consensus as to the general nature of those two activities.
 Moreover, much of this literature treats pretense and the cognitive imagination as closely linked—on many accounts pretense is thought of as the imagination plus relevant (and relevantly-caused) behavior.
 Put differently, pretense behavior is treated as utilizing the same fundamental cognitive mechanisms as the imagination—the difference is that in pretending, the agent is additionally motivated to act in accordance with what they imagine.


I was surprised that Hamilton did not engage with this work on pretense and the imagination. I suppose I've long thought theatrical performance had much to do with the activity of pretending or making-believe, and I'm certain that I'm not alone in this. While I'll make no claims about what the folk theory of theater is, surely the idea that acting involves some sort or sorts of pretending is a commonplace, and one that has significant philosophical support. John Searle famously argued that actors pretend to perform illocutionary acts on stage,
 and David Osipovich has recently argued that that distinguishing theatrical performance from various forms of public speaking requires appeal to “some sort of pretense” that is necessarily involved in the former but not in the latter.
 Even David Saltz, who influentially argues against Searle’s account of theatrical performance and criticizes the view that acting essentially involves pretending to perform characters' actions, seems to accept that various form of pretense are at least typically involved in acting: "pretending in all three senses [pretending to be, pretending to do, and pretending that] is integral to acting on stage."


Moreover, theatrical performances that are narrative fictions (which, after all, constitute the majority of the plays that we attend) would seem to centrally involve the audience's imagination, since fiction and the cognitive imagination are widely recognized to be intimately connected. But Hamilton says little about pretense or the imagination in the course of the book, and what he does say is quite dismissive: "If, for instance, we think of what performers do as fundamentally a matter of imitation or pretense, the fact that they will respond to audience reactions will be nothing more than a distraction."
 And he remarks,
Some traditional theories of theater seem to have derived authority from the idea that what they take to be the underlying mechanism of performing, which they identify as imitation or pretense, is entirely natural….But attending to people and responding to being attended to by others are impulses just as natural as the impulses to imitate or to pretend…the social institution of theater is not laid on top of more basic material drawn from the individual impulses….”


I’m not convinced. For one thing, this last statement does not seem consistent with his earlier admission that "make believe, or the propensity to engage in make-believe, is among the raw ingredients in human nature that are often used in theatrical craft."
 More importantly, I cannot make sense of the suggestion that if actors are pretending we must count their responses to audience reactions as simply distractions. Consider my activity of pretending to be a wolf or the Diabolical Dr. Doughnut for my young son. Part of my pretending to be one of these things might well involve paying attention to, thinking about, and responding to how he reacts to my so pretending. In fact, one of the methods I might use in order to do a good job pretending will involve monitoring his responses. If he doesn't appear to be even a little bit frightened I’m probably not doing a good job of pretending to be a wolf. And if he is not at all amused I am likely failing to pretend successfully to be Dr. Doughnut. My so responding to his reactions is not a distraction—it is a means by which I achieve my goal.


So I guess I’m still tempted by the thought that pretending is at the root of at least some theatrical performance. In a reply to an earlier version of this paper, Hamilton argued that what actors do does not "necessarily involve imitation and simulation."
 And he expressed skepticism about the existence of evidence for the claim that actors pretend or simulate. With respect to the first point we are agreed. I do not think pretending is an essential aspect of theatrical performance or enactment. If "fundamental" simply means essential or necessary then I suppose pretending isn't fundamental to acting either. But it is consistent with this that pretending is a typical and even standard feature of theatrical performance;
 moreover, that acting is ontogenetically built upon pretending (that is, that practices of acting are descended from activities of pretending) and that it is essential to most or at least many common forms of acting.


But what evidence do we have for the claim that pretending is—if not essential to acting—then at least important to it? I think there are very natural reason to think pretending that (i.e., pretending with propositional content) is a central part of a number of mainstream acting traditions. Consider (1) the emphasis that various schools of method acting place on the actor's ability to literally experience the emotions of the characters they play, and (2) the tendency of theorists in those schools to characterize the mental states of the actor as centrally rooted in belief.
 The connection between these two bits of popular theater lore is fairly straightforward—on the traditional cognitive account of the emotions, many emotions are necessarily linked to belief. If emotions mirroring those of characters are required, then beliefs mirroring those of characters seem required too. But this won't do. We are not free to choose our beliefs—doxastic voluntarism is false. So any talk of actors bringing themselves to believe what fictional characters believe is either misguided or not meant literally. On the other hand, a central datum recognized by contemporary theorists of pretense is that we are free to choose what we pretend. As Shaun Nichols puts it: "Belief is not at the whim of our intentions, but imagination is."
 Moreover, it is widely accepted that the belief-condition on emotions is too strong. The imagination—whether it is involved in pretense behavior or not—can drive the affect system.
 To the extent, then, that actors strive to feel the emotions of the characters they play, it is plausible that they are engaged in pretending that they are those characters (or are in those characters' shoes). Again, I do not claim that acting necessarily involves pretending. But I suspect that it is a big part of method-influenced acting and that any account which rejects out-of-hand the role of pretending in performance is mistaken.

What about the imagination? It is a commonplace among contemporary philosophers that the cognitive imagination is centrally involved in our interaction with works of fiction.
 Hamilton does not talk about imagination at all when he discusses audience responses—the closest he comes is a brief discussion of the views that either belief or "the willing suspension of disbelief" is central to audience responses to narrative theatrical enactment. He finds both views wanting and suggests instead that the cognitive states of audiences should be characterized in terms of "acquiring an ability to describe what one saw and to react in ways appropriate to what is seen."
 But this seems to me to be mistaken. Audiences may typically acquire an ability to describe and respond to what they see in a performance, but although an ability to describe and respond appropriately to performance may be our best evidence that an audience-member has (or had) the appropriate cognitive states, it is implausible that this is what those cognitive states consist in. Cognitive states aren't abilities, after all. Nor is it plausible that this sort of ability is what audience members must develop in order to count as responding appropriately to the work. For example, audience members suffering from a condition that left them incapable of describing what they saw might still properly grasp and respond to the theatrical event. And audience responses typically outstrip what is seen, since what is implied and suggested also plays a role in generating those responses.


I do not suggest that the imagination underwrites all appropriate audience reactions to a theatrical fiction. It is true that some appropriate responses to theatrical fictions are driven by beliefs while other responses are driven by sub-doxastic processes (e.g., startle responses in certain genres). Nonetheless, the imagination is one of the central cognitive mechanisms involved in audience engagement with theatrical fiction.
 For example, Hamilton briefly discusses the classic problem about the apparently genuine but non-motivating emotional reactions audiences have towards fictional characters and events on stage.
 How can it be that we really feel pity for Desdemona when watching a performance of Othello when (1) we know that she does not exist, and (2) we are not at all motivated to save her? But—as should be clear from the discussion above—this problem is largely solved once we have a clear account of the imagination. Imaginings (e.g., about Desdemona) are similar enough to beliefs so as to be able to drive our affect systems and produce emotions, but since they are disconnected from the systems that underwrite practical reasoning and action they will not be directly motivating. 
 A complete account of audience responses to narrative theatrical performances needs to address the imagination.


I have focused on the role of pretense and imagination in theatrical performance. What about Waltonian make-believe; that is, the imaginative activity of generating fictional truths by means of props?
 Again, it is not obvious that theater essentially involves make-believe in this sense. There may be non-representational examples of theater, and even if theater is essentially representational it might be that it is a mistake to treat all forms of theatrical performance along Waltonian lines. Nevertheless, the view that standard narrative theater is fundamentally underwritten by make-believe—and more specifically by verbal participation in make-believe (what Walton stipulatively calls "pretense")—is an attractive one.
 I would have liked to see Hamilton address this view in his book.

Ontology (or Something Else)?

Hamilton argues for a specific model of the texts and performances that he calls "the ingredients model"—the view that "texts are used in performances in much the same way people use ingredients when they cook."
 (The analogy is clearly only partial since texts don't usually end up getting consumed in performances.) He contrasts this model with a number of other models, including the traditional type/token account of the text-performance relation as articulated by authors such as David Saltz and Noël Carroll. But what is the relationship between the ingredients model and the type/token account?


The ingredients model is presented as an alternative to the type/token model. But I am not convinced that it is ultimately an alternative. Hamilton introduces the type/token model by suggesting that defenders of the view are thinking of "the text-performance relation in more explicitly ontological terms."
 This suggests that the type/token model is ontology, but that other models of the text-performance relation are not (or are not explicitly). In fact, Hamilton himself does not think that the ingredients model is an ontological theory at all. (He has said this to me in conversation.) But if one theory is a matter of ontology and the other is not then they may not be proper alternatives—they may be consistent with one another.


Of course, an ontological theory might conflict with an empirical one (as, plausibly, certain approaches to the mind-body problem conflict with cognitive psychology). But, in fact, I think the ingredients model –or something very close to it—is consistent with a type/token treatment. The ingredients model denies that theatrical performances are presentations of works of literature.
 Hamilton similarly denies that performances are ever performances of texts.
 But it is consistent with this that theatrical performances are always presentations of works of theater—i.e., that performances represent theatrical works rather than literary works. To see that this is consistent just consider the possibility that works of theater are neither works of literature nor texts. If this were right, then one might treat those (non-literary and non-textual) theatrical works as types and the performances or productions of them as tokens. Hamilton says at one point that theatrical performances are never performances of some other work. But I confess to not understanding this and not really knowing whether he means it.


In fact, Hamilton himself offers a way of making sense of theatrical works as neither literary works nor texts. The ingredients model, he claims, “leaves room for performances of such routines as are found in other theatrical performances.”
 These routines are something like social routines or the performed routines of gymnasts. But aren’t such routines naturally thought of as types that admit of tokens? And don’t they admit of being performed? In fact, Hamilton admits that routines do admit of performance: “So there are performances, for example, of the ‘Lazzo of the tooth extractor’ and of Hedda Gabler."
 That is, on Hamilton's own account there can be performances of the entire Hedda Gabler routine! And this routine is naturally understood to be a type with performances as tokens. The type/token ontology reappears, then, as a way of making sense of the routine/performance relation. Moreover, although the Hedda Gabler routine may not be a literary work or text, it is tempting to identify it as a theatrical work or, perhaps, a theatrical production. And if certain routines simply are theatrical works or productions, then the type/token ontology may capture the way in which those artwork multiples relate to their performances.

Hamilton may be right that theatrical performances are neither performances of literary works nor performances of texts of any kind. But it would not follow from this that they are not performances of theatrical works nor that they are not tokens of types. Once we distinguish theatrical works (extended routines?) from literary works and texts, we can accept Hamilton’s main point about the independence of theater from literature while retaining the idea that performances are literally performance of some works. By doing this, we can also retain the useful machinery of the type/token model.

Theatrical Style

One of the most interesting sections in The Art of Theater focuses on theatrical style. This is important stuff—style and its recognition are centrally important aspects of our engagement with the arts, and it is, as they say, still an undertheorized notion. Moreover, what Hamilton has to say about theatrical style is a refreshing antidote to one dominant but misguided way of thinking about it. In fact, I believe that the insights here are actually more significant than the author recognizes, but I shall also argue that there are aspects of theatrical style that his account seems to miss.

Hamilton allies his view of theatrical style to the view of style in painting developed by Richard Wollheim.
 Wollheim articulates important reasons for thinking that individual style—the style of some individual artists—cannot be treated as a merely taxonomic device. Rather, he argues that individual style plays an explanatory role in art history, and this encourages him to offer a robust account of this form of style that is rooted in the actual psychology and physiology of the individual visual artist. As Wollheim puts it, individual style is "psychologically real."
 Hamilton's account of theatrical style follows Wollheim on this point. He insists that theatrical styles play a role in "explaining the work of an artist,"
 and that they are crucial to audience understanding of that work.
 For this reason, theatrical styles cannot be seen merely as typical features of theatrical performances (i.e., features associated with companies, periods, regions, and times). Style attribution "includes reference to the reasons performers have for adopting particular sets of conventions."


The first thing to notice is that the notion of individual style in the theatrical context is pretty clearly applicable to theater companies as well as to individual actors such as Gielgud and Olivier. It is plausible that not every theater company has an individual style (individual style is an achievement, after all, and not every theater company achieves a style), but it seems obvious that Mabou Mines, the RSC, Kneehigh Theatre and The Wooster Group all have individual styles in the robust explanatory sense that Wollheim and Hamilton are interested in. So individual style is not necessarily the style of individuals—it can also be associated with groups of individuals. In such cases, it is not merely psychologically real—it is socially real as well.


But this brings up a point that I think Hamilton misses in his discussion of style. For Wollheim there is a sharp ontological distinction between individual style (e.g., the style of Titian or Picasso) and general style (e.g., national or period or school or universal styles). Only the former are real, robust and explanatory. The latter (e.g., the naturalist style, the art nouveau style, the rococo style) are purely taxonomic and, in some sense, unreal. That is, general styles are merely shorthand ways of referring to collections of features that are of interest in particular contexts. Now Wollheim himself might allow that certain groups (e.g., certain collaborative groups of artists) possess individual style. In such cases it is not implausible to treat the relevant groups of people (i.e., collaborative groups of art makers such as Gilbert and George, Dead Kennedys and Mabou Mines) as individual artists. Wollheim’s emphasis on “processes or operations characteristic of [one’s] acting as a painter”
 is easily extended to the case of a theater company—we can think of processes or operations characteristic of it acting as a company.


Wollheim does not treat general styles (e.g., the baroque style in painting) as explanatory. Such styles—the styles of groups that cannot be properly seen as tantamount to individual artists—lack reality and explanatory value. They are just shorthand for sets of features of interest. Hamilton parts company with Wollheim at this point (although he is not explicit about this), and he is wise to do so. He writes that “reference to theatrical styles always includes reference to the reasons performers have for adopting particular sets of conventions,”
 and the "always" is important. For he is not talking simply about the styles of companies, but also about broader general theatrical styles (e.g., Naturalism, Realism, Expressionism, Maruhonkabuki, and Bungobushi). The reason this is wise is that reference to general style categories seems to have just as much explanatory value as reference to individual styles. So, for example, if the appearances of paintings can sometimes be explained by the individual styles they manifest (as Wollheim argues), then it plausible that their appearances can also sometime be (partially) explained by the general styles they manifest. Consider, for example, how natural it is to appeal to the general style of Neo-Plasticism in explaining why Mondrian's paintings look similar to van Doesburg's before their break over the diagonal. If this is right, then any argument for the robustness of individual styles can be adapted to argue argument for the robustness of general styles. And there never were any good reasons for thinking that all general style categories were merely taxonomic since the best that Wollheim offers is an argument from disagreement—i.e., an appeal to the instability of general style judgments and categories.
 So I think Hamilton is right to treat theatrical styles of all sorts as robust and explanatory, but he could be even clearer that this involves a sharp break with the purely taxonomic conception of general style that Wollheim proposed.


I said that I also thought Hamilton’s account missed some important aspects of theatrical style. What do I mean? The account of style builds on and follows from his account of theatrical conventions. Theatrical styles are “sets of similar conventions that are thought to serve a conception or set of aims that could govern one or more performances,”
 and those conventions are “weakly coherent sequences of features selected for display.”


Here are a few aspects of theatrical style that might not fit easily into this account. First, a company’s choice of performing space or location (e.g., outdoors or indoors, proscenium stage or not) seems to count as stylistic in many cases. A company that chooses to always perform on a proscenium stage may be doing something artistically and expressively significant in so choosing. But it is not obvious that choice of location can be part of a weakly coherent sequence of features selected for display. And it is not the sort of thing that Hamilton talks about explicitly in his book. Can the account accommodate it as an aspect of theatrical style? Perhaps. But there are other aspects of theatrical practice that seem stylistic that might not be captured by Hamilton's account because they are not the sorts of things that are displayed. For example, the process by which a company develops a performance might count as part of their theatrical style, but this does not seem to be a matter of something that is selected for display. And the sort of stage machinery used by a company might count as stylistic, but not all bits of stage machinery are selected for display since some remain unseen by the audience.

Perhaps more problematically, it is natural to think that a company’s repertoire (i.e., what they choose to perform) can be stylistic. Just as choice of subject may be a central feature of the style of a photographer, so the choice of works to perform seems central to the style of at least some theater companies. Of course I’ve assumed here that talk of works is legitimate. I think it is. Hamilton thinks it isn’t. Regardless of our disagreement, there seems to be a stylistically relevant feature lurking here that Hamilton will have trouble explaining. Can it be cashed out in terms of the sorts of "routines" that the company chooses to perform? Maybe. Or maybe he can talk about the sorts of texts that go into the ingredients that the company uses. The key problem is that these choices don’t seem a matter of theatrical convention, and so, on the account of style on offer in The Art of Theater, they do not seem to be parts of theatrical style. This seems like a mistake.

Nonetheless, I think the discussion of theatrical style in this book is immensely illuminating, both for the way it seems to extend Wollheim's account of style to the theatrical case and because it draws out the implications of treating theatrical styles as explanatory. For Hamilton is entirely clear that the explanatory approach to style pushes one towards a sort of limited actual intentionalism—a concern with the actual reasons and intentions that led performers to choose particular conventions as means for achieving specific theatrical aims. It is a limited intentionalism, because there is no commitment to the importance of actual intentions in other interpretive contexts. But when it comes to theatrical style, a concern for performers’ intentions does appear crucial. And so Hamilton avoids the mistake made by Jenefer Robinson, whose account of individual literary style appeals to the psychology of implied authors rather than actual authors.
 The psychology of implied authors can do no causal-explanatory work. If we are interested in a causal-explanatory notion of style we should (as is suggested in this book) be interested in real authors, actors and theater companies.

What Have We Learned From Experimental Theater?

Is the ingredients model of the text/performance relation the proper account for all theater or just for some theater? I was convinced by the discussion of recent theatrical history that the ingredients model aptly captures some contemporary theater. And the examples of actual and possible experimental theater that Hamilton describes persuaded me that much of what has been thought to be essential to theater is not essential to it. But Hamilton seems to me to make the fallacious inference from "not essential to theatrical performance" to "not a feature of any theatrical performances." Perhaps performances are not necessarily “initiated—in any substantive sense—in written texts of any kind,”
 but why think that they never are? Perhaps texts are sometimes used like ingredients are in cooking, but Hamilton seems to think this is the way theatrical performance must work—with texts functioning always as ingredients, never as recipes. I cannot see why he thinks this.


Suppose some group of classical musicians started treating scores as experimental theater artists treat texts; that is, they began treating them merely as ingredients rather than as Hamilton, citing Stephen Davies, says they do now: “in the Western classical music tradition there are standard ways composers have used for giving ‘work-determinative instructions’ and any performance of such a work must conform to those instructions.”
 That might show that musical performances (even in the classical tradition) are not necessarily of some work; that is, not necessarily presentations of works of music. But I fail to see how this would show that musical performances are not and were never literally of musical works, or that they were not initiated in a very substantive sense by scores.


Why, then, does Hamilton think that experimental theater has shown us what is necessarily absent in the case of theatrical performance rather than what is not necessarily present?
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