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The Long Christmas Dinner is reprinted with permission from The Long 
Christmas Dinner and Other Plays in One Act by Thornton Wilder. 
Copyright 1931 by Yale University Press and Coward-McCann, Inc.; re 
newed 1959 by Thornton WUder. Reprinted with permission of Harper & 
Row, Publishers, Incorporated. This play may not be reproduced, in 
whole or in part, in any form except by written permission from the 
publishers. AU rights including the right of reproduction in whole or 
in part, in any form, are reserved under International and Pan-American 
Copyright Conventions. Published in New York, Evanston, and London 
by Harper & Row, Publishers, Incorporated.
CAUTION: The Long Christmas Dinner and Other Plays in One Act 
is the sole property of the author and is fuUy protected by copyright. The 
plays herein may not be acted by professionals or amateurs without formal 
permission and the payment of a royalty. All rights, including profes 
sional, amateur, stock, radio and television, broadcasting, motion picture, 
recitation, lecturing, public reading, and rights of translation into foreign 
languages are reserved. All professional inquiries and all requests for 
amateur rights should be addressed to Samuel French, 25 West 45th 
Street, New York 19, New York.

The Ping-Pong Players by William Saroyan is from Razzle Dazzle, copy 
right 1942 by William Saroyan. Reprinted by permission of Harcourt, 
Brace & World, Inc.

The Tridget of Greva and Abend di Anni Nouveau by Ring Lardner 
are reprinted with the permission of Charles Scribner’s Sons. The Tridget 
of Greva from Shut Up, He Explained, copyright ©  1962 Charles Scrib 
ner’s Sons. Abend di Anni Nouveau from First and Last, copyright 1934 
by Ellis A. Lardner; renewal copyright ©  1962 by Ring Lardner, Jr.

Three Travelers Watch a Sunrise, copyright ©  1957 by Elsie Stevens 
and HoUy Stevens. Reprinted from Opus Posthumous by Wallace Stevens 
by permission of Alfred A. Knopf, Inc.

Santa Claus: A  Morality, copyright 1946, by E. E. Cummings. Reprinted 
by permission of Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc.

The Birthday is reprinted by permission of Paul Goodman.
Benito Cereno is reprinted from The Old Glory by Robert Lowell, by 

permission of Farrar, Straus & Giroux, Inc. Copyright ©  1964 by Robert 
Lowell.
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George Washington Crossing the Delaware by Ketmeth Koch is reprinted 
by permission of Kenneth Koch. Copyright ©  1964 by The Sterling Lord 
Agency.

Hot Buttered Roll is reprinted by permission of Rosalyn Drexler.
Gallows Humor is reprinted from Gallows Humor by Jack C. Richardson. 

Copyright ©  1961 by Jack C. Richardson. Dutton Paperback Series. Re 
printed by permission of E. P. Dutton & Co., Inc.

The Falling Sickness is reprinted by permission of Russell Edson.
Poem-Plays are reprinted by permission of Ruth Krauss. a  b e a u t i f u l  d a y , 

IN A b u l l ’s  e y e ,  p i n e a p p l e  PLAY and THE 50,000 DOGWOOD TREES AT VAL 
LEY FORGE from THE CANTILEVER RAINBOW, ©  copyright 1963, 1964, 1965 
by Ruth Krauss. (Pantheon Books, a Division of Rainbow House, Inc.)

What Happened is from Selected Writings of Gertrude Stein. Copyright 
1946 by Random House, Inc. Reprinted by permission.

Flower by Robert Whitman copyright ©  1967 by Robert Whitman. 
Professional rights, reading rights, radio and television rights, all motion 
picture and mechanical rights, etc.J are strictly reserved to the author. 
Inquiries should be addressed to Mr. Whitman.

Meat Joy, copyright ©  1967 by Carolee Schneemann. Professional rights, 
reading rights, radio and television broadcasting rights, all motion picture 
and mechanical rights, etc. are strictly reserved to the author. Inquiries 
should be addressed to Miss Schneemann, 114 West 29th Street, New York, 
New York.

Gas is reprinted with permission of Allan Kaprow.
Lines from Brecht are quoted from Concise Encyclopedia of Modem 
Drama, edited by Henry Popkin, copyright ©  1962 by Horizon Press. Used 
by permission.



[11] M eat Joy. Prelude: The Make-up Table. Photo by Tony Ray-Jones.

[12] M eat Joy. The rolling Body Package; the Undressing Walk. Photo b> 
Giese.



[13] Meat Joy. On the Paint Table: the start of The Love-Paint Exchange be 
tween the Central Couple. (Paris performance.) Photo by Harold Chapman.

[14] Meat Joy. General View. The Independent Couple (right); continuation of 
the Love-Paint Exchange between the Central Couple (center); two Leg Mix 
tures (right and left). Photo by Peter Moore.



[15] Meat Joy. The Intractable Rosette: Wheel Formation. Photo by A1 Giese. 

[16] Meat Joy. The Intractable Rosette: Star Formation. Photo by A1 Giese.



[17] Meat Joy. The Serving Maid distributes the chickens, fish, and hot dogs. 
Photo by Peter Moore.

[18] Meat Joy. Fish and Chickens (Paris performance). Photo by Harold Chap 
man.



[19] Meat Joy. Fish and Chickens. Carolee Schneemann, center. Photo by Peter 
Moore.

[20] Meat Joy. A characteristic pile-up during Fish and Chickens. Photo by A1 
Giese.



[21] Meat Joy. The building of The Tree. Photo by Peter Moore.



[22] Meat Joy. The collapsing of The Tree. Photo by Manfred Schroeder.



[23] Meat Joy. The Paint Attack (Editor, seated second from right). Photo by 
Charles Rotenberg.



Meat Joy
BY CAROLEE SCHNEEMANN

Some of the impetus of the Happening, as Kaprow has 
noted, is derived from the style of avant-garde painting that 
was dominant in America during the 1950s; Abstract Expres 
sionism or, as it is sometimes called. Action P ain ting  “I  
was concerned with the implication that Action P ain ting—  
Pollock’s in particular—pleads not to more painting, but to 
more action,” Kaprow once wrote.

Meat Joy is a striking example of the way one author of 
Happenings—a painter and sculptor who once worked very 
much in the Abstract Expressionist vein— împrovised the form 
almost entirely within the framework of Action P ainting, it 
deserves to be termed a classic example of the Happening— 
if only because, when the average interested individual con 
siders the Happening, he is apt to characterize it in the sensual 
terms of this particular piece, which was performed in New 
York and Paris, and which has ample “underground” fame. 
Its basic idea is also one of Abstract Expressionism’s: that, in 
the context of a sufficiently active and gestural painting style, 
virtually any subject can serve to fill an essential abstract ges 
ture or painting stroke with the necessary element of content. 
Schneemaim’s contribution to both a later phase of Abstract 
Expressionism and the Happening was to fulfill these gestures 
with an element that has seldom been treated as anything 
but abstract in both painting and theatre: the human form.

Like Flower, Meat Joy operates in a fundamentally plotted, 
“informational” way. It is structured around a progressive re 
duction or stripping-down of the flesh; but it is a stripping- 
down in largely conceptual terms—although elements of the 
actual and visual are obviously involved. The painting of the 
bodies that follows the actual undressing represents a step 
beyond mere stripping-down through removal of clothing; it 
is an ultimate reduction of the flesh to the status of any ordi 
nary object. Thus, its climactic section, in which butchershop
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debris is flung amid the dancers, is simply a logical continu 
ation of this reduction, to  the point where animal flesh and 
hum an flesh are equated.

The serving-maid who effects this flesh mixture, in her 
form al black-and-white garb, might be considered a kind of 
priestess. Indeed, as its title suggests. M eat Joy is intended as 
a  celebration of the flesh or, as its creator notes, as a kind of 
exorcism against the evil of “non-sensuousness— both in the 
theatre and out.” Although the source of Schneemann’s the 
atrical inspiration is Action Painting, its result is close to rite.



Meat Joy

Notes

f M eat Joy  began to evolve from dream sensation images in 
as tar back as early I960, »y /cb n rary  0 ,  

1964 they constituted a more elaborated senes of drawmgs and 
notes. I was becoming increasingly aware of the possibility o 
capturing certain interactions between physical, metabohc changes 
and their effect on dream content, as well as on my sensory 
orientation upon and after waking; in capturing t o  pleasing o 
random memory fragments (as weU-defined sound, h ^ t, weather, 
and environment kernels from the past) in the p rjent.

At this time I made a photographic study called E ye  Body. It 
involved the use of my body as source of collage transfom a- 
tions—its iuxtaposition/extension to constructions, kmetic hgbt 
boxes and the constructed environment I had been making m 
my studio generally; ambiguities both spatial and tactile; change 
of flesh forms by paint, grease, water, oil, powder, crayon, tr^ s- 
parent plastic, combined with forms of the glass, wood mo tors 
which I had been using in my work. The mtention of M eat Joy, 
like all these images, was the visual transformation of the
naked body-as-environment. t  v i +

Then I received an invitation from Jean-Jacques Lebel^ to 
make a Happening for his first “Festival of Free E gression  m 
Paris, to occur in May. There was no financial possibihty then of 
m^npging the trip, but the images which were to bwome 
Meat Joy increased with the provocation of the unknown, highly
charged city— P̂aris:

In February of 1964 I wrote to Lebel:

There are now several works moving in minds-eye towar^ 
the possibility of an extreme time/space change (that is, 
being in Europe), tentatively identified as Meat Joy, and
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Divisions and Rubble; . . . Meat Joy shifting now; relating 
to Artaud, McClure, and French Butcher Shops—carcass as 
paint (it dripped right through Soutine’s floor) . . . flesh 
jubilation . . . extremes of this sense . . .  it may involve 
quantities of dark fabric and paint drawn from performan^ 
area outward into audience to become inundation of all avail 
able space—action and viewing space interchanged, broken 
through. Smell, feel of meat . . . chickens, flsh, sausages? I 
see several girls whose gestures develop from tactile, bodily 
relationship to individual men and a mass of meat slices. 
Specific sequence of collision and embrace . . . rising, falling 
counterpoints to bodies . . . very dark (very bright). Hand 
held lights spotting color cover movements.

My Visual Dramas (Kinetic Theater . . . Concretions) can 
take substance from the materials I find to work with: this 
means that any particular space, any debris unique to Paris 
and any “found” performers (picked off the street!) would 
be potential structural elements for the piece. I’ve been work 
ing a great deal with the Judson dancers for love of their 
non-dance movement and their aggressive, expansive interest 
in fHanging the very physical traditions which have given 
their bodies extraordinary scope and strength, and my pieces 
for them impose space relations, provoke personal responses 
which will work inclusively with any chosen or found environ 
ment; so that I do not require or want any specially pre 
determined “set-up.” What I find will be what I need.

At this point I should make it clear that my traditions are 
non-literary, non-verbal— “Kinetic Theatre” is my particular de 
velopment of the “Happening.” It is probably precisely my lack 
of connections with traditional theatre which left me free to evolve 
a new theatrical form. I am a painter, which means diat even 
though-1 may not be working with paint on canvas, my sensibility 
is shaped in visual worlds and these are strongly tactile, plastic, 
concretely dimensional. I can trace three basic formal conditions 
which led me from painting to theatre:

1. The unlimited range of materials (in Kinetic Theatre)— 
objects, people, lights, sounds, etc.— all acting as an extension 
of the more gradually broadened range of materials which I
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had used in my collages, painting-constructions, light-boxes, 
kinetic constructions, etc.;
2. The moving body in space (formal unit of Kinetic Theatre) 
as an extension of the eye-to-hand gesture that generates 
the paint-stroke;
3. The fluid, actually present environment (of Kinetic Thea 
tre) as a metaphorical extension of an environment relatively 
fixed in p a in tin g  by visual selection or inner-eye imagery.

M eat Joy  was the first Kinetic Theatre piece I did in which I 
used performers almost entirely without previous experience in 
theatre. First in Paris, then in London and New York, I did 
actually pick (as I had suggested to Lebel) potential performers 
from crowds in bars, restaurants, concert haUs, and streets. In 
Paris it was difficult and amusing, since I spoke only a few words 
of French. (The subsequent rehearsals were exceedingly strange; 
communication usually depending on hand and body gestures, 
facial expression and a raft of freshly memorized French words 
strung together to— hopefxiUy—indicate my essential ideas.) I 
looked for people whose presence I responded to; simplicity, in 
tensity, a self-contained yet open quality. In common they had a 
natural sexual presence— ^unself-conscious and vital and “un 
trained” bodies which moved integrally, rhythmically in common 
place actions. They might be shy or exuberant, plump or skinny 
—I found contrasting types, a spectrum of qualities.

The performers had to develop a rich and freely expressive 
responsiveness to one another. In choosing them I had always to 
sense that those who would provoke my conception of the piece 
would in turn be complimentary to each other and that the 
affinity they might feel for one another would develop through the 
nature of our work together just as the relationship between any 
of the performers within the context of their instructions would 
freely transform and intensify the quality of those instructions. 
My sense of the total quality of the piece was clear from the 
beginning— în some very internalized way—but was never ex 
plicitly imposed, because the performers had to slowly discover 
and reveal aU those detailed experiences which would realize
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my images. It was like a journey we embarked on together. Only 
I knew the destination, but they would discover it for themselves.

The performers approached the work, not by assuming charae* 
terization or predetermined attitudes, but with what was spon 
taneously available and expressive in their own personalities. 
To maintain this the actions had to feel good to them, yet cany 
them beyond their own expectations of what was likely or pos- 
sible, remaining clearly unique in the context of our associationsi 
The performers transformed as well as realized the ima 
of the piece. At every stage it was a collage process.

Since all the movements of M eat Joy take shape by sequen 
of bodily contact between the performers, we had to establl 
trusting and pleasurable feelings among ourselves. It mvoh 
what Lee Baxandall (describing his performing experience! 
Water Light/Water Needle) called “putting ourselves in 
another’s hands.” (Literally and figuratively this was true.) 
certain amoimt of surfacing intellectual and psychological tra 
had to be cleared for performers to feel free. This would necessi*̂  ̂
tate leading them into actions, physical movements which would in 
themselves answer questions of feeling and response and relation 
ship— the experiences of the body would re-form/inform 
mental stance. Early rehearsals began with wrestling sessions: 
eight of us on a small mat going through “exercises” of pine 
ing, poking, rolling, tumbling, and crawling. We did other ex 
cises of catches and carries, jumps and falls in which one pen 
assumed responsibility for the weight, direction, and reactions 
another: men to men, women to women, as well as men to won 
We disposed of conventions of reserve exploring these modes c 
contact while concentrating a responsive attentiveness on one 
other. We conscientiously recognized the relation of mus 
response and emotional engagement—^handling, feeling, car 
learning each other’s weight, muscular strength, type of gestun 
and rhythms in action. While these exercises centered on 
entire body, I also made exercises for the hands, working with" 
objects in preparation for the materials of the work to come: we 
made fish and chicken shapes, stuflSng plastic with paper; we 
juggled, threw, kneaded, tossed, and drew on each other. The
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primary focus for all actions was the immediate animate environ 
ment, our relation to the immediate present.

It was important to avoid literal explanations of motive or 
circumstance to the performers. All “motives” grew directly out 
of their physical engagement with each other and our .materials. 
The performers were free to explore a metaphoric scope of ves 
ture as their own embodiment of tactile-kinetic sensation. The 
areas of actions moved between dream and banality, rooted in 
our particular present. Presence rather than interpretation. I 
told the performers: “The focus is never on the self, but on 
the materials, gestures, and actions which we generate and which 
involve us. Sense that we become what we see, what we touch. A  
certain tenderness (or empathy) is pervasive— even to the most 
violent actions: cutting, chopping, throwing chickens, for instance. 
Our senses— t̂actile, visual, aural— should be completely identi 
fied with our immediate environment; either in action, or simply 
sitting and not moving.”

Finally, after intensive work on action/reaction spans, use of 
material, placement, time duration, co-ordination of movements, 
cue systems, the performers understood the work as a process 
combining my need to “see” it and their ability to realize it— t̂hat 
the piece belonged to them to enjoy, rummage in, recast. If their 
actions were unpolished, crude, sometimes amused or bewildered, 
then that was what they experienced and projected and would be 
aware of, rather than some imposed attitude outside of what they 
actually felt and experienced. All mechanical, intellectual, pred 
icable notions of movement and relationship were behind us, 
and at this point I would vary materials and instructions to sustain 
a certain tension; to create an off-balance quality to ensure re 
sponses which were totally engaged— that is, both spontaneous 
and accurate. Just before the performers were comfortable and 
secure about procedure I would change sequences and instructions 
to keep them diverse, complex, and surprising so as to provoke not 
only the kind but the quality of involvement I wanted.

In M eat Joy  I needed a natural, uncontrolled flow between 
physical action and facial expression, and this had to be learned 
— to work with a natural, unset fact; that they could laugh, 
grimace, screech, stare blankly, say ouch and even fart or belch.
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My original intention was that we perform naked; I visualized 
the natural bodies in action— clear and present. The bikinis weS| 
wore were a reluctant compromise. |

Certain parameters of the piece function unchangeably; others \ 
vary with each performance. Sequences, light, sound, materiaW 
are developed in rehearsal and co-ordinated with one anoth^| 
during each performance. Attitude, gesture, relationships be-j 
tween performers and performers and objects are structured toj 
rehearsal and left to freely evolve in each performance. The 
chickens, and hot dogs were never used before actual perform  ̂
ance. The Paint Attack which occurs at the conclusion of the pieof| 
we rehearsed as a projective exercise with brushes, dry spongesj 
working with ideas of contour, mass, color distribution, 
energy impulse being directed by the action of arm and bo(^, 
movements, as in painting.

The idea of using particular popular songs throughout the mi 
sections of the piece was clear to me in the very early stages 
co-ordinating fleeting or insistent images and motions. M eat Jay^ 
in its over-all rhythmic structure and physical layout is circular, 
in form— cut through by shafts of diagonal, vertical, horizontal 
movement and action; circular clusters of figures are a recurring 
element. And the rock-and-roll songs are not only circular in th^i 
very disk-spun nature but in their own thematic and rhyi 
form. I planned on their regular three-minute durations and 
break into the songs and between them with overlapped, fad 
and dominating sequences of street sounds (which I intended 
tape in Paris): a transposition of the current, permeating sound 
environment of the two eities— the sound ambiance that would 
persistently surround and move into my senses as I was making 
M eat Joy.

The popular songs I chose to use were mainly current American 
ones (with some English, Italian heard in Europe) and whethef 
rock V  roll, Mersey soimd, or Detroit sound, they formed a motl^ 
and rather “funky” selection. Most are full of speed, propulsM 
rhythms, sexual energy— n̂o wilting, nostalgic, slow vibrato for 
lost, glimpsed, idealized, future-promised “romance”; songs aboin̂  
“making It”— ^without sentimental hypocrisy or artificial misery. 
What the gray ones found shocking and objectionable in The
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Sound when it first appeared (and I remember the outrage and 
moral offensiveness older people felt) was its fervent, emotional 
intensity (often couched in “secret,” metaphorical language or 
“nonsense” innuendo), explicit sexual vigor, and the movement 
this released in the new dances— crude, raw, energetic, “ungrace 
ful”—^which could involve the entire body— not just fancy 
footwork or a pattern of stylized leading and following— and 
which, further, might involve the entire culture.

The Rue de Seine sounds which intercut between each song are 
composed mostly of the cries and shouts of street vendors who 
were selling fish, chickens, sausages, vegetables, and flowers un 
der my window—these cries dominate noises of street traffic—  
cars starting, stopping, honking, screeching— and often resemble 
bellowing cows, crying birds, humming animals. These noises are 
rich and strange; they induce a displacement of the sound con 
tinuity I have set up— enlarging, confounding the associative
range of the songs.

I made a separate score for each aspect of the piece— one, for 
instance— în which the rock-and-roll Rue de Seine sounds and 
actions are related to lighting. Within certain areas of agreement 
the lighting technician and the sound technician were free to 
improvise, to vary and adapt their “scores” throughout the piece. 
They followed formal aspects of the piece, but were also responsive 
to subtle energy changes of both the performers and the audience. 
As with everyone else involved in the performance, they had 
to be very carefully attuned to the nature of the choices they 
were free to make; delicate balances in the over-all relations of 
the elements could be destroyed by wrong choices.

Each performer also had a “score” for make-up; there were 
certain colors, tones, and structural effects which I saw for each 
face. I worked out a make-up for each performer— almost paint 
ing the face, but without letting it become precisely like-a- 
painted-face; finally the performers were encouraged to adapt
this further for themselves.

My lighting ideas are always difficult to realize, and I’ve had 
to have patient and imaginative lighting technicians to work 
with. I will know that I want “a muddy light in a pool over here 
which then turns to diffuse gold . . .  in another area something
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blue and wet looking and a blast of green tu rn in g up over there.” 
I make an elaborate painted light score, with diagrams of possible 
movement and duration, and then I find out what is actually 
possible. I’ve never wanted dramatic or “theatrical” lighting; the 
color focus must be integral to the work and must be on the 
performers themselves— t̂hat is, not so as to turn them green, but 
rather to have greenness come from them; not to dramatize a 
fixed space, but to provide a pacing of color in this particular 
environment. The lighting in M eat Joy  was keyed to the larger 
rhythms of the piece in subtle washes, with concentrations of 
strong illumination for certain energy clusters, and so as to focus 
intensities.

There are four black-outs in M eat Joy, which I use to compact 
or shatter a sequence— t̂o concentrate in the eye the sensory 
effect of actions and gestures usually aiming for a total sensory 
receptivity on the part of the audience; actions and gestures 
setting up an intensive demand on visual, aural, and kinetic 
response. The audience is assaulted with moving lights, colors, 
textures; shifting directions, lines of actions in space; units of 
small, contained gestures— any and all of which carry the essen 
tial character of the work, which contains them in this com 
pressed time and space. To break tMs, then, is suddenly to insert 
a “blank” in which perception is halted, the imagery settling into 
the mind, fusing, spreading.

The figure described as Serving Maid fimctions in a way related 
to the function of the rock-and-roll sounds. She becomes an image 
of continuity— ^repeatedly moving in and out of the action to ful- 
fiil her banal tasks; her reappearance becomes as predictable or 
likely as the occurrence of another rock-and-roll song. It is as if 
this figure and the songs are some skin or envelope which enfold 
the action. The sound is conceived as almost a drone, with particu*. 
lar songs and particular sections of songs used for an intrusive, 
disruptive quality (in-gathering aural sense, provoking connec 
tions of popular culture and breaking these connections in th® 
context of the pieces action— often ironically, humorously. U.: 
“My Boy Lollipop,” as the fish, chickens, and hot dogs aitt 
thrown onto the fallen performers; “Anyone Who Had A Heart,” 
during the “undressing walk.”). The Serving Maid moves flat*
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footedly, efficiently, endlessly from task to task— dealing with 
fantastic refuse, rubbish, props, and then introducing materials 
matter-of-factly which will unleash the most extraordinary ex 
cesses and indulgences on the part of the performers.

I wanted M eat Joy  to follow the direction which its formative 
drawings and notes had indicated: to be excessive, indulgent, a 
flesh celebration with all sorts of materials as extensions of flesh 
(the flsh, chickens, hot dogs, paper-strewn floor, wet paint, trans 
parent plastic, brushes, ropes); a propulsion toward the ecstatic; 
an emotional range shifting precariously between tenderness, 
banality, wildness, precision, and abandon— ŵith these qualities 
so juxtaposed as to be ambiguously mixed— simultaneously 
comic, disturbing, exhilarating.

These interior processes which have become visions— ^which 
have become enacted imagery— assume a receptivity, a viewing 
response which is also fluid, engaged, open, enlarging; an un 
limited possibility for perceptual continuities and juxtapositions in 
the viewer. I wanted my audience to be an energy complement 
enclosing and corresponding to the energy stream of performance. 
I placed the audience as close as possible to the performance area, 
surrounding it like a skin. My over-all conception is that of a 
sensory arena. Performance allows me involvement with changing 
metaphors, including every possibility of sensory ambiguity: the 
transference of aural to tactile, taste to feel, gesture to taste, 
shape to gesture to action: an inundation and intensification of 
sensory information.

Audience reaction to all this can be violently antipathetic: the 
pleasures of the body in free, energetic motion, erotic physical 
contact, may be considered “disgusting” or “boring” or an “im 
position” or confused with an outright sexual act. On the other 
hand, and as I hope, the audience may take the action into them 
selves because it is present, immanent, and “real.” Or, they may 
even become involved with dream/wish material: they may wish 
that would happen to them some time (they always wanted to be 
slathered with paint, to roll in piles of papers), they wanted to 
do that too, they could have imagined all this themselves. (And 
some, I have even learned, actually find emotional levels set off
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in them which lead them to change or enlarge some aspect of their 
own lives.)

The creation of M eat Joy was one way my own energies could 
be cast against fragmentation, depersonalization, and, in general, 
inertness, non-sensuousness— b̂oth in the theatre and out. I’m 
pleased when audience response to M eat Joy is: “Yes! — l̂ife is 
really like th at. . For me it is. I’m not interested in “fantasy.

M eat Joy  is dedicated to James Tenney.


