
Workshop for intercultural exploration of 
practices of arts education.
A project led by ab ovo and the Compagnons 
Butineurs from 24th June to 3rd July 2014
in Paris. 

Report by Valentine Bonomo and Lucie Combes of    
with the contribution of Sindy Castro.
Translated from French by Laura Player, 
quotations and annexes by Lucie Combes.



Preface
« A group constitutes permanent movement which needs to be stimulated and challenged. The 
workshop format allows us to put conditions in place for a dynamic production but also to question 
social forms and organizations. Indeed, exploring other group structures and other working 
circumstances brings out common ways of constructing in the acts; a singular way to make society: 
performative, active and always moving. »

Ya+K (http://strabic.fr/WORKSHOPPER )

We live in a world which is now more than ever transcultural and yet we continue 
to report how difficult it is to establish conditions conducive to real exchanges of 
practices in situations where all concerned really benefit from the exchanges, 
particularly when it comes to language barriers and diversity of local reference 
systems. Our experience of meetings in an international context, one of which was 
the previous edition of the IDEA Congress 2010 in Belém, Brazil, pushed us to rise to 
the challenge of organizing a transcultural workshop which would be successful and 
last over time and would offer an environment that would be thoroughly conducive 
to the exchange of experiences and ideas. 

We also wanted to lead a collective thought process about subjects which we are all 
passionate about but that can be approached differently depending on the various 
different paradigms. We wanted to instigate a discussion about the major stakes 
involved in these identical problems, the question of transformation and the need to 
see education as an essential component of the dynamics of convergence between 
societies.  

Working in France, country of “The Ministry for Culture” and “The National Education”, 
a country which is struggling to keep up and evolve with the times and new 
demographics and cultural elements, we felt this need to create spaces for freedom 
of expression, of reflection and creativity in order to envisage transformation of our 
own frameworks and practices.  

So we imagined Young IDEA 2013 as a laboratory of intercultural exploration of the 
challenges and practices of arts education. The objectives of this multidisciplinary 
and multilingual project were to:

- Question and understand the contexts, the driving elements and the conditions in 
which the different forms of arts education exist;
-Together, develop relevant processes of communicating at the heart of the 
contemporary problems facing each individual continent;
- Encourage mutual training of actors in the network through the exchange of 
practices thus enriching them with new perspectives and methods;
- Promote different initiatives and artistic creations thus contributing to knowledge 
sharing across different cultural fields;
- Stimulate a thought process and generate mobilization for the elaboration of 
cultural and educational policies.
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This document is a report of the Young IDEA project 2013. As such, it does not 
establish the state of arts education in the world today or of the various approaches 
and contexts. It simply aims to analyze this experiment and, in a wider sense, ask the 
question, - what conditions are necessary to set up an intercultural workshop and 
build a group in which movement and exchange are possible? We adopted a very 
practical approach so that this experiment, thoughts, observations, questions and 
problems, whether they be resolved or not, go on to help others. This report is also 
a tool for us, with the Flying Fish collective, a creation born of Young IDEA 2013,  to 
prolong the question of what is a collective experiment, its motivations, the marks it 
leaves, the way it works but also, more generally, how and why it is conveyed.

Writing this kind of document means to chose words that were at the very source 
of our global questioning, before and during all Young IDEA 2013. We wanted to 
question words art-education workers use to describe, think and present a work 
at a crossroad of fields  : art, education, social intervention. Some teach, other lead 
workshops, some say they are facilitators, mediators, trainers, community workers, 
artists or educators. Those different words can refer to similar practices, but they also 
allow us to detect important differences in the way one does and thinks about what 
and how he/she does. We think the way words are used give many indications on 
how the work is designed and on the context in which this work is carried out. That’s 
why we tried to question them with the fourty participants. It is all the more difficult to 
understand, express and preserve the nuances that we were communicating in three 
languages and that this paper has also been translated in three languages. Some 
words or expressions like community theatre or empowerment are for instance key 
terms which translation often lead to misunderstanding in French or Spanish.  

From the begining we chose to use the term « art-education », and « art-educator » 
to present the Young IDEA Laboratory and its participants. We knew and never 
neglected the fact so many words and concepts exist around the world signifying 
practices with similar objectives : art-education, transforming art, theatre-education, 
drama, art and education, artistic education, community art, but also participatory 
art, creation partagée... All those terms can be « applied to a variety of circumstances 
regarding which there are a lot of  innuendos  . » Knowing there is no possible proper 
common definition to art-education as a concept, we decided to try and understand 
contexts in which it is implemented and the way intercultural exchanges can enrich it.
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What’s
Young IDEA 2013 ?

Paola (USA/Colombia): « A 
HYBRID LABORATORY that 
brings young arts practitioners 
and educators to question and 
challenge the meaning and 
value of arts education through 
performance, workshops and 
discussions. »

Lucía (Spain): 
« INVESTIGATION, 
GENEROSITY et LEARNING 
PROCESS. »

Sindy (USA): 
« An INTERNATIONAL 
EXCHANGE OF PRACTICES  
between art educators and 
artists. It creates an environment 
where experiences, languages, 
and views can be shared, 
questioned, and transformed. » 

Angelica (USA/Colombia): 
« a MEETING  of young performing 
arts artists and educators from all 
over the world, wishing to exchange 
and learn from other’s experiences 
and cultural contexts »

Noëmi (Belgium): « A 
PLATFORM  for young 
international theatre makers 
with a social, educative 
background, where they 
could exchange and improve 
their practice. »

Hanna  (The Netherlands): 
« An INTERNATIONAL 
COLLABORATION between 
young art-educators working in 
the field of theatre, coming from 
countries all over the world and 
open for dialogue about their 
practices. »

John (The Philippines): 
« A NETWORK of young, 
inspirational, passionate, creative 
art-educators in the pursuit 
of development, exchange 
and synthesis of different art 
education practices all over the 
world. »

Nacho (Spain): 
« An INTERNATIONAL 
MEETING of young performing 
artists and educators. »

Josip (Croatia): « An international 
PROJECT for widening 
horizons, making connections, 
sharing experiences and 
evaluating your own work – all 
for young people and all about 
young artists and drama/
theatre education. »
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Context
The Laboratory Young IDEA 2013 was designed and carried out in the framework 
of the 8th International Drama / Theatre and Education World Congress, organized 
by  the French organization ANRAT (Association Nationale de Recherche et d’Action 
Théâtrale) taking place in Paris from the 8th to the 23d of July 2013. 

IDEA (International Drama/theatre and Education Association) is an international 
organisation created in 1992 and gathering practitioners, educators, mediators, 
artists and teachers’ associations sharing a common commitment to drama/theatre 
and education, from 90 countries around the world. 

Every three years, IDEA sets up an international congress in order to link the efforts 
and initiatives as well as the scientific breakthroughs in the field of drama/theatre 
and education, hoping to lay the foundations of an educational, artistic and cultural 
project for the future, as recommended by the Seoul Agenda, developed by the 
UNESCO in 2010. It is  recalled that: 

“Artistic education [plays a part] in the transformation of education systems so as to 
meet the needs of learners in a world in constant motion, a world characterized by, 
on the one hand, remarkable technological advances and on the other by social and 
cultural injustices yet to be overcome.”

From the Preamble of the Seoul Agenda

The organisation of the International IDEA Paris 2013 Congress aims to bring together 
all those involved in the fight for:  

- raising citizens’, artists’, teachers’, politicians’ awareness on the importance of art 
and the practice of theatre in the formal and informal education of children and 
young people ;
- a way of approaching art that would promote cultural diversity, intercultural dialogue 
and mutual enrichment  ; 
- the development of human rights, including cultural rights, through art and 
education as transformative processes.  



Programme
The programme was put together in a way to make it possible to adapt, as the 
Laboratory progressed according to needs and opportunities and any possible 
difficulties met along the way. The key steps provided a framework. This flexibility was 
also made possible by our partners:

La Maison du Geste et de l’Image (MGI) (The Centre for Movement and Image)
Centre for research and art education, the MGI schools in Paris and Ile de France, 
offering art courses run by professional artists and teachers. Different workshops give 
people the opportunity to discover visual, audio and performing arts. 
Over the three weeks, MGI welcomed all participants, offering them a work space 
with technical equipment and a base as well as a valuable logistical base for the 
organizers. 

Micadanses 
Micadanses is a place dedicated to the culture of choreography. Established in 
Paris in 2001, it is the home of resident artists who offer classes for amateurs and 
professionals, contributing to the production and circulation of dance shows. 
Micadanses opened its studio doors for the group work, rehearsals and a group 
improvisation evening organized by the Young IDEA group members and open to 
diverse audience of amateurs and professionals from France and the World. 

La Maison des Initiatives étudiantes (MIE) The Centre for Student initiatives
The MIE is a team created in 2002 to support and promote student initiatives by 
making its various resources (buildings, training courses, and domiciliation) available 
to students. MIE provided us with work spaces as well as a space to organize fun 
events, meetings and debates.
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The programme presented below was made to give an idea of the different phases of 
the Laboratory. It does not detail with any precision, everything that was done, done, 
especially the numerous meetings, visitis and excusions that were not obligatory for 
the participants.

Week 1

Presentation of each of the national 
groups’ work.
Presentation of short performances and 
workshops.
Discussion and feedback.
Meeting with the MGI team.

Week 2 

Creation of transnational work groups 
depending on specific interests 
discovered during the first week.  
Preparation of different public events 
planned for third week during the 8th 
International Congress of Stage Arts 
education, IDEA Paris 2013. 

Meetings and visits of different organisa-
tions’ venues and their neighbourhoods: 
- Jean-Claude Lalias (teacher and trainer), 
- Manuel Weber (artist).
- Frères Poussières (Aubervilliers).
- Grand Parquet et CentQuatre (Paris 
19th district).
- Théâtre du Soleil (Cartoucherie de 
Vincennes).

Week 3

Participation in congress, IDEA PARIS 
2013 and also  
8 July: Opening Ceremony  Théâtre de la 
ville and opening night   salon de l’Hôtel 
de Ville de Paris   (Paris Town Hall)

9 July: IMPREVU, event for public group 
improvisation at Micadanses

10, 11, 12 July: Workshops with young 
children from Ile de France 

12 July: During the wrap up of the 
Congress at the Odéon Theatre 
- Multilingual slam about Young IDEA 
2013
- Art Bombs et wrap-up of Red Door 
Project 
- Intervention of ab ovo about Young 
IDEA 2013 at the heart of the Congress, 
education and intergenerational relations 

13 July: Report and prospects
- Morning session of public discussion 
at MGI: from Young IDEA 2013 to Young 
IDEA 2016
- Participation in the IDEA meeting at 
UNESCO
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I. Young IDEA 2013: creation of an intercultural 
environment and sharing of practices 
A FEW FIGURES

21 days 

40 participants, 6 coordinators, 1 interpreter, 1 film maker 

17 countries represented: South Korea, Taiwan, South Africa, Equatorial Guinea, 
Philippines, Colombia, U.S.A, Argentina, Holland, Spain, Hungary, Croatia, Belgium, 
India, Greece, Italy, France.

19 languages  used in act and/or potency: English, French, German, Spanish, 
Portuguese, Italian, Greek, Afrikaans, Zulu, Shona, Ndebele, Bubi, Fang, Filipino, 
Chinese, Croatian, Hungarian, Dutch, Flemish.

1.1. Selection of participants, choice of the diversity

During the design of the Young IDEA 2013 project we understood that all the 
individuals who were going to take part would bring with them their own subjectivity, 
habits, practices, disciplines, cultures, wishes, as well as the contexts of their lives and 
work. What we really found important when organizing the project was to consider 
this diversity as a starting point. This is why we conceived Young IDEA 2013 as a 
laboratory for intercultural exploration of the different challenges and practices in the 
education of the performing arts.

The first step to consider was participant selection. We wanted a group which would 
mix diverse approaches to arts education through different personal and career 
development paths. We therefore selected participants based on their professional 
experience, their approach to arts education, their thoughts on the environment of 
work and their own subjective experiences. We established these things by using 
a questionnaire, whilst taking into account at the time of selection that depending 
on where they were from and their fluency in foreign languages, they would have 
varying degrees of ease in developing their comments in the questionnaire.

Those who were eventually selected were between 20 – 35 years old. We wanted to 
facilitate the meeting between artists of varying experiences, implicated at various 
degrees in issues concerning education. We also encouraged differences in practices 
and fields. If we had a majority from a theatre background, we also invited a slammer, 
dancers and musicians. The diversity was extremely important to us because it would 
generate friction, would make both differences and similarities be acknowledged 
and especially would allow the discovery of new tools, and other perspectives to 
understand and approach one’s own context. 
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«
 [It was striking] how people from different countries were able to work together, 
share and learn from each other! Just like in one of the songs we performed. 
We are different but we are the same.  » John Moran, The Philippines. 

Our primary concern was to provide a framework conducive to the best possible 
exchange. Several fundamental questions arose before and during the experiment: 
how would we ensure that the participants would quickly get into the heart of 
the subject, having only three weeks to do so? How would we ensure smooth 
communication despite the different languages and cultures? How would we 
establish a good level of mutual understanding of practices and work contexts of all 
the participants, given this diversity? 
 

« 
The Young IDEA helped foster an unpretentious sense of community not 
often found in meetings with such a large and diverse group of participants. 
This was done through the ‘formal’ spaces provided to participants in their 
workshops and also in the ‘informal’ spaces, which drew in further sharing of 

ideas and thoughts, allowed for by the organisers. Despite the participants all being 
young, emerging artists/art-educators there was a great deal of trust shown by the 
organisers. A refreshing change from the patronising “we’re giving you a chance here, 
buddy. You must learn from me” tone sometimes adopted by older arts practitioners 
working with emerging artists. » Dashen Naicker, South Africa.

1.2. Communication and management of language 
diversity

The multilingual aspect of the experiment was taken into account and considered 
as a central element to the experiment from the participant selection stage. One 
criterion was that within each group, the majority could speak in French, English or 
Spanish. However, even those who were native in one of those languages, had to 
also be able to speak in at least another one in order to ensure open mindedness 
concerning languages. This criterion might appear discriminatory but we believed it 
to be essential to the work we were trying to achieve. In fact, the level of fluency in the 
languages in each group from the different countries varied greatly but by ensuring 
that a majority of the group spoke one of the three languages meant that the artist 
teachers, who could not communicate in any of them, could participate in Young 
IDEA 2013 without feeling isolated as other group members could translate from and 
into their languages. 

We limited ourselves to three languages in order to facilitate the exchanges. We chose 
French due to the fact that Young IDEA 2013 was hosted in France even though 
there were few exchanges conducted in French. In fact, the majority of participants 
understood or spoke English and/or Spanish, the languages we chose and shared as 
organizers as we could communicate using them.
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All exchanges, both formal and informal (verbal, mails, various documents) were, when 
necessary, translated from Spanish to English or from English to Spanish. A volunteer 
translator was present throughout almost the entire Laboratory and helped us out 
with numerous translations before and after the participants’ arrival. Each participant 
could express him or herself in the language they were most fluent in, the translations 
were then managed by the translator or by the participants themselves or by the 
organizers, depending on the situation.

Establishing good communication in a multilingual group was one of the most 
important issues for us and the Laboratory. At stake was a veritable experiment in 
which the participants would really have taken part. The group had to be organized 
in a way so as to work and share knowledge in these conditions. We provided them 
with an interpreter and with our own language skills which they could use at any time 
they felt necessary. 
Even though this work and communication ran smoothly overall, it represented a lot 
of work for some participants who were fluent in several languages. They had to pay 
attention to both being a participant and also looking after the other group members 
which sometimes made their own implication in the discussions more difficult. In 
addition, changing from one language to another with the added worry of how best 
to translate the words, required more effort and was more tiring.

Even though, ultimately, communication was through translation, there were some 
participants who weren’t at all fluent in any of the three languages and so were 
less able to communicate effectively during the dedicated group time, especially 
at the beginning of the Laboratory. Not being able to communicate with precision 
was an obstacle for some but this difficulty disappeared for many as time went on 
and the participants got to know each other better and felt more comfortable in an 
environment with people they had grown to trust.

«
Even with our common ‘human’ language, communication (across a number 
of languages) posed difficulties. Translation remains the only method of 
bridging this communication gap. This led to speaking ‘through’ people, 
rather than ‘to’ people. This became a precarious form of dialogue. Until the 

tower of Babel is found, there remain few practical options in resolving this. » Dashen 
Naicker, South Africa.

«
My problem was a bit about the language barrier but over time it was less and 
less. I think it is unavoidable and it is not a big problem... » Josip Hadži-Boškov, 
Croatia.



13

Many seemed to find ways to understand and be understood, to feel more 
comfortable and often to improve their French, English or Spanish. Language didn’t 
seem to be a barrier when it came to participating in practical work. With concrete 
exercises, participants managed to convey many of their methods and perspectives. 
Nevertheless, it was not possible for us to get real feedback from the participants who 
weren’t at all fluent in any of the communication languages common to all in the 
group. This is a regrettable flaw in that it prevents us from truly understanding the 
successes and failures of the experiment. 

The participants’ work in helping their colleagues understand through translation 
was much appreciated and invaluable but insufficient and did not fulfill all our needs. 
The participants and our volunteer interpreter were not professional interpreters and 
their levels in French, English, or Spanish were not advanced enough or they did not 
have specific language relating the field of arts education needed to communicate 
the various subtle nuances between all the unique ideas expressed. Most of the 
time, experience of the workshop or the presentation were enough to understand 
the universe and the practices of one another but it was when these experiences 
generated more ambiguous questions or debates that we lost understanding of the 
use of some notions and the contexts they came from. 

Some meaning was lost during discussion or verbal explanation when dealing with 
context definitions. To overcome these difficulties, we set ourselves the task of paying 
particular attention to language, vocabulary and recurrent terms used by each 
person to talk about their practices ahead of the meeting and during exchanges 
by drawing attention to some notions, trying to push participants to refine their 
questions. Nevertheless, the complexity of the organization and the sheer number of 
participants meant that we could not deepen this aspect of our work as much as we 
would have liked. On the other hand, our work made others curious and pushed the 
other participants to discuss between themselves after the meeting to deepen mutual 
understanding of their work.



YOUNG IDEA: The 
Possibilities and 
Barriers to Multilingual 
and Multicultural 
Collaboration

By Sindy Isabel Castro

“Young people from 18 to 30 from all 
six continents, four from each country, 
with some experience as practitioners 
in Drama/Theatre and as workshop 
leaders for children or teenagers.” From 
the moment I saw the description of the 
program, I knew that this was something 
I wanted to be a part of. It is a rare 
opportunity for us as practitioners to share 
our wealth of knowledge and learn from 
others in an international setting. After my 
experience in the Young IDEA project, I 
believe that multicultural and multilingual 
collaboration is possible and extremely 
rich. It was a positive way of bringing 
people from different backgrounds 
together. It made me question what I 
perceived theatre encounters to be and 
opened up the scope to the exciting 
opportunities that arise in an environment 
different than your own.

Do we need to speak the same 
language?
The facilitators of Young IDEA made 
it a point that the members who 
participated in the project had to speak 
two languages, one of which should be 
a language of the Congress: Spanish, 
English, or French. I believe this set up 
an environment where everyone knew 
that there would be at least someone 
they would be able to communicate 
with. So, to a certain extent, I believe 
that we needed to be familiar with each 
others’ languages. This was important 
because after hearing feedback about 
an earlier Young IDEA in Hong Kong 
where this was not the case, participants 

felt frustrated because some were not 
able to communicate. By setting up a 
common language, an environment 
of inclusion was set in place where no 
one would be alienated for speaking a 
language that the larger group may not 
be familiar with. In addition, we also had 
the luxury of an interpreter to help ease 
the communication in the larger group 
and make sure everyone felt included. 
This helped facilitate discussion by 
finding out which languages would be 
the quickest to interpret in order to keep 
clear and concise communication with 
the whole group.

I think as theatre practitioners we are 
accustomed to meeting new people and 
are usually excited to bond with others. 
From the start, we were all working hard 
to learn more about each other. However, 
the moment I felt brought everyone 
together on the first day was not the 
talking or the lunch, but the moment 
Claudio from the Dutch group introduced 
the game “Samurai.” Iy was a simple game 
done in a circle where we had to pass a 
sound and motion around. A game that 
some in the group were familiar with 
and others were excited to learn. It was 
the moment I knew it would all be ok. 
Once the rules were explained, in several 
languages, we were free to play the game. 
There was no need to translate the rest of 
the experience. We just had to DO. To ACT. 
To PARTICIPATE. 

Theatre tools have become so 
international that I constantly felt 
surprised over and over at how many 
of the same games we knew and even 
when they weren’t familiar, how willing 
we were to help each other understand. 
In addition to the interpreters, we would 
each function as our own interpreters in 
the group to distill the instructions, the 
work of art we were viewing, or just what 
we wanted to say to each other. Not just 
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from the languages that were part of the 
Congress, but within each group as well 
to further distill the information. We were 
willing and we were open.

For many of the performances and 
workshops shared from each of the 
countries, we were not held back from 
understanding due to not speaking 
the same language. A key to this was 
that many of the groups chose to 
include movement based or inspired 
performances that could transcend 
language. And even when language 
was a part of the performance piece, the 
story was clear for us all to understand. 
Croatia’s performance piece about our 
interaction with technology was physical 
and easy to understand. They used 
stage pictures that were easy to relate 
to. South Korea used a form of theatre 
many of us were familiar with, Augusto 
Boal’s Theatre of the Oppressed, and 
used some of  his exercises as the basis 
for their highly physical performance 
piece. Spain used our love of dancing to 
lead us in a workshop that was mostly 
dictated by our interaction with music. 
These three groups worked to create 
performance pieces and workshops that 
would be easy to access no matter the 
language we spoke. It was admirable and 
enjoyable. It also reaffirmed how much 
theatre can transcend as a tool.

For our community engagement 
projects, one of which was the workshop 
we did with Parisian youth, language 
did not push the students away from 
us because we did not speak French. 
Through the use of an interpreter, they 
were able to get the instructions and 
what they needed to do but still be fully 
immersed in the workshop experience 
that was led by international teaching 
artists. We worked hard to create an 
experience where the storytelling was 
just as important as the physical games 

and activities we did during the lesson. 
So as much as we were sharing stories 
with the youths, we were also moving 
around acting like animals and creating 
the environment of our story. Once 
again, as happened to us in Young Idea 
on the first day, we returned to the 
idea of play in order to work together. 
This was also seen in our experience 
at Micadanses, we were all working 
together in moving in the space using 
contact improvisation. In the begining, 
the directions were translated, but there 
was no need for language after we got 
started. Movement and play had a major 
part in creating a space where we were 
free to move together with music and 
with each other.

When does language become a 
barrier for us?
Most of the experiences in the Young 
IDEA project were very fluid, but there 
were certain moments that I felt were 
more challenging. Although most of the 
performances were accessible, for those 
groups that chose to use a lot of text, 
some audience members felt alienated in 
not fully understanding the performance. 
The group from South Africa created a 
very dynamic performance piece filled 
with slam poetry and beautiful words. I 
was able to capture the poetry in their 
words because I spoke English and was 
able to quickly understand everything 
they said. For some of my peers, however, 
English being their second language, 
they captured the essence of the pieces 
that were shared and some of the things 
that were said, but it was more difficult 
for them to understand everything in 
the performance. Argentinians also had 
a piece that involved a lot of scenes and 
interactions in Spanish, which I could 
also fully be immersed in because I am 
also fluent in that language. Once again, 
however , for those in the audience that
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were not fluent, it was a little more 
difficult to follow. This was alleviated to 
a certain extent by providing translated 
text that we could read before or after the 
performances, but while experiencing 
the live performance, language was 
somewhat of a barrier in holding some 
of us back from the full appreciation of 
the pieces that were shared. How can 
a practice based on texts/language 
be shared with someone who doesn’t 
speak the same language? Perhaps 
through the use of overhead translated 
projections we could have helped in 
that process, but then we’d have to take 
into consideration that the people in the 
room spoke more languages than just 
English, Spanish, and French. Is it possible 
to have an inclusive performance with a 
multilingual audience?

In the workshops after the performances, 
although we were all willing to learn, when 
communication became more difficult 
due to language so did the process. I 
noticed that for some groups, the leading 
of their workshop was slowed down due 
to the language differences. In particular, 
for groups leading in English but who were 
not fluent, it made giving instructions 
the most difficult part of the workshops. 
I believe that all the workshops were 
successful because theatre as a tool 
allows for exploration where language 
may not be necessary and I don’t believe 
that not speaking English hindered the 
process, but I did notice that it made 
things a bit more difficult to explain and 
understand. Argentinians found a way to 
get around this in that they started their 
workshop silently and only using mime to 
lead the group in what they wanted us to 
do, but as Claudio from the Netherlands 
says in regards to the difficulties that 
arise in working with people who don’t 
speak the same language, “ language 
differences are just another part of the 
whole process.” I think towards the end 

of our time together, we as a group found 
the best ways to communicate with one 
another in order to efficiently create and 
understand. But that took time and I think 
that’s the most important factor. Getting to 
know one another allowed for us to find 
those shortcuts in communicating and in 
realizing what we needed from each other 
in order to understand one another.

I feel that in performance and in workshops 
we were able to move beyond the language 
barriers for the most part because we were 
actively watching something or actively 
engaging in an activity. The times it stood 
out to me the most was in the feedback 
conversations after the performances or 
after disagreements amongst the group. 
At some point during the process we 
decided that English would be the main 
language we communicated in, unless it 
was to specifically translate to one group 
that did not speak it. It was a natural 
process that no one dictated, it evolved 
through introductions and the languages 
participants chose to lead their workshops 
in, but it ended up being the main language 
that was used to give direction or to 
address the group. It may have to do with 
it being the language that most people 
were familiar with, but I wonder how much 
this may have alienated those who did not 
feel as confident in speaking out loud in 
English. One participant from Hungary said, 
“There were points when I’d like to add my 
thoughts to the conversation but I couldn’t 
do it because of my low knowledge of 
language,” while another participant from 
the Philippines felt that they were “actively 
participating in the process [their] own 
way.” I think in any large group setting, 
it is up to the individual participants to 
create the best experience for themselves, 
trying to find the positive experiences in 
difficult situations. Could there have been 
a different way to construct feedback 
conversations and discussions that could 
have been more inclusive? Of course!
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But wasn’t it also our responsibility as 
individuals to define our own experience 
and give ourselves what the group needed 
as a whole? We could have perhaps 
figured out a better way to conduct those 
conversations as a group by addressing 
individual and group concerns. As theatre 
artists, we could have come up with 
creative ways to converse around our 
work without the usual talking around in 
a circle, but perhaps in a more physical 
exploration.

The experience of being in Paris for Young 
Idea also added another interesting 
dynamic. I feel it was because most of 
us did not speak French, a beautiful 
language but not one taught at every 
school. It was a balancing act in order 
to feel immersed in the theatre scene 
in Paris. Our facilitators worked really 
hard in finding theatre companies to be 
introduced to in Paris. We met some well 
established theatre artists in Paris, but 
because of the French language barrier, 
most of the meetings would need to 
be translated into English and Spanish 
which made the interpreting process 
long. I feel that by the time the language 
was translated for the third time, it was 
difficult to keep track of the continuous 
flow of conversation. At the same time, 
when we held a conversation with Jean-
Claude Lallias about the state of arts 
education in France, it was one of the 
most engaging interactions we all had as 
a group and where we discovered more 
about each others’ countries access to 
the arts. This did involve a smaller group 
of people that chose to be there and were 
all interested in this specific topic. During 
this interaction, I feel that the smaller 
group worked really hard to understand 
the message that was being delivered, 
amidst translation. So in regards to 
communication in the French language 
and site visit barriers, how much of this 
was the language barrier and how much 

of this was our willingness to be active 
listeners the whole way through? I do 
not have an answer, but it is something 
to consider.

When language and culture 
intersect, what are the possibilities?
There were many instances when 
language did not matter because we 
were very much interested in what 
each other had to say. The Philippines’ 
performance piece showcased their 
country. They told us about current 
situations in The Philippines through 
the story in their play and ended their 
piece with a song in their own language 
that moved everyone in the audience. 
Through their commitment and passion 
whilst singing their final song (which also 
happened to be translated in projection 
in English), performers and audience 
alike, were left with tears in their eyes and 
feeling connected with their story. Hanna 
from Hungary said that what surprised 
her was “their total presence.” It was a 
performance that transcended language 
and culture. Iva from Croatia said: “I’ve 
learned a lot of new exercises and 
games, but also the complete emotion 
of some countr[ies], the Philippines are 
the best example. Hard conditions but 
so much happiness at the same time.” 
We felt informed about the Philippines 
and inspired by their performance and 
workshop session. A perfect example of 
how an international setting could be a 
platform for us to educate each other 
about our own countries and bridge 
the gap of misconceptions that may 
be present in our preconceived ideas 
of different countries or people of a 
different culture.

We were engaged as a group in the 
moments when we wanted to learn a new 
language or of something that was not 
happening in our own countries. Learning 
more about Theatre and Education from
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Hungary or learning more about how 
the group from Guinea Equatorial 
was using theatre as a tool to teach 
their community about issues such as 
gender and safe sex. To learn how to 
speak in a different language, whether 
it was learning a game in Filipino or a 
song in Spanish together as a group. 
We were all representing our cultures, 
our countries, and the languages we 
spoke. I think every group worked 
really hard to find issues that they could 
share in an international context. Even 
through cultural differences, I felt that 
the human element was a big part of 
the whole experience and I never felt we 
couldn’t relate. Despite our differences 
in language and customs, we were very 
much willing to share about our own 
experiences, our own opinions, and our 
own curiosities about one another.

I asked the participants if they felt they 
learned anything new from the rest of 
the group or what had surprised them 
through working with everyone else. 
Gabor from Hungary said, “I learned a lot 
about the methods they use... most of 
the games and exercises were familiar 
to me but the instructions and the way 
of leading was different.” Eugenia from 
Argentina answered that she learned 
“many things! New exercises, different 
trainings and ways of understanding 
a dramatic situation. And above all, 
different personalities and forms of 
presenting yourself in front of the world...
but always doing art and education. Very 
rich!” 

I feel like a lot of us came out of the 
experience learning more about 
ourselves and each other. Paola from 
Colombia and the United States 
said, “What I like the most is learning 
through the performance about issues 
that are important or techniques and 
aesthetics that are relevant for our 

peers in their contexts.” Federico from 
Argentina said, “I take with me the 
contribution of other nations, not just 
some interesting exercises, but all of 
the forms of approaching the work in 
different and profound ways. I think this 
is going to enrich my practice.” Very 
few of us have the opportunity to travel 
and meet professionals in their field 
from different parts of the world. It was 
a unique experience in that we were not 
only exposed to one way of teaching or 
practicing, but to a variety of pedagogies.

Although language can be a barrier to a 
process in that it can slow down the work 
through translation, it is not a hindrance 
to our work as theatre artists. There 
are ways to work around language by 
introducing process in a different way 
or coming up with innovative ways to 
present our work to one another. Above 
all, I feel that language can be an excuse 
we use to hold us back from experiencing 
something different from what we’re 
used to. And language barriers can 
also be an opportunity to learn how to 
express our ideas in a different way. The 
Young IDEA project facilitators did a great 
job in creating a safe environment where 
we could move past language and learn 
about each others’ cultures. I feel that I 
have become more aware of how others 
are using theatre in their own countries 
and am inspired to borrow from some 
of their tools and approaches in my 
own practice. With the right atmosphere 
where there are people open to truly 
learning from one another, anything is 
possible.



1.3. Access to different practices and aesthetics in a 
limited time period 

« 
With Fullbright, I participated in two international meetings with people 
from different parts of the world and with different academic backgrounds. 
There I attended talks and took part in activities on specific topics but I never 
experienced such a space where you can listen to each other and exchange 

about a common interest. Young IDEA 2013 provided a space to listen, be listened to 
and discuss about a common interest: education and scenic arts. » Angelica Soledad, 
Colombia.

In order to ensure that the discussions began quickly and easily, we put two tools in 
place ahead of the Laboratory. 

A digital platform:
Each participant was required to sign up to a digital platform specifically made 
for Young IDEA 2013 where they had to complete a profile that we wanted to be 
both personal and professional (on-going projects, organizations, inspirations, etc.), 
post on it as many elements as they wanted (photos, videos and other documents 
relating to their practice, journey, projects, etc.) to give the other participants an 
idea of who he/she was and what he/she had done. The platform could be used 
to launch discussions and exchange on a forum. This was not used very much as 
the participants preferred the Facebook page and group which were born of their 
own initiative in order to increase visibility of the daily meetings and to continue 
exchanging afterwards. This platform did nevertheless allow everyone to get to know 
the different profiles of all the participants before arriving in Paris.

Preparation work:
Before going to Paris, each group received a small fable taken from a speech given by 
David Forster Wallace in 2005: 

« There are these two young fish swimming along, and they happen to meet an older 
fish swimming the other way, who nods at them and says, “Morning, boys, how’s the 
water?” And the two young fish swim on for a bit, and then eventually one of them 
looks over at the other and goes, “What the hell is water?”»

Using this fable, each group had to create a short play and a workshop that they would 
then propose to the other participants. This meant that everyone had a common 
work objective thus facilitating meaningful exchanges about one text which they had 
already had a chance to think about through their various different perspectives.  
We presupposed different questions and interpretations according to the individuals, 
contexts, practices, aesthetics and current and past issues. This group work allowed 
us to get straight into the practice and served as an introduction and a way to dive 
into the universes of one another. Each group had half a day to present their short 
play and lead their workshop. The constraints were the starting point (the tale), the 
time available, the space and the fact they had to integrate some time for discussion 
and feedback in the end of the session.
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« 
The special feature of this Laboratory was that we arrived with a common text: 
we all had read the tale, we all had thought about it, had points of view and 
questions to share.  The way the organisers proposed to exchange was also 
very special and interesting: presenting an artistic performance, a workshop 

and a talk, very rich. » Leila Schmukler, Argentina. 

There are several reasons why we chose this shared common element. Firstly, this 
simple, short and didactic fable incites the artist educators to think by questioning 
knowledge, the role of transferring a message and of education. In a wider sense, it 
invites everyone to question his or her background and context. Finally it examines 
the relationship to knowledge within both intergenerational and intragenerational 
relationships. To put it simply, because of its profundity and simplicity this fable 
seemed to be particularly adapted to collectively surveying the common issues 
whilst dealing with the specificities of each person.

The different interpretations we saw were at times vastly different. Regarding the 
question of the relationship to knowledge in intergenerational relationships, Boturu 
and Encarnacion from Equatorial Guinea, really made a point about the fact that 
young people do not listen enough to their elders who, because of their experience, 
possess wisdom and useful knowledge. The Korean team developed a completely 
different piece by introducing the idea of authority which exists between the older 
and younger generations. For them the older, authoritative figures were always trying 
to impose a set of norms that the young people should just accept, no questions 
asked. The oldest people insist their younger generations live in a world that they 
haven’t built themselves, without ever explaining its foundations. 
The same issue of lack of communication, and open-mindedness between 
generations can be seen on two opposing lines – the lack of receptiveness in young 
people and the lack of pedagogy in elders. 

Collective participation:
We chose the groups at different levels, based on different grounds. 
To avoid generalising and making participants into national representatives of arts 
education, we wanted to host the participants in groups made up of people who 
applied individually to ensure mixed groups (personal paths, work contexts, practices, 
and aesthetics) and a variety of perspectives about a national context. As an 
exception we made up groups ourselves from our Hungarian and Dutch applicants 
with participants who applied separately but whose profiles we liked and who lived 
in the same town (and so could work together). In these cases, this made for a richer 
openness regarding the same context as each individual brought with him or her, 
personal experiences which were truly distinct from the experiences of the others. 
(Some of these groups now work together on a permanent basis). 
This openness on individual experiences was seen less with groups like the one from 
the Philippines, in which all the members are members of the same organization, 
PETA, and have been for a number of years. Even if we can imagine that there are 
differences between each of their paths, their way of working and their intervention in 
the group did not really show us real divergences in the points of views or approaches.
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Another reason we set up the Laboratory in groups was because we wanted it 
to reflect the medium in question, that is to say performing arts and mainly the 
theatre which is by definition a group, it involves several people creating a common 
objective, a show, which only really exists if performed for an audience (or conceived 
with one). Its educational and transformative value lies in this inherent aspect since 
at each stage the relationship between the individual and the group is at play. 

Within the framework of a workshop, we progressed from preparatory work in 
small national groups to group experimentation within the Young IDEA 2013 group 
to arrive at a public, group transmission of the experiment to a wider audience. 
Each person was able to present themselves and present his or her work within 
the group, discuss their vision, practices, assert their individuality, meet others, 
familiarize themselves with them and establish relationships of trust before ending 
up in compromising situations with 14 or even 40 people. It was therefore very 
important to us that the constraint of the group (which increases with the number 
of people) grew progressively to avoid generating too much frustration stemming 
from the differences from an aesthetic point of view. In the end, agreements did 
have to be found on what message was to be communicated, the form that the 
message would take and the way to implement it. The quality productions seen at 
the end of the event required negotiations which were not free from tension.
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Immersion:
Young IDEA 2013 wanted a space for reflection where questions could be asked and 
for mutual understanding as well as a place where knowledge of practices could be 
shared and enriched. For this, we had to create a set-up which allowed for scheduled 
time for generating curiosity, debate and group work and thus instigate the desire to 
approach others, ask questions and create connections. This set-up also had to allow 
time for breathers so that everyone could relax or on the contrary, pursue exchanges 
in an informal setting. 

So we put this friendly spirit at the heart of this set-up, by creating time and space 
dedicated to rest and informal exchanges. This was within the walls of MGI who 
hosted us for the event. MGI was a fantastic host, they made us very welcome and 
this was invaluable and played an important role in assuring a feeling of well being 
and feeling comfortable in our environment. It was for this reason that we organized 
several opportunities to meet up in different places in Paris.

John Moran believes that according time to meet people and living together on a daily 
basis in order to experiment with different practices promotes understanding and 
curiosity. For Veronika Szabo, having time with each other and being immersed in an 
environment created to exchange ideas was a very rich experience, as was the work 
in small groups. The time for exchange between participants after the presentations 
and / or after the workshops was absolutely essential to us. The main difficulty turned 
out to be managing a debate with forty people, to which was added the interpreting.  
The set up required each group to manage the debate but it quickly evolved as for 
some people it was difficult or too tiring after the workshop. The open, plenary and 
circular format was unsatisfactory as was the nature of a simple discussion since it 
didn’t allow for real exchange about contexts and practices. 

Openings outside Laboratoire:
We proposed time to present projects in the form of a game in which we highlighted 
the professional categories (stage director, drama teacher; dancer, facilitator, 
mediator) using different vocabulary from the applicants files and words we had 
picked from the various conversations we heard throughout the first week. Using 
Post-it notes, each participant had to stick his or her name in some of the categories, 
specifying the name of project or a play in which he / she had played a role. We then 
proceeded to randomly draw names and asked the people chosen to present the 
project in a few minutes by answering some precise and concrete questions (how it 
was devised, type of financing, partnerships, production conditions, etc) from which 
the others could ask their own questions. This system allowed us to ask questions 
about personal and professional paths and contexts and terminologies all the while 
offering sources of inspiration. It was very much appreciated but it happened a little 
late, offering only a few people the opportunity to speak. 
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This form of questioning was also carried out when we met with the cultural field 
actors from Greater Paris region. We wanted to give an idea of what and who is in 
Greater Paris region and the key points for understanding the environment in which 
the actors of arts education from this region perform their activity. So we chose 
to introduce people from different backgrounds and disciplines. The participants 
met Jean-Claude Lallias, Associate Professor of Literature, seconded to the Centre 
national de Documentation pédagogique (CNDP) [National centre of educational 
documentation] Arts and Culture Department, Ministry of National Education, IUFM 
of Créteil. The presentation of the French framework, its history, concepts and actions 
prompted justified comparisons and rich debates which shed light on arts education 
throughout the world. 

«
For example I found it great to talk substantively about the subject of theatre 
in education in different countries one evening in the Maison des initiatives 
étudiantes. This discussion widened my view about the backgrounds and 
frameworks theatre makers in different countries work in. In the end of the 

night we were not finished talking at all. These are great moments to create more of 
somehow, in the nearby future.  » Aike Vogelzang, The Netherlands.
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Feedback from Jean-Claude Lallias after the meeting 
with Young IDEA 2013:
Email from 7th July 2013

I have come home very impressed (and happy) from this meeting with the group. 
Lots of dialogue, a wilingness to exchange and understand.  A common point became 
clear.  Even if in some countries Theatre and Dance are managing to find a place 
(more or less institutional) in the different educational systems, we can clearly see 
that the fight has only just begun. 
I think you were right to question the terms used, the concepts and the sometimes 
different uses for them. In fact everything begins with clarification of words and their 
meaning: the only way to really share. 
As I left the meeting, I said to myself that nothing is more essential in this Congress 
than the place of all these young people united together and from different contexts. 
From this, they could build, wherever they may be, all the indispensable relations 
necessary so that performing arts may play a part in social, cultural, educational and 
aesthetic transformations that the World needs so desperately. 
It would of course be an enormous pleasure to meet everyone again in any of the 
different areas that I may be in at the Congress. 
Have a nice evening and keep up the good work with this absolutely fascinating 
group. 

Jean-Claude
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Build and make together: 
Besides the group work, the act of building something together, such as the 
preparation of the workshop for the Parisian children or the different moments open 
to audiences during the Congress, led us to confront practices and conceptions, to 
create connections and reflect on practices. One of the strong points of the experience 
was the possibility/obligation to do it together. The strength of this experience was 
the responsibility/opportunity to work together, for instance « to understand and to 
make something together for the last week with a high value and quality, as we did in 
the workshops for the children. » Noëmi Degrauwe, Belgium.

 This contributed to an authentic network playing on different standards and capable 
of working together. It enabled to « build a relation with each other that would last 
after we left again, to our own countries. » Noëmi Degrauwe, Belgium.
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II. Questioning social realities and aesthetics 
through practices in arts education

«
In everybody I felt the drive and the value to create theatre with people. The 
drive to use theatre to show/share personal stories of an individual or a group, 
to touch and to move people who are participating as actor or as audience. 
Theatre makers are interested in people. In the way a body moves, the sounds 

it makes, the way people talk, their thoughts, emotions as a response to a situation, 
a theme, an image, a word, music, just something. Theatre in education is a quest 
among these elements, to touch people, to let them experience, to let them think, 
to let them learn. This approach is actually not that different in each country over 
the world. Of course political and cultural backgrounds and societal issues play a 
part. These will determine in what way you work, with what kind of people and why? 
The answers to these questions are valuable to think and exchange about. » Aïke 
Vogelzang , The Netherlands. 

Instigating the different groups to think about the fable by David Foster Wallace was 
key to the exchanges.  It highlighted different aesthetics and issues connected to the 
different situations of individual personalities and different practices and allowed us 
to identify the questions in we had in common. For Lucía, one of the strengths was 
discovering, “the different techniques that each person uses to develop a workshop 
and a show. Imposing a common theme was a good idea to evaluate the different 
methodologies”. Discovering other participants through short plays, methods, 
aesthetics and interpretation of the fable incited a lot of curiosity from the other 
participants. 

«
 I found seeing what emerged from the creative work of each team and then 
having the opportunity to talk about it really interesting. Creation already 
talks by itself of the different values, but talking helped going deeper into less 
tangible creative aspects. » Angelica Angulo-Soledad, USA / Colombia.

The various accounts reveal that several questions emerged about the nature of 
differences that were noticed. 

«
How come we have all these different approaches on our practices? Is it 
maybe because of culture? Because of wealth in the several countries? And 
is there something as a common language in theatre education? » Hanna 
Timmers, The Netherlands.
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So the exchanges about contexts and practices played an important role in giving 
responses and providing a ground for reflection and experimentation. 

«
The most important thing for me were the talks about differences, similarities 
and approaches. The first week in which we showed each other performances 
and workshops, was really mindblowing. Talking, sharing and working together. » 
Hanna Timmers, The Netherlands.

«
Young IDEA 2013 allowed a linguistic and performative dialogue about the value 
of education by scenic arts to build more open and sensitive societies in which one  
is more critical of social, political and humanitarian problems affecting the world. 
Young IDEA 2013 is a space for analysing, evaluating and understanding creative, 

artistic and educative processes in different specific cultural, geographical, political and 
social contexts. » Angelica Angulo-Soledad, USA / Colombia.

«
The thing was on one side that how many different things and approaches can 
mean theatre and education all around the world, but on the other side it was also 
striking how many similar games and exercises exist. » Veronika Szabó, Hungary. 
      

These discussions did actually provide a vision of the world and a playing field for local 
practices and global issues. 

«
The most important was the intercultural experience exchange which helped us 
to see what the global situation of art, theatre and theatre/drama education is 
and which problems we are all facing despite cultural differences. » Josip Hadži-
Boškov, Croatia.

«
 From our reflections on the tale, we could deeply analyse the system surrounding 
us. Each group came with its own interpretation of the tale and with a proposition: 
nobody came emphasising the same features of our big watery system. So we 
addressed topics related to technologies, mobile phones, sexuality, love, artistic 

norms, routine, orders, old age, experience, youth, school, dreams, educative system, 
medecine, language, labels, categories. » Leila Shmuckler, Argentina.
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  FO-
 CUS

 - generation
 - responsibility
 - family
 - mental illness
 - forum theatre
 - theatre in education 
 - artistic work
 - transformation
 - professionnal classification

 

The work by the Hungarians 
touched all of the audience, across 
the spectrum of sensitivities. What 
were the sensitive elements of their 
proposition? From pedagogy to art, 
can Forum Theatre also produce a 
piece of work? 

Forum Theatre: theatre for 
education.
The militant and transformative reach 
of theatre can be found at the heart of 
the technique developed by the Brazilian 
Augusto Boal in the 1960s. Before the 
successive coups d’état, he had already 
started to make street theatre in the 
working class neighbourhoods of São 
Paulo. By inventing the concept of the 
spectator-actor, he was looking to break 
the barrier between actors and audience. 
The theatre had now become a catalyst 
for reflection, for greater awareness 
and an instrument of transformation 
of reality. In 1971, he published The 
Theatre of the Oppressed where he 
developed a practice and a theory for an 
“emancipating theatre”. 
Sent into exile by the military junta in 
power, he travelled throughout Latin 
America, experimenting with different 
forms of participative and educational 
theatre. When he returned to Brazil along 
with several companies he developed 
techniques such as Forum theatre: 
after a scene has been enacted, the 
scene often representing injustice and/
or oppression, it is re-enacted and the 
audience can join in and transform the 
course of events. Forum theatre, a sub-
genre of the Theatre of the Oppressed, 
attempts to raise awareness and educate 
populations, inciting them to create 

their own tools and solutions to change 
their reality and overcome conditions of 
exceptional oppression in their daily lives. 

Forum Theatre is often considered to 
be a simple technique, used to increase 
awareness and provide information. The 
important element of the method is the 
participation of “non – professionals”, 
“the oppressed”, their thoughts, their 
emancipation. The artistic aspect of 
this kind of theatre has at times been 
ignored, causing a lack of interest or 
worse, negative assumptions, about its 
aesthetic characteristics. Consequently, 
Forum Theatre is rarely considered as 
an artistic form while this is in fact at the 
heart of the original approach. 
Indeed, the difficulty is the utilitarian 
nature of Forum theatre. It is perceived 
as a means to an end; certain companies 
attach little importance to esthetical 
research, assuming that simplicity 
and even simplification (aesthetic and 
thematic) make the understanding by 
and implication of the people in the 
audience easier.
Situations can be presented briefly, so as 
to lay out facts objectively and leave room 
for the subjective participation of the 
participants, to reintroduce complexity 
through improvisation. Furthermore, 
the importance of improvisation in 
Forum Theatre often means it is seen 
through the prism of actors’ technique 
and not through that of dramatic and 
scenographic research. The actors 
must be capable of adapting at any 
moment, especially their lines. We rarely 
acknowledge real work on character 
composition since this is just a prop for 
the reactivity and the discourse of the 
‘audience’. The blurred lines between

Hungarian team
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stage and auditorium and relationship 
between professional and non-
professional, can damage the artistic 
image of the professionals involved in 
making a Forum Theatre play.  Ultimately, 
the problems that are dealt with, often 
defined depending on very specific 
needs (raising awareness of domestic 
violence, harassment at work, waste etc.) 
make this theatrical form dependent on 
its audience and order, which is generally 
viewed in a negative way from an artistic 
point of view.

Forum Theatre is in this sense, 
underestimated in the field of artistic 
creation but valued from an educational 
point of view and in the field of social 
action. It is recognized as useful but 
rarely artistic, it is acknowledged for its 
engagement but not necessarily for any 
depth of reflection. This comes from 
categorization systems which clearly 
separate what belongs in the social or 
even sociocultural domain and what is 
truly artistic.

The aquarium: a proposal that blows 
prejudices about Forum Theatre out 
of the water.
The proposition from TIE (Theatre in 
education) by the Hungarian team really 
unsettled the Laboratory participants. 
The aquarium was a form of Forum 
Theatre enriched with workshop 
moments around the acted scenes. 
As the proposal was not limited to any 
particular genre, it left room for a larger 
formal freedom. The time acted by the 
actors was nothing like a springboard 
and the increasing number of characters 
gave a certain uniqueness to the form 
presented. 

By using different tools, the audience, 
here the participants of Young IDEA, 
were very heavily involved. These tools 
incited them to think and intervene and 

not just individually, as a character acting 
a situation to change its outcome. They 
were led for example to represent, as a 
group, various situations. The form given 
did not offer a key character as it is often 
the case, here several characters could 
intervene so changes could happen in 
many ways thus avoiding simplification.  

When developing the proposition, the 
team tried to figure out a way to establish 
a main working theme which would 
touch a maximum amount of people. 
Ideas around the fable from David Foster 
Wallace came out of discussions on the 
notion of Nation but it quickly became 

apparent that these questions were 
linked to their own contexts and so 
difficult to share. They therefore chose 
the theme of family because, whatever 
form the family takes or whatever way 
we view family, everybody comes face 
to face with it. This choice meant that 
all the participants were affected but 
also brought out specific individual and 
cultural differences. 

To what extent are young people 
responsible for their elders? This was the 
question that the performance claimed 
to ask. The frame for this thought process 
was given by the case of Eszter who we 
see grow up in a small village with her 
parents. Her mother leaves and she stays 
with her father until the day she leaves to 
go to university in the capital city.  
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Her father stays alone and quickly goes 
crazy, a situation which he refuses to 
admit. We looked at the subject of how 
to know what to do in this situation - 
what should and could Eszter do in these 
circumstances?  

Clear-cut aesthetic bias immediately 
immersed the audience in a universe. 
The sequences played didn’t appear 
as simple support or narrative pretexts 
but allowed immersion in a situation, 
set up using sensitive information and 
processes. The objective was not just to 
show a certain context. 

First scene: A child tells the story of her 
parents by making human puppets 
that she controls. Taking the child’s 
point of view, from the outset the artists 
are biased in order to affirm a certain 
subjectivity which the audience must 
use to position themselves and think. 

In using this form, the problem itself is 
introduced. So we have at the same time 
a strong artistic object and a complexity 
given in the problem: the point of view of 
the child is a sensitive way to deal with 
the situation and leads to consideration 
of the characters not only from the point 
of view of this situation but also in the 
complexity of their relationships.

Can Forum Theatre create a 
performance?
Whenever the question is asked as 
to what makes a piece of work, in the 
theatre especially, there is often no reply. 
The form presented by the Hungarians 
led to this question being asked again. 
The participants did in fact exchange 
extensively regarding what status to give 
to this proposition of which the esthetic 
quality was widely recognized as was its 
sensitive capacity. 
The formal dimension was in no way 
neglected in favor of this thought process.

We touched on the universal nature of 
the theme. It concerns a very specific 
and social problem which absolutely 
belongs to Forum Theatre, the treatment 
of which allows everyone to find 
themselves in it by de-contextualizing 
the problem. The form proposed brings 
a universal dimension by detaching itself 
from realism. 

The participants highlighted that which 
“made theatre, is the ceremonial and the 
images generated by this Forum Theatre”. 
The use of symbols, the passing through 
the filter of the imaginary, the fact that it 
was seen from the child’s point of view 
brought the spectators face to face, not 
only with their reasoning but also their 
emotions. It is through emotions that the 
thought process is activated and that the 
performance could generate a feeling of 
implication and a concrete implication 
from the people present, as ‘spectators’. 

In addition, showing great creativity, 
the Hungarian proposal by raising a 
specific problem in society, also provoke 
questions about art and the separation 
of professionals and non-professionals 
amongst the participants, all confronted 
with these questions in their daily practice. 
This form put into question codes whilst 
examining art in its transformative 
dimension. The objective was to produce 
an educational piece of work while at the 
same time remaining artistic. The different 
times for performance and workshop 
were not clearly defined as an ‘artistic  
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moment’ or an ‘educational …moment’. 
They appeared to be intrinsically linked. 

In summary, the Hungarian proposition 
disrupted the preconceived ideas that 
many had on the subject of Forum 
Theatre.
It showed, by example and practice that 
transforming the ways of acting and 
implicating people in a thought process 
on social, political or health issues 
through theatre can be done and we 
can even find ourselves enriched and 
strengthened by the strong aesthetic 
positions assumed which are unique to 
theatrical creation.

Details about the 
performance and the 
workshop: 
Aquarium - Theatre in 
education (TIE) 
Public: young people.

TIE: Combination of theatrical scenes 
and drama workshop  exploring moral, 
social, cultural issues, always issue-based.

Actor/drama teachers: Gábor Márton, 
Hanna Montvai, Orsolya Schefcsik, 
Veronika Szabó

Central issue  :  How much are young 
people responsible for their elderly 
parents? Dementia, responsibility, 
generational issues.

Synopsis:  Eszter, the protagonist, was 
growing up in a small town with her 
parents. Her mother left her and her 
father when she was a teenager and 
they kept living together in the small 
town. Later on Eszter receives an offer to 
the University in the capital and moves 
there. The father stays alone and soon 
starts suffering from dementia, but does 
not want to face  this problem. What can 
Eszter do in this situation?

Length: 3 hours.

Equipment: long kitchen film, tape, post 
-its, pens, props
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Warm up and workshop part 1

People, shelter, house 
Explain to the students that you are 
going to call out three different words to 
form groups: people, shelter, and storm. 
Have them get into groups of 3, and in 
their group, explain that two people will 
become the shelter, and one person 
will become the person living inside 
the shelter. Show them how to make a 
“shelter,” which is two people facing each 
other, lifting their arms and placing the 
palms of their hands together to make a 
“roof.”  The third person goes underneath. 
Make sure every person has a shelter, and 
every shelter has a person.   Explain that 
when you call out “people,” the people 
will leave their shelters and run to a 
different one while the shelters stay put. 
Practice this a few times.   Next explain 
that when you call out “shelter,” the two 
people making a shelter, will break apart 
and find a new person to make a shelter 
with over a new person. Practice this a 
few times.   Next explain that when you 
call out “storm,” everyone runs, Shelters 
can become people, and people can 
become shelters.  To play the game, 
alternate between calling out “people,” 
“shelter,” and “storm.”

Shaking hands
Participants make a circle and welcome 
each other by shaking hands.

Still images
Participants in small groups  create 
frozen image about situations when a 
child helps its parents.

Performance - part 1
(scene only played by the Hungarian 
team)

Workshop part 2

Character on the wall 
Facilitator:  what did we get to know 
about Eszter?

Collect information from the audience 
on post its, stick them on the frame. 

Rhythm-Machines
Audience members are asked to create a 
machine (a Boal machine) about Eszter’s 
hometown and about the capital where 
she lives now. They can enter one by one 
into the machine.

Audience acting
The audience members are asked to 
replace Eszter and step into the scene 
of Eszter asking money for her trip to the 
USA. Audience members can improvise 
one by one.

Performance - part 2 
(scene only played by the Hungarian 
team)

Workshop part 3 

Discussion

Forum Theatre
The audience members can replace 
Eszter in the final scene and try to solve 
the situation somehow.

Exhibition tour
The audience members in small groups 
can create still images or any other forms 
of installation about Eszter’s life 5 years 
after the last scene.

Aquarium - Theatre in education (TIE), performance and workshop in details
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 The place of the artist and the teacher was also discussed as well as the conditions in which 
they practice.

« 
Along comes the educator. Educating is not just about what you say. How you say it 
is also very important. I think if I ‘moved’ the group right away (literary and figuratively) 
the feelings in the group would have been different, maybe. I think it’s a very interesting 
discussion for The Group. The creator vs the educator. Also because quite some 

people in The Group are working with people who are young and not experienced in making 
theatre. And furthermore, they like to work with personal stories of the actors’. How do you, 
as an educator, approach people who are very shy or not used to theatrical forms at all? How 
do you start? How do you work? What do you say, or don’t in any case say?  » Aïke Vogelzang, 
The Netherlands.

For some, this provided different perspectives while for others it incited a lot of curiosity 
when presented with the strangeness of some approaches.

2.1. Sharing of practices: putting ways of working into 
perspective 

«
Practice, through practice. It always was about our way of working and our vision of art,-
education, everyday life, and even more. From early in the morning, we met and stayed 
together till going to bed. The need to set our own boundaries,  in a space of dialogue, 
work, rehearsal, from saying « hello » in the morning talking about our projects. All 

the time, we felt our own ways of being, our dreams, our fears and our practices. » Eugenia 
Fittipaldi, Argentina.

The different meetings between the participants and the confrontations of ideas and 
different practices played a part in everyone’s thought process when reflecting on their 
own practice and the conditions of this practice. This perspective in an international con-
text led the participants to ask themselves about the roles of the teacher, the artist, the 
theatre, its raison d’être.

Each person was able to enrich the perception and the understanding of his or her field of 
work by coming face to face with unknown methods and aesthetics. They were confronted 
with the commitment of some practicians, with little means, acknowledgement or in a 
particularly complex environment due to lack of materials, or climatic, social or political 
issues. The performance from the Philippines played a very important role in this. The 
engagement and the emotion that the participants showed in their short play which 
presented an individual path and a work context, was particularly touching and gave food 
for thought. 
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«
But I also felt ashamed of the way I used to talk about theatre. I always, despite loving 
it, doubt theatre as an artform, almost undermine it. Which is really Dutch. Maybe 
that day I realised the richness we live in in the Netherlands and the luxury position 
I am in, having graduated at Theatreschool as a teacher of theatre and truly making 

a living out of my work. » Hanna Timmers, The Netherlands.

«
 To see different uses of the ‘form’ theatre to approach a purpose, that I already 
know from my own culture. » Noëmi Degrawe, Belgium.
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2.2. Questions, practices and ethics

Some workshops were unsettling for some groups and generated real questions 
about the techniques that can be used: can we provoke thought and discussion 
by using the same process that we want to question? With this, the Spanish group 
provoked debates on teaching methods, pedagogy, which at the same time served as 
an introduction to cultural differences. 

Using the classic El Burlador de Sevilla by Tirso de Molina the group explored the 
categories and the stereotypes conveyed by the text. The workshop was created as 
an echo to these issues. By using a succession of binary opposites, very simple to 
start with such as “first time in Paris, yes or no”, becoming more and more personal, 
touching particularly on identity and sexuality, they led the workshop participants to 
position themselves depending on their personal situations. 

The first question that arose was regarding the intrusion of privacy of others: how 
far can we go? To what extent is putting participants in an uncomfortable situation 
constructive? It is difficult to find the line between being able to talk about sensitive 
subjects without intruding on the participants’ privacy and causing too much offense.
At this point, we really felt the individual cultural origins. The personalities and 
upbringing of the participants affected the way in which they replied to questions 
regarding romantic and sexual relationships. What can and cannot be talked about 
varies greatly depending on the country of origin of each person where these subjects 
are more or less taboo. 

The scope of these questions is immense, especially when working with young people 
whose reference systems are different from the artist him-her-self, firstly because of 
age and then culture. 

The second area of tension which came up during this workshop concerns more 
directly, the pedagogy.  Is the use of categories to combat the fixed and violent 
nature of classification the right method? The impossibility of adding a nuance, the 
complexity of being forced to position oneself in one place or another, forced everyone 
into a simplified, binary and Manichean world. This created unease and was harsh for 
participants who suggested adding another box in order to leave another choice for 
certain questions. On the contrary others replied that making this problem felt by the 
participants was a way to ensure that everyone understood the result of having fixed 
categories. This realization in itself was educative. There was a very interesting debate 
about pedagogy itself, which was all the more interesting because it was based on a 
recent experience, shared by all the participants but in very different ways depending 
on the groups and individuals. 

The performance and the workshop were considered “very Spanish” by a Croatian, 
which brings up the question of how groups are seen by others. What does Josip mean 
by ‘Spanish’? What are the characteristics of a Spanish approach? By establishing 
mixed groups, we had wanted to avoid this national ‘representation’ and had hoped 
to have access to some complexity. The fact remains that differences observed in the 
approaches lead to detachment of cultural specificities. Questions relating to culture



arose at various different moments due to the incomprehension of some of the 
practices or the disinclination and the discomfort generated by some exercises.

This was especially the case during one of the warm-up exercises proposed in a 
workshop and which consisted in licking one’s neighbor in the circle that had been 
formed. Afterwards, numerous participants showed their discomfort even though 
they had made an effort to join in with the exercise. 

Because of the trust established between participants, we were able to manage 
these uncomfortable situations, which were due to ethical conceptions or day-to-
day life, relatively well. However some friction could not be avoided. For example, one 
of the participants perceived the frequent lateness of members of the Young IDEA 
group as an attack whilst others saw it as part of the norm of life as a group. All of 
this underlined how essential it was to envisage the possibility that the participants 
had a process of art education which meant the way they experienced situations 
was profoundly different than the person guiding the process. This heightened 
and permanent consciousness constitutes perhaps the core of the conception of 
pedagogy at the origins of  arts education practices.
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2.3. Different categories, common issues 

Following our observations after the first part of the event, of each person’s presentation 
of work and the debates that they generated, we established a summary of four main 
points along with a series of questions which we proposed to the participants who, 
in chosing some of them, constituted four groups of interest which corresponded to 
the four main points. We thus had questions both theoretical and general which were 
common to certain artists-educators who then discussed, using examples taken from 
their practice, contextual, individual, and conceptual specificities. These multinational 
interest groups were used to form work groups for the last part of the project which 
consisted in coming up with ways to communicate the experiment during the 
Congress IDEA Paris 2013. 

1. Educative process and power relationships
1. Does the artist-educator have to pass on something to transform or to empower 
people?
2. What share of responsibility do the artist-educator and the participants in the 
process of art-education have?
3. Who gives the artist-educator the authority to teach something to somebody? How 
does he/she build his/her authority? How does this authority emerge?
4. How should the materials generated by the participants be used and when?
5. Do we have to deconstruct before building and is it necessary to build again after 
deconstructing?
6. Do we have to avoid the use of categories in order to deconstruct them or on the 
contrary, should we use them more to show their limits and deconstruct them better? 
7. How do you generate debate, collective dynamics and individual blooming taking 
into account different languages and personalities?
8. Would you prepare differently if you had to face an audience not willing to participate?

2. The artistic performance facing its public
1. Is art pointing to something, making people feel something, solving problems, 
answering questions, questioning or curing? 
2. How great is the role of aims and theoretical intentions in the formal dimension of 
creation?
3. Can we neglect the aesthetic in favor of meaning?
4. Should a performance be simple to be understood?
5. Out of what do you start creating a performance? How does what was preconceived 
influence the means and themes of creation ?
6. What do we expect from the audience, do we have to take into account what they 
expect? How can the audience be involved ?
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3. Similarities and differences
1. How to make the most of an experience completely different from what you are 
used to?
2. How to make the most of an experience very similar to what you are used to?  How 
do you put your individual responsibility at stake?
3. How do you share your practice with someone who requires the use of other 
languages (body, linguistic, generational or cultural)? 
4. How useful is it to go off-center when confronted to new practices, contexts, cultures, 
languages, people?

4. Creative means
1. What is creativity?
2. Which framework should be chosen in order to generate creativity (time, technical, 
space, mental and physical)?
3. What kind of freedom should the participants have and to what extend?
4. Should we accept to feel uncomfortable in a creative process? 
5. Whose creative process benefits from experiencing instability and uncertainty (artist, 
educator or participant) ? And when ? 
6. How far should we go in making people feel unstable and uncertain and how long 
should this state of mind/body last? 

All of the questions not only served as starting points for debate but they also 
provided a foundation for the conception of future projects. In fact the three weeks 
of in-depth knowledge sharing allowed other collaborations to be formed between 
participants, a more or less formal network with the objective of ensuring information, 
the development of common experiences and objectives with a view of improving and 
strengthening art education practices throughout the world. 
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III. Strengths and weaknesses of self-teaching 

«
 Because theatre practice is educative in itself (I said it once during the talks and 
never stop saying it since then), we did not only talk about the topics we planned 
to address. We challenged group dynamics, ways of reporting an experience, of 
giving an opinion, group building and respect for individuals. We questionned 

ourselves both on form and content. We challenged linguistic borders, we all talked the 
same language, the one of art. We worked talking, generating questions and answers 
working . » Leila Schmuckler, Argentina.

3.1. Participative organization and actors’ responsibility

Because the education understood in ‘arts education’ does not tend to be formal, 
because the artists who work in the field of education don’t adhere to the idea of  
student/teacher, it seemed essential to us to give the Laboratory a dimension of 
co-training, self-training and learning how to do it. We chose to simply produce an 
environment in which everyone would be responsible, individually and collectively for 
the exchanges and the knowledge and competences produced. The idea was to put 
the artist/educators in an active, collaborative and creative stance. The goal was to 
have them experiment with education in action.

The weekly schedule for the Laboratory was displayed in the MGI hall and modified 
very often depending on the feedback from the participants, the opportunities for 
excursions and meetings with people and on our observations and readjustments. 

Each group was responsible for a half-day workshop. The only constraints were time, 
place, the material used as the starting point (the fable) and the elements to include: a 
short play, a practical workshop and time to reflect and discuss. Each group was free to 
propose whatever they wanted but it had to allow others to try out their practice and 
methodology through and discover their aesthetics. They were thus responsible for 
what they conveyed but also how they conveyed it. 

The instructions were understood and carried out in different ways. Some of the half 
days (performance + workshop) were conceived entirely around a reading of the 
proposed fable, others dissociated the short play from the workshop, the latter simply 
taking the form of exercises used generally in the groups’ daily practices with the 
objective of showing different methods. The articulation between performance and 
the practical workshop varied depending not only on the different practices but also 
on the different pedagogical approaches. It also depended on the way the group had 
considered their audience: either by adapting the proposition and the methodology to 
an artist-educator audience (the other participants) or by looking to accurately reflect 
the work usually carried out by the youngest people. The exercises were carried out  
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with the entire group or in a more restricted group. The open instructions given 
allowed for this diversity and richness of the propositions.  Different timescales and 
rhythms were experimented with. 

Each group had three hours but composed their workshop according to the 
pedagogical process that they wanted to implement. Some started by presenting 
the short play and participated in a first exchange with the other participants before 
starting the workshop and finishing with a final exchange. Others, like the Hungarians, 
blurred the lines between performance and workshop, others inserted the discussion 
time and/or created transitions between the play and the workshop which didn’t use 
words, as demonstrated in the proposition by the Argentinians (see focus section).

The workshops demonstrated ways of doing things, dedicated time, sequencing, 
details which show a personal idea. Unfortunately, the discussion time only shed a 
little light on the processes which led to these choices. 

The discussion time during these half days allowed each group to explain its proposition, 
the context in which it emerged, to reply to any questions and sometimes to share the 
differences that there may have been within the group. The main difficulty was to give 
enough time to discussions so that they responded to expectations without spending too 
much time on them as we needed to constitute a place to discover, observe, experiment 
and do all this together during the two weeks leading up to the Congress. 

Time management of the discussions was left up to each group to manage which was 
not without penalty. The difficulty of readapting the program because of the delays 
incurred before and during the workshops, caused some groups difficulty and left 
other groups who wanted to continue discussions, feeling frustrated. The program 
was indeed very full because of the number of participants. 

«
 I think we could have gone deeper into the content behind the performance or 
workshop. I had the feeling (also for myself) that the focus of the program was 
more on watching, hearing the other then taking the space of very consciously 
teaching the other from your experience. I would have liked to reply more 

concerning the content of the exercises given, ‘the why’ behind the exercise. Beyond 
the thinking, nice exercise, I wrote it down to also remember the context of the 
exercise.  » Aike Vogelzang, The Netherlands.

Concerning the form and the workshop, each group was free to do as it wanted to and 
there was no dialogue planned between groups to avoid redundancy or redefine the 
outline of the workshops in view of the common exercises. Some were able to adapt 
their proposition as the week evolved; others were less able to do so. 

«
In the week with the workshops and performances I was a bit frustrated. We 
were most of the time playing games everyone already knew. People did not 
take the time to go really deep into the material. » Noëmi Degrauwe, Belgium.

The repetitions in the proposed exercises led the participants to the following conclusion: 
despite the diversity of practices, there is a good, healthy common foundation of theatrical work. 



Nonetheless, differences were noticed in the conception on more profound points 
which had to be explored and only appeared later. This is without a doubt in part 
attributable to a lack of clarity in the formulation of what was expected from participants 
and of their responsibility in the Laboratory as a whole. As they were responsible for the 
progress made in the first week, the participants had to adapt their propositions and 
deepen their thought process by proposing practical and thought provoking material 
beyond the simple implementation of a classic workshop which avoids repetition and 
favors expression of originality. Everyone was tired, so talking about the work of others 
without judging and staying specific and constructive was not always easy.   

« 
The reflections were often just criticisms, positive or negative, but not a real 
dialogue about the work. People got a bit defensive, there was the language 
problem and the big group. » said Noëmi Degrauwe, Belgium.

«
I was struck by how quickly the group became critical of others’ work. […] The most 
important thing we approached: sharing artistic and pedagogical practices with 
each other. » Chris Reyman, USA.

Despite the lack of time, the surprising workshops, the tensions stemming from 
tiredness and differing opinions, veritable exchanges did take place. 

Finally, the question that remains is how to take on and use the experiment and 
the experiences once back in one’s own context. « How do you practically build a 
community that is TRULY international? How can we take what we learned here and 
create change back home? » asked Sindy Castro, USA.
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  FO-
 CUS

 - norms
 - non-verbal communication 
 codes
 - establishment
 - doubt
 - music
 - physical practice 

Argentinean team
The morning of work proposed 
by the Argentineans eloquently 
showed their complex chain of 
thought about the short fable by 
presenting elements of a context 
unique to their country. Some key 
points to this approach are detailed 
below.

From the singular to the universal, 
definition of a work problem.
The Argentinean team presented work 
which questioned established order, 
repetition and the mechanical aspect 
which can take over daily life if we are not 
careful. Their interpretation of the fable 
focused on the major role of education 
in the individuals’ ability or inability to 
have a critical and conscious vision on 
the environment in which we all evolve 
and that sometimes we can only endure. 

Using this general issue as a basis, the 
team built the short play which was 
presented and which took into account 
this  process of thought. It dealt with 
universal themes, it reached out to each 
spectator while at the same time looking 
at the specific nature of this discussion in 
the Argentinian context. 

Structured like a summary of debates 
which had taken place between 
members of the group during the 
preparation phase, it was built around 
three main sequences: the presentation 
of a mechanical world, then that of 
emblematic characters of a certain social 
order and finally an introduction on the 
possibility of putting it all into question. 
The last part looked at a crisis situation, 

signaling the beginning of a phase of 
doubt, and finishing with music like 
the beginning of a party, a moment of 
freedom however somewhat troubling 
in the way it was created.

The issue which was quite vast and could 
echo the very different realities of the 
other participants of the Laboratory. 
Equally the way in which the mechanical 
world and the characters who lived there 
were represented in quite a schematic 
way. A very physical and expressive 
way of acting, made them perfectly 
recognizable by everyone. Nevertheless, 
a reference system was used through 
techniques and accessories, anchoring 
the presentation in the Argentinian 
context. This could especially be seen 
when banging saucepans to make 
music and express social unrest which 
evoked the famous cazerolazos: in 2001, 
massive numbers of Argentineans went 
out into the streets to make noise and 
to fiercely demand change at the heart 
of a country living a political lie and in 
a sort of illusion of prosperity. These 
saucepans have been used as part of 
demonstrations ever since. 

In addition, the use of an Argentinean 
children’s song marking a break with the 
way people addressed children, was a 
reference to Argentina’s history of theatre 
for children and pedagogy. We also 
noticed the music which accompanied 
the beginning of the presentation. It was 
an electronic Tango which accentuated 
the mechanical aspect of the characters’ 
actions while refering to Argentina since 
it is a typical music from Buenos Aires, its 
capital.



This presentation proposed a double 
interpretation – in oscillating between 
the specific and the universal, a 
oscillation made possible by the deep 
thought process about the way to insure 
the best way to convey a message. 

Conveying the specific in a 
multilingual environment: the tools.
The first part of the presentation focused 
on a lot of physical work. The body 
alone told the story of the tension and 
the mechanism in a life set by working 
rhythms and habits. The mechanical 
body is recognizable by all. The 
introduction to this subject, highlighted 
by the music, allowed for the décor 
and an atmosphere to be set up and 
become the basis for the examination 
of the subject. Furthermore, the use of 
physical techniques in the short play was 
a way to introduce a type of practice, 
well known within their group; physical 
theatre. During the discussions, the fact 
that the spectators asked about the 
role of this physical work constituted an 
introduction into personal trajectories, 
different training and approaches. 

However, in order to really get into 
the Argentinean context, it seemed 
necessary to introduce texts. Even if 
the stakes were high in a multilingual 
environment, the team rose to the 
challenge. An extract from La Espera 
trágica by Eduardo Pavlovsky, a 
contemporary Argentinian author, who 
talks about a specific political context, 
the dictatorship - never calling it as such 
in the play - was relayed. The choice of 
this text presented the triple interest of 
introducing a political context, an author 
who is emblematic of Argentinean 
theatre and a play selected for the last 
festival of Vamos que Venimos, that the 
team organizes every year, going from 
the general Argentinean context to the 

specific context of work of the other 
artists present, all by using theatrical 
material.

To share this the text with the non- 
hispanophones participants, the 
team decided to give out a translation 
beforehand and really focused on 
physical work to ensure the message got 
across in a way which meant the short 
extracts could be understood without 
needing to constantly refer to the text. 
The musicality of the language also 
played an important role in conveying 
a unique universe. This link to text and 
language was not used again during 
the workshop which focused more on 
universal tools.

The formal construction of the morning 
session had quite an effect on the 
participants. As the short play concluded 
in music, non-verbal communication 
went on with the public and they were 
invited to join the actors on stage and 
to take part in some of the proposed 
exercises, all this without a single word 
being uttered. This meant there was no 
break between the performance and 
the workshop. The audience intuitively 
and progressively joined the character 
who at first seemed to come from some 
sort of mechanical order to take part in 
a musical performance and participate in 
the workshop.
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The workshop then appeared like a sort 
of solution in the discussion process 
and questions asked in the short play. 
All the exercises were proposed and 
explained without using words and 
one group was created seamlessly, 
using the tools proposed. 

This fluidity was made possible through 
the use of music which gave rhythm 
and atmosphere, and through games 
using the body. Even though there was 
no theoretical direct link between the 
performance and the workshop, the 
techniques explored in the workshop 
echoed the short play. There was a lot 
of physical work, thanks to the listening 
of the music and a particular emphasis 

on the link between the body and the 
music.

In this line of thought, some relatively 
traditional theatre exercises were 
resignified, questioning imitation, 
reproduction and rupture. The games 
used to create a group, generating 
trust, but also incited questions about 
the relationship of the individual to the 
group, about the freedom given to the 
individual and the codes produced 
and diffused by everyone as a group 
and individually. 

The workshop emphasized the 
attention the participants paid to their 
own bodies as well as to other people, 
and to sounds and the way the body 
interacted with them. It also looked at 

the creation of a group, at the way we 
act and create within a group. Codes, 
ways to connect to others but also, 
maybe, the way in which we conform 
to an order that becomes established 
if we are not careful and if we do not 
constantly question codes.
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Details about the 
workshop

Party.
The last scene of our performance invites 
the audience and participants to take 
possession of the scenic space, dancing 
and playing instruments.  

Preparation  : warm up with the 
body-instrument codes.
• We first worked on the look. To do this, 
one of the coordinators plays the flute. 
Without saying a word, in a circle, the 
group « pass » the flute sound by looking 
at each other.
• Then we warm up the different parts 
of the body, separating legs, chest, arms 
and head and associate each part to a 
sound. The sounds come from different 
instruments the group of coordinators 
have.

Exploration in couples of the body-
instrument codes.
The group is divided in couples and 
is spread out throughout the space, 
exploring what relates sounds and 
bodies. One plays an instrument or uses 
his/her own voice and the other moves.

PAUSE

Sequences of actions: working on 
taking decisions while setting the 
theatrical action.
• Choose an everyday action that can be 
repeated.
• Divide it in three moments  : begining, 
middle, ending. Telling the moments 
loudly
• Divide the group into four sub-groups 

to « clean » the actions. Voice and actions 
should  match together and there should 
be no parasitic actions between the 
different moments of the action.
• Each participant starts to work on his/
her action independently. One word is 
added to the action. The whole action 
must match to one sound. The word can 
be broken down, repeated, stretched.
•  The action is deleted so that only 
remain the vocal nuances found for the 
word.

Simultaneous improvisations.
• Walking in the space reapeating the 
selected word.
• Everybody is in a place, a beach, a boat, etc.
• Zooming in on emerging little situations .

Restitution: talking about the 
performance and workshop .
• Participants gather into national 
groups, so that, from each context, they 
think and write down a question they 
want to ask. 
• The members of the Argentina team 
present themselves, their practices 
and how they worked on sharing the 
theatrical and educative context of 
Buenos Aires.
•  Ask the workshop participants how 
they felt.
• Ask them which questions they wrote 
down. Answering them.
• To start the debate, ask what part of 
the establishment we accept without 
questioning. Which role the question 
plays in the decision making process.
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3.2. LEADERSHIP AND FREEDOM: Managing the 
collaborative nature of the experiment

Most of the evaluations received specified the convivial nature of the event. They 
also talked about its innovative construction because it provided environments 
which were particularly favorable to pedagogical exploration, taking initiatives and 
creativity.  

«
The positive energy that was present during the whole three weeks was 
responsible for making strong connections for possible future collaboration. 
[…] I liked the fact that there was no strictly selected leader/facilitator/director 
of the project and that we could make many decisions for ourselves – that 

is a great starting point for creative work and real crosscultural experience. Young 
IDEA 2013 was different because it is the place where you have more freedom, more 
obligations and you are between the roles of participant and facilitator – you are 
more active in the process of learning. These features and experiences were very 
constructive for my teaching skills. » Josip Hadži-Boškov, Croatia.

Our wish to put in place collaborative and participative working methods was often 
perceived as a risk on our part by the participants. Having thought about it and after 
working on the organization we provided, the reason we did it was to operate a form 
of power transfer and of ‘sharing of responsibilities’ with everyone, with the risks that 
that entails, to guarantee that the workshop would worked well and that the work 
that would be accomplished will be of interest. While taking this risk, it led to the 
participants feeling slightly destabilized. It seemed to us a posteriori that this process 
allowed us to go much  further into the research that we wanted to put in place.  We 
provided a stimulating environment, advice, materials, but the participants held the 
expertise, they were responsible for what would happen or not. 
In addition, the implementation of common tasks in the second week allowed the 
participants to mobilize themselves to ensure the quality of what was going to be 
proposed and who was going to have to represent them in front of an audience 
(congress members, Parisian children etc). This led to a paradoxical realization by 
some people: despite the diversity of work presented in the first week and which 
attested to the diversity of practices and aesthetics, it was possible to build something 
together, thanks to the definition of a common goal. So the diversity of experiences 
and baggage of each person appeared as strengths that could be used by everyone 
once the efforts to build an environment condusive to work were provided. 

«
 No matter our cultural, ideological or professional differences, we (very much) 
enjoyed sharing and working together. » Nacho Bilbao Gomez, Spain.
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When the differing points of view emerged during the practice, the participants had 
to find solutions themselves in the context that we had made for them, conducive to 
respect for all and open to listening to everyone. The solutions they found are also 
tools and methods which they have taken back to their respective countries. 

Some participants spoke about the difficulty they sometimes came up against when 
they had to make group decisions of a destabilizing nature, the absence of a leader 
and the fact that within the freedom they had, they sometimes needed someone 
to take the reins to guide the group. Through this event we could highlight the 
paradox that all citizens trying to exist in an active way in the human community are 
confronted with; this tension between desire and the right to freedom and the need 
to implement common rules. This tension is inherent in democracy. Young IDEA 
2013 has allowed all those implicated in the project to be confronted on a small scale 
with these issues which have much to teach us and which are essential as much from 
a professional point of view as for citizens. 

«
I am fascinated with the idea of co-creating a workshop/laboratory where the 
participants can decide how the time is structured and what they want to do. 
Young IDEA gave me an opportunity to see the limitations I have in enabling 
this to happen in a “real-world” situation. » Chris Reyman, Etats-Unis.
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Conclusion
By Lucie Combes and Valentine Bonomo

Why conceive and organize a project like Young IDEA 2013? What motivates us, 
members of ab ovo, who are neither educators nor artists? 

The goal of our association is to organize spaces to meet people, make people meet, 
think and question the world around us without trying to put it into little boxes, 
experience the unknown, physical and intellectual mobility, uncertainty provoked by 
discovering different contexts, individuals and ideas. Then to encourage and spread 
the curiosity that drives us, the enthusiasm, the creativity and our desire to always 
move forward despite the general pessimism that surrounds us. 

Young IDEA 2013 brought together people with different profiles from the four corners 
of the Earth. Some think they are artists; others call themselves teachers, educators, 
thinkers, dancers, musicians, poets, directors or even scientists, researchers, curators, 
man, woman, young or already old, national or international. Most balanced between 
several categories. At the heart of ab ovo, we are pleased that we do not fit into any of 
these. From this confusion, creativity is born. 

Young IDEA 2013 is a project we thought of when immersing ourselves in past 
experiences, we imagined it based on personal findings, on advice that was given to 
us and on our own questions. We conceived it as both a way to continue but also to 
break with previous Young IDEA projects which had accompanied, every three years, 
the IDEA Congress (International drama/theatre and education association) since 
the first edition in 1992. 

Each one of us, organizers, participants, partners, have probably learnt their own 
lessons from this experiment, have asked themselves their own questions both new 
and renewed. With ab ovo we continue and will continue to work to follow up this 
experiment, through actions and reflection. 

This report is for all those who participated in the event, those who have followed it 
closely, those who, like us, want to develop similar projects with similar challenges, 
and for all those who are curious about challenges  in international exchange and the 
participation of art in social transformation. 
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If only a few points are remembered from this report, in our opinion, they should be 
the following:

1. The moments of exchange and debate are probably the most crucial and 
delicate to develop and organize due to the time which is often lacking and the 
different languages. These moments sometimes generate controversy, affinities, 
complicities, opposition, frustration, a permanent feeling of being unfinished and 
superficial. Often left until the end in the formula ‘and then debate’ they happen when 
fatigue abounds and impatience for a break can be felt. We think these moments 
should be better planned and managed in any type of group event as these are 
the best moments, not only to enrich and share knowledge but also to explore in 
concrete terms, the use of words, notions and categories; to experience participation, 
listening, shifting, transformation, reflexivity and respect which is indispensable to the 
development of democratic societies. 

Furthermore, failing time and attention, the superficiality with which questions are 
dealt restrict speaking by those who, because they are shy, reserved or not fluent 
in the languages used for communication, take part less easily in the debates. The 
common languages which are most often English or Spanish as they are the most 
spoken on the different continents should not exclude the possibility of working with 
professional interpreters; otherwise the most radically different cultures from one’s 
own culture will always remain out of reach of  his/her comprehension.  Likewise 
it could be interesting to sacrifice the proliferation of comments in favor of very 
precise questions which, when well chosen, can allow us to deal with wider issues 
but with a more refined and targeted approach.  The above points are obviously the 
responsibility of the participants but also and perhaps especially those of the people 
who, from their own initiative, chose to open these environments for exchange which 
can only make sense if they give the opportunity to enrich and to inspire change in 
the ways we think, see and do. 

2. The principle of meetings or workshops without the objective of creating 
something for an audience seems more interesting for enriching practices. It 
encourages self-teaching, participation or collaboration, whatever notion it is we 
choose. It also presents a few notorious disadvantages: the terrible uncertainty 
regarding the ‘results’ we will get, the possibility that the organization might be a 
bit chaotic, the emergence of tensions, the slowing down of the decision process, a 
feeling of not knowing where we are going and what we are doing. But we do however 
continue to believe that in numerous contexts, it is the form the most conducive to 
a veritable exchange of practices and to the empowerment of the actors regarding 
the content and how to convey it. We think it stimulates creativity and reflection by 
reintegrating it in the wider context of human relationships and living together. In 
addition, it is a fascinating field to explore as no part of it is guaranteed in advance,  just 
like the methods. Every experience is a consequence of a new challenge susceptible 
to enriching reflection on the horizontal modalities of production, creation, and 
organization of a group.



3. Thinking about this experiment over the long term, seems to us to be truly 
important so that the thoughts it provoked, whether individual or collective, can be 
prepared and extended. The meeting is only a step in the personal trajectory of both 
the participants and the organizers and registers in the general paths and thoughts. 
It would seem to us essential that each person is involved, above all for him/herself, 
in the preparation of the meeting and at the earliest point, to start thinking about it, 
individually and as a group. It would helpt the collective experience of the meeting 
to benefit fully each individual and the group dynamic to quickly be established. It is 
the responsibility of the organizers to create spaces and to give directions so that this 
preparatory work can be done.  Likewise, the following should also be considered: 
what should be done once the experiment is over? How can we get the most out of 
what was done, thought of and experimented with? How can we create continuity? 
How can we help others benefit from it? These questions are open, depending on 
the contexts. They are asked repeatedly and we think that is important to always ask 
them. 

Today, numerous participants of Young IDEA 2013 have initiated projects together 
for creation or exchange. With ab ovo, beyond the most widespread repercussions 
on our ways of seeing and working, we wanted to continue working regularly with 
our closest neighbors to explore more deeply the questions evoked by Young 
IDEA 2013 by creating a European collective, Flying Fish, whose vocation is to be 
open to other partners and to be the basis for our thoughts and ideas and any 
future experimentations. A first meeting took place in august 2014 in Medina de 
Rioseco  (Spain) where the members questionned memory and intergenerational 
relationships working with the inhabitants of a small town in an intercultural and 
translinguistic context. A balance sheet on the experience and a pedagogical toolkit 
are about to be published. For more information: www.flyingfishcollective.eu
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ANNEX 1: Before Young IDEA 2013
Call for participants 
Application form
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8th International Drama / Theatre and Education World 
Congress PARIS 8 - 13 JULY, 2013

CALL FOR PARTICIPATION
Young IDEA 2013

WHAT ? Two weeks of intercultural workshops and an active involvement in the IDEA Paris 
2013 International Congress.

WHEN ? From June 24th to July 13th, 2013.

WHERE ? PARIS

WHO ? Young people from 18 to 30 years old from all six continents, four from each 
country, with some experience as practitioners in Drama/Theatre and as workshop leaders 
for children or teenagers. Each participant will be able to communicate in two different 
languages, including at least one of the official languages of IDEA: Spanish, French and English.

WHY ?
- To challenge, through active methods, the aesthetics and teaching practices from 
different contexts ;
- To confront experiences in the field of knowledge sharing and dissemination of good 
practices ;
- To celebrate the role of education in Drama/Theatre as a tool for transformation and
empowerment ;
- To develop local experiences, to create perennial networks of exchanges between 
practitioners and collect more practical material and thoughts on the subject of interculturality.

CONTENTS OF THE WORKSHOP
1) The four participants from each country will have to form a group. Before the workshop, they 
will prepare a short text- / theme-/ or visual work-based production. This material will be sent to 
them beforehand. They will then present their work during the first days of the workshop. This 
short production will have to highlight an aesthetic and a dramaturgic commitment which will 
be used as a core material for the workshop’s artistic and pedagogical collaboration.
2) During the two weeks of collaboration, the workshops will be run in turn by all the participants, 
and supervised by the coordinators. The workshop leaders will then be able to share their 
technical and educational approaches and unfold their artistic practices to their workshop 
partners.
3) At the congress, the participants will present a final production in a form of their choice that 
will pay tribute to the questions generated by this cultural, aesthetic and educational encounter.
4) The whole process will be followed by a team made up of young artists and researchers 
who will take part in this final production, thus generating a reflexive and multi-disciplinary 
perspective on the workshop.

Deadline for applications: November 30th, 2012

For more information and details on applications, please, get in touch with us:
idea2013@anrat.asso.fr or youngidea2013@gmail.com

53



Application Form
Young IDEA 2013

You should complete this form individually, even if you belong to an already formed 
group. Please remember that this call for applications is only directed to people aged 
18-30, whose practice covers the performing arts as well as education.

Name and surname:
Date of birth:
Sex:
Nationality:
Address:
E-mail: 

What languages do you speak ? Please indicate your level (bilingual, fluent, elementary…).

Please describe your performing arts / educational practice.

Please elaborate on your approach and your career until now. What led you to combine 
the performing arts with education?

Do you belong to any association or organisation in the framework of which you 
develop these activities ?

Is your work specifically concerned with or directed to a specific group of people or 
community (partnership, territory, age, etc.) ?

How would you describe the state of Art-Education in your country – more specifically 
in what concerns the performing arts ?

Do you belong to a group already formed for the Young Idea 2013 workshop? If so, 
please give us the names of your fellow group members. 

Have you already participated in workshops organised by IDEA or in similar events ?

How did you learn about Young Idea 2013 ? 
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Further information (your answers in this part will not influence your 
chances of being selected for the workshop) : 

Do you know anyone who could be able to provide accommodation to you or other 
participants during the workshop?

Are you interested in applying for Young Idea 2013 financial support?

How do you plan to use the Financial help ? 

How could you contribute to the planned solidarity program in project ? 

Would you be interested in leading art-education workshops for children or teenagers 
in Paris and its suburbs in the framework of Young Idea 2013 ? 

Do you have any more information you would like to share with us ?

If you need to send heavy files as pictures or video you can use www.wetransfer.com 
(free).

Place: 

Date :

Signature :

55



ANNEX 2: Workshops and performances (week 1)
Spain: description of the workshop + Texts of the performance
South Korea: framework and text of the performance + description of the workshop
Croatia: description of the workshop
The Netherlands: description of the workshop
Taiwan: description of the workshop
Colombia / USA: description of the workshop

NB: The descriptions of the workshop are given here the way they were sent to us by the participants.
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Nevertheless I love you
Performance and workshop

Team: Sergio Adillo Rufo, Nacho Bilbao 
Gomez, Lucia Miranda from the Cross Border 
Project Company.

Workshop (2h)

Equipment: photocopies of the 
excerpts of the songs, a computer, 
something to play music with, labels and 
pens for everybody, masking tape (to 
draw female and male symbols on the 
ground).

Song: “Y sin embargo”, “Je t’aime, moi 
non plus”, dancing playlist.

Two categories (5 min.)
Draw two big circles in the center. 
Participants will have to stay in one or the 
other circle according to their answers to 
the following questions:

- English or French
- First time in Paris or already been in 
Paris
- More or less than four hours flight
- From the North or from the South
- Older than 25 or younger than 25
- Beer or wine
- Fish or meat 
- Spiritual or atheist
- Beatles or Rolling Stones
- Comedy or drama

Cross Border Presentation  (,5 min.)
We talk about our company, its path,  
what relates our artistic projects with 
pedagogy and projects with a social 
dimension. This specific morning, we 
deal with explaining what we are going 
to work on in general.

Warming up (10-15 min.)
3.1 Body movements
3.2 Hi, how are you?
3.3 Hugs

Two gender categories (5 min.)
The same as in 1, but with more 
compromising questions so as to go 
deeper into the heart of the matter.

- Into hug or into kiss
- Feeling attracted by someone here or 
not yet
- Single or with a partner 
- Having had sex in the last seven days / 
not having had sex recently
- Loving women or men
- Women or men

Sounds and physical machines (10 
min.)
Relying on the famous exercice by Boal, 
men do the female machine and women 
the male machine. Each group will stay 
in the circle of the opposite gender, 
represented by the symbols on the flour.

[six or seven teams have to be created 
for the following game: the game of the 
gathering jumping pop-corn kernels].

Spain
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Puzzle-Song (15 min.)
1. Delivery of the excerpts of the song  
«  Sin embargo  » with the translation to 
each group.
2. Working on dramaturgy from the lyrics.
3. Simultaneously listening and showing
4. Feedback: what does the song say 
about love? According to you, what is 
love made of ?

The Ideal Couple (30 min.)
1. Delivering the labels: each participant 
should write two qualities his/her partner 
should have and two flaws they can’t bear.
2.  Giving qualities and flaws : labels are put on 
the ground and, without a word, participants 
should associate those adjectives to one 
of the two categories: male or female 
(while listening «  Je t’aime, moi non plus  » 
by Gainsbourg). The qualities and flaws 
someone put in a category can be changed 
and put in the other.
3. Feedback
4. Autolabelling  : How do I consider me to 
be? Claiming to posess two qualities and two 
flaws from those on the ground. Qualities 
should be taped on the chest and flaws on 
the back. 
5. Dance  : getting closer to his/her ideal 
partner, then, while the music changes, to 
the one he/she feels less attracted to.

[While they are dancing, we prepare ourselves 
for the performance].

..........

Performance (30 min.)

Equipment: piano, stool, table that 
transforms into bed when covered with a 
red blanket, mantilla, ukulele, excerpt from 
the Burlador de Sevilla, third day by Tirso de 
Molina. 

..........

Final Reflection (30 min.)

The work of our company: we re-write 
universal myths both from classical theatre 
and  popular culture with a contemporary 
and critical point of view.
Gender and emotional relationships.
Debate.

Spain

58



Text of the performance

Excerpt of the song

I was told a thousand times
But I never wanted to heed it
When tears came
You were already deep in my heart

I was waiting for you until late
I never complained to you
At most I asked you
If you loved me

The Tricksters of Seville, Act III
Tirso de Molina

JUAN: Now is the time for adventure. Love, 
whom no man can resist, be my guide to her 
bed. Aminta!
AMINTA: Who’s calling me? My Batricio?
JUAN: I’m not Batricio.
AMINTA: Then who is it?
JUAN: Look carefully, Aminta.
AMINTA: My God, I am ruined! In my room at 
this hour!
JUAN: This hour is mine, Aminta.
AMINTA: Leave at once, or I’ll shout for help. 
You owe Batricio some courtesy…
JUAN: Aminta, two words! Listen to me and 
conceal your warm, your precious blush in 
your heart.
AMINTA: Leave me, my husband is coming.
JUAN: I am your husband. Are you surprised?
AMINTA: Since when?
JUAN: Since now.
AMINTA: Who settled this?
JUAN: My good fortune.
AMINTA: Does Batricio know?
JUAN: Yes; he has forgotten you.
AMINTA: Forgotten me?
JUAN: Yes, because I adore you.
AMINTA: Adore me?
JUAN: In these two arms.
AMINTA: Leave!

JUAN: How can I? I would die without you.
AMINTA: You lie.
JUAN: Aminta, listen to the truth –for are not 
women friends of truth? I am a nobleman, 
heir to the ancient family of the Tenorios, 
the conquerors of Seville. After the King, my 
father is the most powerful and considered 
man at court. His lips hold power of life and 
death. I saw you, adored you and love burns 
into me so, that I must marry you. Let the 
King disaprove, my father forbid and threat-
en, and the whole kingdom murmur, yet I will 
be your husband. Speak to me now, Aminta.
AMINTA: I don’t know if what you’re saying is 
truth or lying rhethoric. I am married to Ba-
tricio, everybody knows it. How can the mar-
riage be annulled, even if he abandons me?
JUAN:When the marriage is not consummat-
ed, whether by malice or deceit, it can be an-
nulled. 
AMINTA: You are right. But, God help me, 
won’t you desert me the moment you have 
separated me from my husband? With Batri-
cio all was simple truth.
JUAN: Come! Give me your hand and confirm 
your pledge to me.
AMINTA: You’re not deceiving me?
JUAN: To deceive you would be to deceive 
myself.
AMINTA: The swear that you will carry out 
your promise.
JUAN: By your White hand: I swear.
AMINTA: Call on God to damn you if you are 
untrue.
JUAN: If I do not keep my Word, let God send 
a man to kill me (A dead man, of course. God 
forbid he should be alive.)
AMINTA: With this oath, I am your wife.
JUAN: My soul is yours. Yours are my soul and 
my life. 
AMINTA: I am yours.
JUAN: (Little you know the playboy of Seville!)

Spain

59



South Korea

Framework and text of the
performance

Team: So Yeon Kim, Yeon-sol Kim, Soek 
Jun Hong

Empty space.

A (who thought he is center of universe) 
enter, stand in first line. 

B (whom against A) enter, stand second 
line,

C (neither A and B) enter, stand third. 

(Lines up!)  A try to stand one step in 
front of the others. B, C follow.  A move 
one step more, then B, C try to follow A 
but A block them. 

Unfair running race.  A win.  (Fantasy) 

National anthem spread.

A try to lead the others.  B, C copy A. 

A turn to back and look around them, 
their action are not in his mind. 

A try to correct them. Repeat several 
times. B, C do “hide & seek” to cheat A.

A think it’s weird, but heavenly can’t 
catch it. A gives B, C a new position and 
do an action. 

B, C against A, A catch B. A warn to B 
several times. 

B starts to go against A in front of A. 

A orders B. B follows him a little, but soon 
it doesn’t work. 

A try it again but useless. Furthermore, B 
try to order A.  Fighting among three of 
them, then roaring between A, B.

C suggest competition, so A, B compete. 

A win, then A, C compete.

C doesn’t want to compete but 
communicate.  

A is inspired by C, so they mirror 
communicate. 

And B joins them 

It becomes dance. 

Out.

The three of them pick a doll and enter, 
go around with murmur, stand center.  

Seok jun ( in Korean): Im Hong Seok jun. 
This is what I look like.  And that is what 
you look like I want to share with you. I 
want to communicate with you 

So Yeon (in Eng): I’m Kim So Yeon. This 
is what I look like.  And that is what you 
look like. I want to share with you. I want 
to communicate with you. 

Yeonsol (in Russian): Я Ким Ен Соль. 
Это то, на что я похожа. И это то, на 
что ты похож. Я хочу поделиться 
с тобой. Я хочу общаться с тобой

Go around with murmur and out.
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Details of the workshop

1. Fast Stretch, Shake and Freeze

2. Ice & Break Game
Pick the catcher (numbers depends how 
many in groups)
The catcher has to say “이오십(Yi O 
Sip/2*5=10)” to give a time to prepare 
for others. 
You have to run away from the catcher.
If you want to be ice, you have to say 
얼음(ulem, ice), hold the other’s hand 
and jump continually.  Just two can hold 
each other, but you can attach to other’s 
ice. If someone attach to ice, the other 
side one have to get out.
If somebody wants to break ice and save 
them, cut and say 땡(Thang) at the same 
time. 

3. Stage valance > Forming 
relationship > Viewpoint
1) Stage Valance
Think of the stage as a boat. If its valance 
is ruined it would fallen. Walk as an actor, 
see the others and valance at the stage.
First make the valance, when somebody 
shout stop run to the opposite wall touch 
that and run back to valance again.

2) Forming a relationship (for everything, 
remember the three steps. Start, Do, End)
Walk as an actor with valance, contact 
with the eyes.
When you make eye contact wink each 
other. Say Annyeng (hello). 
Meet each other, shake hands. Wink. 
Hug. Say Saranghae (I love you).

3) Viewpoints (We missed this part)
Meet each other, do instant action or say 
anything you want.
React to your partner. Communicate each 
other.

Ex) Hello I’m a chair. Nice to meet you. Oh 
my goodness! I’m a desk. Long time no see.  

4) Start to betray / Mafia Game.
Everyone have to walk and shake hands 
when they meet.
Mafia could murder people, when they 
shake hands by scratching or showing 
the others palm. Mafia can also do fake. 
They can do nothing in shaking hands. 
If someone gets scratched or shown 
the other hand you have to die, not 
immediately, whenever you want but 
dramatically.
Someone, don’t get any sign can stop 
and point out someone as Mafia. 
The host gives truth. If he is mafia he will 
die. But if he is not, both of them dead. 
If Mafia’s number is as same as citizen or 
more than that, mafia win.

4. Face Massage & Voice training
1) Face Massage
Warm your hands, message your cheek, 
cheekbone, eyes, forehead, head, back 
side of ears, chin and mouth.
Massage inside the mouth with tongue, 
chew the tongue.
Cat shower: licking your body, licking 
others’ bodies.

2) Threads.
Imagine, threads come out every cell of 
your face. 
Gather them and pull them front, left, 
right, up, down and back
Cut

3) Mam Mem Mim Mom Mum Mwm 
(Voice with actions)
-  Band & Spring
   Line up in a circle, imagine the band or 
spring in the air.
   Catch and draw it to the partners
Voice ball
Line up in a circle. Imagine your voice 
ball. Throw it, pass it, and bounce it.
Duck & Drake 
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South Korea

Line up in a horizontal line. Imagine the 
voice stone. Throw it as a playing duck 
& drake.
Dagger (Samurai niddles)
Line up in two lines and face each other. 
Imagine Mam Mem Mim Mom Mum 
Mwm as daggers. Throw it or sidestep it.

5. Lead Game. (We missed this part)
1) Use your hands to lead them.
2) Switch leaders
3) Use other parts of your body to lead 
them, except hands.
Wrist, edge of shoulder, elbow. 
If you can use chest, face, chin, wherever 
you want try that, but please don’t use 
large part but just spot. 
4) Take the other’s lead.

6. Four legs walk. (We missed this part)
Choose one spot of your partner, don’t 
say what it is to partner or to us, either.
Try to see that spot every moment with 
four legs walk. 
One hand and one leg have to be on the 
floor at every moment.
Guess where they saw.

7. Sculpture (We missed this part)
Look for one partner, be an artist and a 
material.
Make a sculpture.
Control as your hand to material’s 
clutches.
Don’t say or show anything.

8. Family Picture
Make a family picture as in your own 
country
Don’t talk and make a stop motion one 
by one
Tell everyone your position in your 
family. 
When leader touches, please say 
something proper in situation and inside 
mind as character.

9. Dream job vs. parents’ dream 
(What they want me to be) (We missed 
this part)
Three pieces of papers. 
A: Write down your dream job under 10 
B: Write down your dream job between 
11-20
C: Write down what your parents’ want you 
to be.
Fold the papers. Do stop motion, and let 
the others guess it

10. Drawings (We missed this part)
1) Close eyes
Close eyes and draw myself
Close eyes and draw partner
2) Draw myself as a star
Ex)
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Details of the workshop

First we did some selected games 
and excercises in one big group (all 
participants together) because they are 
more interesting, effective and difficult 
if done by a larger number of people. 
And then we divided participants in two 
smaller groups and we did other games 
and excercises that are more suitable for 
a smaller number of people.

1) All participants together

- Tropical rain – excersize that brings 
thunderstorm atmosphere indoors 
– stand in a circle, close your eyes; 
one person starts the rain by rubbing 
the palms of his/her hands againts 
each other; rule: when you hear that 
the person standing on your left has 
started producing (new) sound, copy it; 
that’s how the sound slowly progresses 
through the circle; when the person who 
started the soundmaking hears that 
sound has reached to the person at her 
left, starts making a new sound* so the 
rain can develop.
*sound order: hand rubbing finger 
cracking hand clapping hitting your 
thighs with your palms hitting the floor 
with your feet → hitting your thights with 
your palms → hand clapping → finger 
cracking hand rubbing
[you can also do the sound of the 
thunder by replacing the ‘hitting the floor 
with your feet’ sound with one vigorous 
group-jump but then all the people in 
the group have to open their eyes so 
they can see when the moment when 
they have to jump comes]

- one stops, all stop – walk through the 
room randomly but be aware of other 
people because when one person stops 
walking the whole group has to stop as 

soon as possible (we all freeze); when 
the whole group stops, the person who 
initiated the ‘freeze moment’ eventually 
starts to walk and everybody else joins in 
as if they had never even stopped walking.

- continued handshaking – in a 
standing position start shaking hands 
with other people with left and right 
hand (handshaking with two persons 
at the same time) and, as quick as you 
can, change the people with whom you 
shake hands with but the rule is that 
both of your hands have to be busy 
handshaking all the time (don’t loose the 
hand grip until you find new person to 
shake hands with).

- air ABCDs – the facilitator stands next 
to one wall in the room and says one 
letter from the alphabet (you can do it 
with numbers also); all the participants 
have to imagine that the facilitator is 
standing at the end of a sheet of paper 
and do the given letter in specific 
direction so the facilitator can read it 
from his/her viewpoint; they have to 
do it as quickly as possible, lying on the 
floor and every single participant has to 
partake in the creation of the letter (it’s 
like doing a millennium photo)

- sorting – the facilitator gives a rule 
by which participants have to arrange 
in groups or a line; e.g. ‘stand in groups 
according to your birth month’, ‘stand 
in a line depending on your hair color 
from the lightest to the darkest’ etc.; the 
facilitator then looks over to see if the 
groups are well grouped or if the lines are 
in right order

- fruit salad (question asking 
version) – all, except one participant, sit 
on chairs in one big circle (so everyone 
except one person can sit on one chair in 
a chair-circle); that one person that has 
nowhere to sit stands in the middle of 
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the circle and starts the game by asking 
questions about other participants; 
the aim is to ask a question about their 
preferences, experience or personality 
so participants can find out more about 
each other (e.g. ‘Who likes chocolate?’, 
‘Who has never been to a balet 
performance?’ or ‘Who gets easily upset 
when they watch a political TV show?’); if 
we are sitting on a chair and the anwser 
to the question is ‘true’ we have to get 
up from the chair and have to look for 
another one to sit on; the person that 
asked the question also has to find a free 
chair to sit on; eventually, one person 
won’t find a free chair so he/she is the 
next one to ask question; if nobody gets 
up (if the anwser to the question is ‘not 
true’ for everybody) then the person that 
is standing asks another question.

- circular sitting on the knees  – all 
participants stand in a circular shaped 
row, they stand so close to one to another 
that the tips of their toes are touching 
the heels of the person in front of them; 
when all the tips of toes are connected 
with all the heels, participants are ready 
to slowly sit on the knees of the person 
behind them while at the same time 
letting the person in front to sit on their 
knees as well; the goal is that everyone 
is sitting on the knees of the person 
behind them, that the participants don’t 
fall down when they try to sit on each 
other; and when they acomplish, that 
they can try to move/walk collectivly – 
the facilitator can say ‘Let’s try to walk like 
this. First take a step with your right foot, 
then with your left…’ so they all know 
with which foot to start with.

2) Smaller groups

- say your name in different ways 
–  all participants are standing in a 
circle and they say their names with the 
emotion that the facilitator indicates (e.g. 

‘Say your name as if you were happy.’ or 
‘…sad; anxious; scared; bored; angry; tierd; 
confused; disgusted’ etc.) or in any other 
way the facilitator says (e.g. very loud, 
very quiet, with a stammer, fast, slow etc.); 
they don’t say it all together at the same 
moment, they say it one by one in order 
according to where they are standing in  
the circle.

- Tarasenk’s ball – all participants are 
standing in circle and each one says his/
her name; after the participants learn 
most of the names the facilitator starts 
the game – sends an imaginary ball to 
someone by claping his/her hands in 
the direction of that person, saying the 
name of the person (projecting his/her 
voice to the person) and focuses on the 
person, all that so that he/she is positive 
that the ball is sent to him/her; the game 
continues, the person now has the 
imaginary ball and sends it to another, 
new person; all participants have to be 
quick when sending the ball – when you 
get the ball you immidietly pass it on; 
usually there is one ball being randomly 
sent trough the circle but the facilitator 
can choose to bring in to the game one, 
two or three more balls depending on 
the capability of the participant group to 
concentrate on more than one randomly 
sent ball

- Kung-fu – the game starts with all the 
participants standing in a tight circle with 
one foot in front facing the middle of the 
circle; the facilitator (who is also playing 
the game) says ‘Kung!’ and all the players 
say ‘Fuuuuu!’ while jumping back to form 
a bigger circle and they have to freeze in 
a kung-fu-like ready-to-fight position; it is 
important that the hand is never forming 
a fist, it is always in a upright, straight 
position; and then the fight starts – the 
first person attacks the person who was 
standing on his/her right side while 
being in a tight circle at the begining; the
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attack has to be in one move and it has 
to be accompanied with a funny-kung-
fu-like shout; the attacker has to hit the 
arm/hand of the victim with his/her palm 
(and has to do it carefully so the victim 
does not get really hurt); the victim tries 
to avoid the hit to the arm/hand also 
in one move and it doesn’t have to be 
accompanied by a shout but it has to be 
synchronized with the movement of the 
attacker (in other words, the victim can’t 
start avoiding the movmente before the 
attacker starts with his/her attacking 
move); when the movement is done 
the victim becomes a new attacker and 
attacks the next person to the right that 
becomes a new victim, and so on; when 
the victim is hit on the arm/hand he/she 
puts it behind his/her back and uses in 
the next attack only the remaining hand; 
when the victim ‘looses’ the remaining 
hand he/she is excluded  from the game 
(is ‘killed’); the goal of this game is to 
practice reflexes – the transfer of the 
attack has to go quickly trough the circle; 
the attacker that ‘kills’ the last victim is 
the winner of the game.

- tangle-untangle – This is a game for 
smaller groups (usually about 8 people 
per group); first players lift their right 
hand and they take someone else’s right 
hand in it (pairs are formed), then they lift 
their left hand an take another personn’s 
left hand (not the person whose right 
hand they are already holding); after 
they’ve done that, they can relax their 
hands but still have to hold hands tight; 
they are now tangled and they have to 
untangle without letting their hands go – 
they rotate, they pass under or over each 
other, they can speak and negotiate who 
has to do what as long as they manage 
to untangle; somtimes it’s impossible to 
untangle but they have to do their best; 
if you have an uneven (odd) number of 
people in a group (e.g. 7 or 9) before they 

start untangling be sure that everyone 
has both of their hands occupied, maybe 
you as a facilitator will have to reorganise 
them so that everyone is holding two 
hands.

- machine – for this exercise you have 
to set up a theme or a frame and usually 
it is set as the title/name of the machine 
(eg. machine for making snowflakes, 
machine for making people angry, 
machine for relaxation, summer machine, 
peace machine etc.) and it should, of 
course, be understood metaphorically. 
The machine doesn’t have to have 
much logic; participants one by one 
come to the stage and together make 
a machine-like object with their bodies 
complementing each other and finding 
their role and place in that machine; each 
person decides what simple movement/
gesture accompanied by which simple 
sound he/she is going to repeat in loop 
as a part of the machine; when all parts of 
machine have been set up, the facilitator 
can give instructions to the participants 
in order to change the speed and/or the 
volume of the machine.

- moving statues/pictures – for this 
exercise you also have to set up a theme 
or a frame and usually it is set as the 
title/name of the moving picture or it 
can be a picture of a well known story 
or a story that has just been read; one 
by one participants come to the stage 
and they choose a movement/gesture 
that they are going to repeat in a loop 
in that picture (they have to know which 
character/object are they representing 
with that movement) and as they come 
one by one the picture has to develop 
its story/meaning and context (time and 
space where it takes place).

- Runner and catcher – participants 
stand in a big circle and two of them come 
in the middle with their eyes closed.
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One is the catcher and the other is the 
runner, the rest of the participants in the 
circle are their guardians; the runner has 
to hide from the catcher and should not 
let the catcher find him/her, the catcher 
has to find and catch the runner simply 
by touching him/her; they, of course, 
should not open their eyes until the 
runner is caught so they have to rely 
on their sense of hearing; guardians 
have their eyes open but have to be as 
quiet as possible so they don’t interfere 
with the sounds that the two characters 
in the middle accidentally make; most 
importantly the guardians have to make 
sure that the runner and the catcher are 
safe and that they don’t leave the circle 
(they do that by gently directing them 
back in to the circle if they have crossed 
the line of the circle)

-impulse sending – all the participants 
and the facilitator stand in a circle 
holding hands and the facilitator starts 
the impulse by squeezing the hand of 
the participant next to him/her; let’s 
say for example that the facilitator had 
squeezed the hand of the participant 
to the left, that person has received the 
squeeze on his/her right hand and his/
her task is to send the squezze forward 
by squeezing the personn to his/her 
left; and in that way the squeeze i. e., 
the impulse moves trough the circle 
until it reaches the facilitator again, this 
time his/her right hand; the facilitator 
can then choose if he/she will pass 
that impulse trough the circle again or 
he/she can send one in the different 
direction for example – to the right side 
(by squeezing right hand this time), or 
he/she can send two impulses – one to 
the left, one to the right, or maybe two to 
the left, or three (…) – there are limitless 
combinations, you can play with that; 
when the participants are well trained 
you can also play with the strength of 

the impulse/squeeze or the duration of 
the impulse – will it be a strong or a light 
one, a short or a long one. This exercise 
is usually done with closed the eyes; 
facilitator also has to make sure that 
every impulse that he/she sends forward 
he/she has to get back – that’s how he/
she knows that it went trough the circle 
in the right way.
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The Netherlands

Details of the workshop

Team:  Aike Vogelzang, Noemi 
Degrauwe, Claudio Magna Torres, Hanna 
Timmers  

We gave the workshop after finishing 
our performance. Remember our 
performance in images: Hanna writing 
on the wall / Aike asking people to 
take photos with him / Noemi begining 
the mermaid / Claudio doing artistic 
with a chair / Claudio telling about the 
Atakama dessert where it nevers rains / 
Aike filming Noemi / Hanna and Claudio 
dancing / Noemi singing / Aike throwing 
water over Noemi / everybody doing 
the fishdance / fish massacre / Hanna 
writing down ‘this is the water’ on the wall

We divided into four groups, working on 
the following:  
Noëmi:  Making solos about ‘my reality’ 
– writing and creating a performance 
Claudio: Physical theatre with a group
Aike: Making duo performances about 
generation
Hanna: The philosophy of theatre, also 
practical 

We worked for around 45 minutes and 
then divided the groups again, creating 
three groups. Making a montage out 
of the 4 different outcomes of the 
workshops. 

Noëmi’s workshop 
Aftertalk of the performance, about: 
What have you seen? 
What were the moments in the 
performance that had some ‘extra 
meaning’, for you as a person. 
Short description of Flemish / Dutch 
collective theatre groups. 

Writing
Everybody finishes the following 
sentences + starting over and over again 
without stopping – around 3 minutes 
time. 
- I didn’t knew that...
- In my reality...
- My world changed when...

Combining solos
Creating a short solo inspired by the 
written texts. The choice of theatrical 
form is free: images, text, singing, 
movement, or whatever other form 
someone comes up with. The main 
thing is to communicate your feeling, 
contained in the text. 

Hanna’s worshop
Aftertalk Discussing the performance, 
mentioning the following: 
4) What have you seen? 
5) What was the meaning of what you saw?
6) How did we work on this performance? 

Theatre 
Explaining that for me theatre always 
starts with questioning what theatre 
as a medium is. Talking with the group 
about what theatre is and what playing 
is. In a rather philosophical way. Trying to 
develop two definitions, one of theatre 
and one of playing/acting. 

Performance 
Try to make a performance in which you 
are not playing. 
Talking about the impossibility of making 
such a performance. 
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Taiwan

Workshop in details

Team: Tzu Ling Pang, Yuching Huang, 
Shao Chun Wang, Pofu Wu.

Fournitures: 40 plastic stools 

MC Who  
Make a circle in 5 seconds
(Instruction→Are you satisfied with this 
circle)
b. Synchronize movements
(Is every movement exactly the same as 
the instructor’s ?)
c. Say name in rhythm
1. 50 times louder
2. 100 times louder
3. extremely low volume whispering
4. lip drilling

Wait until every single instruction has 
been translated, then clapp to move on 
to the next. 

Passing gaze＋+ Standing up 
together
a. Passing your gaze
(Instruction→passing your gaze with 
concentration without laughing.)
b. Everybody stand up at the same time.
Keep the same level as the height of the 
shortest member.
(Instruction→1.All members have to wait 
until the instructor counts to three then 
back to standing up straight. .2.Focusing 
on your body dynamics. )

Run! Turn!
a. Walking in space
Instruction:
1. Slightly shake your body
2. Try different walks

3. Focus on your own body
4. Back to neutral

b. Run!Turn!
Pause: touch the floor with any part of 
your body.
Clap: jump in any kind of way.
When you hear “Turn”:  spin in any kind 
of way.
When you hear “Run”:Run in any kind of 
way (Everyone runs to the back of the 
one who says “RUN”a.s.a.p., and follows 
that person’s movement  )
Instruction:
1. Be aware of other people
2. Come to a spoken agreement as quick 
as you can
3. The “start” and the “end” should be 
clear

Use the following instruction like “ You 
have ten more instructions to use, also 
to create more awareness and letting 
the group know when to finish. 

Follow the light part 1
(Goal:→To get familliar with the concept 
of “leading” and “to be led”, then moving 
on to  part 2. )
Two people form a group→the one who 
has longer little finger is A. And shorter 
one is B.

A uses its palm as the light of B. When A 
moves the palm→B has to follow it, with 
his/her eyes.→The head of B must keep a 
slight distance with A’s palm all the time.
 
Change leader (B to A)

Rapidly change the leader.
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Follow the light part 2.
- All participants sit in one side of the room, 
start with two volunteers. Then one leader 
leads two with both hands. And so on to 
slowly create bigger leading net.
- Gradually, one leader must lead two 
people, to create layers of leadership.
- Every new step happens on the 
new leadership, asking the rest of the 
participants ”What did you observe?”
- Then to interview those volunteers ”How 
was your feeling?” ”Do you agree with XXX?”
- Then come to a final discussion with 
“What do these remind you in life? “. But 
don’t make a long discussion yet. 

Café Müller

The goal: 
With simple instructions, participants will 
experience the diversity of relationships 
among people. Further, to extend the 
discussion the authority structure which 
is manifest underneath the surface of daily 
life.

Space requirement:
A place with lots of chairs in a mess, among 
these chairs, there is place for at least one 
person. 

1. One to One
a. Choose two volunteers, one should 
be blindfolded as “baby” ;  the other as 
“babysitter”.          
b. The host places the blindfolded “baby” 
between the chairs.
c. As the “baby” starts to walk around, the 
“babysitter” should try his/her best to 
protect his/her baby from bumping into 
chairs, but without touching or talking to 
the baby. (Suggest to the babysitter to 
move the chairs or any other ways he/she 
can think of ).
d. The host can stop the game any time. 
Ask the audience what they observed, 
and then to the players what they felt.

2. One to two
a. Choose three volunteers. Two should be 
blindfolded as “babies” ;  one as “babysitter”.
b. The host places two blindfolded “babies” 
among the chairs.
c. As the “baby” starts to walk around, the 
“babysitter” should try his/her best to 
protect his/her baby from bumping into 
chairs, but without touching or talking to 
the baby. 
d. The host can stop the game any time. 
Ask the audience what they observed, and 
then to the players what they felt.

3. Two pairs of “baby&babysitter”
a. Choose four volunteers.  Two should be 
blindfolded as “babies”; two as “babysitters”. 
Make sure the babysitters know who their 
baby is.
b. The host place two blindfolded “babies” 
between the chairs.
c.  As the “baby” starts to walk around, 
the “babysitter” should try his/her best to 
protect his/her baby from bumping into 
chairs, but without touching or talking to 
the baby. 
d. The host can stop the game any time. 
Ask the audience what they observed, and 
then to the players what they felt.

4. Add one “naughty guy” 
a. Game starts again with basic one on one.
b. During the process, the host will pick 
one viewer as the “naughty guy” to join 
in. The “naughty guy”’s job is to disturb 
the babysitter, or intentionally let the baby 
bump into chairs.
c. If the babysitter deals with this situation 
well, a second naughty guy may join in.
d. It doesn’t have to be long for this period. 
The host can interview the participants and 
then ask the observers’ point of view. 

5. Add ”Discipline group”
a. Choose four or more volunteers 
as”Discipline group”. Ask them to make 
all the chairs arrange in a equally spread 
form (ex: 6 chairs x 5 chairs). 

Taiwan

69



b. To practice the mission: after seeing 
the host make an agreed-upon gesture, 
the ”Discipline group” will answer with 
the gesture and then put all the chairs 
that have been messed back. 
c. After the practice, choose a pair of 
baby and babysitter. Start the game with 
the rules as before.
d. After a certain while→the host may cue 
the ”Discipline group” with the gesture to 
arrange the chairs. Don’t stop the game 
even if it may interfere the babysitter’s 
work.
e. The host can interview the participants 
and then ask the observers’ point of view. 

6. Chaos→two pairs of “baby&babysitter”
with”Discipline group”
same procedure as 5, just two pairs of 
baby and babysitter.

7. The host may consider the 
arrangement or the order of the 
composition of the process due to 
participants’ condition.

Instruction:
Try to react precisely with every new 
encounter on the scene, and to create a 
connection with the observers. 

Discussion:
Ask all the participants what kind of life 
and working experience or family issues 
comes into their mind after the exercise 
“Café Müller”? The host should possibly 
reflect and focus on the sharing from 
the viewers, to draw more discussion by 
connecting everyone’s experiences.

Further discussions＋
Does it happen in the family?
Does it happen in relationships? Does it 
happen in school?
Does it happen in...?
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Colombia / USA

Details on the workshop

Team: Sandra Paola Lopez, Angelica 
Soledad, Chris Reyman

Timeline: 
9:30 – 10:00 AM: Performance
10:00 – 10:30 AM: Entire group warm up
10:30 – 11:20 AM: Individual Workshops 
(3 groups)
11:20 – 11:30 AM: Break – everyone 
moves back to main space
11:30 – 12:00 PM: Showings of individual 
workshops’ work
12:00 – 12:30 PM: Feedback session

Entire group warm up (approx. 30 
min)

1.1. One word feedback – Because 
we believed that after the workshop we 
would loose the initial reaction people 
had to the performance, we asked to go 
around in a circle having each person 
say one word in response to what they 
saw. This gives us an idea of how the 
performance impacts our audience in 
that specific context.

1.2. Awareness warm up – For us 
‘warming up’ our awareness, i.e. bringing 
participants’ attention to the present 
moment, is vital in our work. Chris lead a 
short meditation where we focused on 
bringing our attention to the room, to 
our bodies and to the group.

1.3. Body warm up – Because our 
work involves so much movement it is 
important that the body is warmed up 
before we start working. Angelica led 
us through simple movements starting 
with the spine and working through our 

extremities (i.e. arms and legs).

1.4. Bodywork – In ensemble 
improvisation physical touch is very 
important. Because we often work with 
others that are not used to close contact 
we introduce this by working – lovingly 
– on each other’s body. Furthermore, 
the feedback that we get through touch 
about our own physicality becomes 
very important when we make choices 
on how to move and interact with each 
other in space.

Individual workshops

Paola 

1. Ensemble Awareness
Group count to 20 – This is a listening 
exercise to continue to deepening the 
collective awareness created by the 
whole group warm up. We start standing 
in a circle facing in and we begin to count 
as a group to 20. Only one person at a 
time may speak, if two or more people 
speak at once we have to start from 
1 again. After/if this is accomplished 
successfully, we repeat the exercise with 
eyes closed.
Moving as a group – This exercise brings 
in the ensemble awareness to the 
space as we move. We start by walking 
together around the space. If one person 
stops, everyone stops… if someone starts 
moving again, the group moves together. 
The emphasis in the exercise is to work 
towards making the decision to start 
or stop together - not have one person 
initiate the action and the rest follow (like 
it is usually the case).  After going  on 
for a bit with just walking, other spatial 
elements can be added (e.g. going to the 
floor, getting back up, changing speeds, 
facings, etc.)
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2. Listening conversations
We had movement/sound conversations 
in pairs. The first person started by 
watching their partner do a short move 
and/or sound and waiting 10 seconds 
to take it in. Then the second person 
would respond with a movement and/
or sound. Another 10 seconds would go 
by before the response from the partner. 
The 10 seconds are emphasized as a 
way to really listen to our partner before 
jumping to respond. We did this back 
and forth progressively reducing the 
time in between responses until both 
people were moving continuously, while 
aiming to maintain the intense listening 
cultivated in the 10-second pauses.

3. 3-2 (I planned this but actually didn’t 
have time to do it)
3-2 is an exercise done with groups of 5. It 
can be done though, in any odd number 
configuration (2-1; 4-3; 5-4). It works 
better if the entire group is no bigger than 
9.  First you pick an element to work with 
– e.g. speed – and then assign 3 people 
in the group to begin moving slow and 
the other 2 to move fast.  Once they are 
all moving, they can change speed as 
long as the group always remains in a 
3-2 configuration. That is to say, if one of 
the 2 slow movers begins to speed up 
(making the group configuration 3-3) 
someone else in the group needs to 
decide to change speed to maintain the 
initial configuration (3-2).  The focus is 
on the configuration of the 3-2, not on 
the amount of people doing one task or 
the other –i.e. in the previous example, 
the group does not have to remain 3 
slow 2 fast; it could become 3 slow and 
2 fast. The element to work with can be 
anything. More examples: levels, space, 
direction, sound, movement/stillness.

4. Score Assemble
For the last 10-20 minutes we assembled 

an improvisation score form the exercises 
we had done in the group. The score is like 
a map for the improvisation to happen in. 
The structure is often repeatable, but the 
actual content is new every single time it 
is performed.

Chris

1. Counting game (eyes open, eyes 
closed, different languages, etc.)

2. “Improvisation of a Lifetime” 
- individual improvisations (simultaneous 
and without looking at each other)
- 1 min, 30 sec, 15 sec, 5 sec
The purpose of this exercise is to get at 
the “essence” of an improvisation. Starting 
with 1 minute of time and reducing the 
duration, the performer has to choose 
what elements to strip away with each 
revision. 

3. 2-1
Using elements of these improvisations, 
we created conversations in groups of 
three, trying to maintain some coherence 
of a group of 2 vs. 1. Again, we performed 
1 minute group improvisations, then 30 
seconds, 15 seconds and 5 seconds. 
With each revision, we tried to get to the 
essence of the relationships that were 
being established within the ensemble.

4. Perform 2-1 
Improvisations for each other.

5. Create a larger ensemble 
improvisation collectively. 
Working as a group, we create a concept 
of a circle improvisation with brief 
improvisations that were inspired by the 
2-1 improvisations we had create earlier. 
We workshopped this improvisation and 
refined the transitions and ending before 
performing for the rest of the Young IDEA 
group.
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Angelica

Listening/awareness skill
The group forms a circle, facing the cen-
ter, and the goal is to count from 1 to 20 
without a designated order.  Whoever 
feels like counting should shout the re-
spective number.  Participants should 
remain open to hear and feel when it is 
appropriate to voice/count.  No verbal 
or signal communication is permitted.  
If two voices – or more – meet in the 
counting, the exercise starts over.  Once 
the group succeeds in counting until 
twenty, the exercise can be done with 
closed eyes.

Silent leadership
In this exercise there are two roles, one 
leader and several followers.  The leader 
role never changes.  Whoever decides to 
lead the group walks from one side of the 
room to the others, and the rest of the 
group just follows the leader. Similar to 
the exercise above, participants should 
remain aware and open to recognize 
the leader and accept the role of follow-
er.  No verbal or signal communication is 
permitted.  Leaders can propose quali-
ties (dynamic, speed, intensity, and levels, 
among others) in the walking. 

Giving / receiving weight. Trust
The group walks around the room.  A per-
son can decide to touch (from behind) 
the right shoulder of another participant.  
When the touch happens, the two partic-
ipants stop.  The touched person slight-
ly bends his/her knees and sends his/
her weight back while the person who 
touches is prepared to receive his/her 
weight.  Once the weight is transferred, 
the person who touched slightly push-
es back the other participant to recover 
his/her vertical position, and both return 
to walk.  

Improvisation Scores 1, 2 and 3.
Proposing 3 different scores, participants 
are encouraged to move (improvise) 
around the room.  There is no subject or 
instruction or any other motivation for 
the improvisation other than: Move in 
the way you want/feel like moving, but 
be aware of the other people, energy, 
sounds, and situations in the room.  You 
can go with the flow or against it, but al-
ways remember you are part of a group 
and the individual decisions you make 
will affect others and the environment. 
Participants should open all of their sens-
es to make the best of the experience.  
Participants can think of applying the lis-
tening, leadership, following, and contact 
skills practiced in the exercises above. 
Score 1.  Distance:  While improvising, 
participants should decide to be close or 
far of someone.  Each participant should 
experiment both types of distance during 
the improvisation.  How does it feel to 
move close to someone? Does his/her 
movement affect mine? In which way? Is 
there any relationship created between 
the two of us? 
Score 2.  Speed:  This time participants 
will move slowly or fast as they wish.  Is 
the speed of others affecting you, how? 
Is your speed affecting others, how? How 
does it feel to move slowly close to some-
one who is moving fast, and vice and ver-
sa.  What if the whole group moves slowly 
or fast, does it change the energy of the 
group?    
Score 3.  Movement and stillness:  The fo-
cus of this improvisation will be given to 
still and moving bodies.  While improvis-
ing, participants should find moments of 
stillness.  Does your still body affect the 
big picture of the group, how? How does 
it feel to move around still bodies? Do 
they inspire you to move or stop? When 
do you stop? When do you move? 
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After we were done with individual work-
shops we came together again in the 
main space and performed our scores 
for each other twice. The first time we 
performed it as we did it in our groups, 
and the second time, one of the mem-
bers of our team gave a direction to the 
group on stage that changed the score 
slightly – e.g. the instruction Paola gave 
to Chris’ group was to do the score back-
wards and in ½ the time.
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ANNEX 3:  Multilingual workshop with Parisian children (week 2)
Workshop in details
Feedback on the design and implementation of the workshop by Leila Schmuckler, 
Noëmi Degrauwe and John Morane
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Workshop for kids

Facilitators: Leila Schmukler 
(Argentina), Noemi Degrauwe (Belgium), 
John Moran (Philippines)

Kids from 8 to 12 years old. 

Workshop lasting one and a half hour.

Programme

1. Introduction. (5 min /Noëmi = in 
French)

2. First name game: each participant 
says his/her name with a huge and 
precise movement they all must repeat 
(5min/John)

3. Warming up walking in different 
ways: huge steps, small steps, accepting 
being pulled from one part of the body.  
(5min/Leila)

4. First part of the story: presentation 
of the monkey and the turtle (5min/
Noëmi)

5. Exploring and finding the animal 
bodies: creating a path through the feet, 
knees, pelvis, back, arms, head and face 
of the animal, looking first for the turtle 
and then the monkey passing again, 
in the meantime, by the human body. 
(15min/John and Noëmi)

6. Animals greet each other: two lines 
face to face, one is made of turtles, the 
other one of monkeys. Each group must 
walk to the middle and greet the friend 
he/she is facing. Then the animal lines 
change. (10min/Leila)

7. Second part of the story: 
Introducing the conflict (5min/Noëmi).

8. Improvisations: creating teams of 
two, one is a turtle, the other a monkey. 
The monkey is at the top of the tree 
eating all the turtle’s bananas who 
cannot reach the top. How to solve this 
problem? (25min/Noëmi)

9. Ending: (15min)
- In a circle, rain forest as a final game
- Each of the participants draws what 
he/she had enjoyed the most in the 
workshop while talking together about 
what happened.

Workshop in details
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Leila Schmukler’s feelings 

1. The program
To start with, the way we we designed the 
program was extremely surprising. Our 
team was composed of people coming 
from people from three apparently very 
different countries. John comes from the 
Philippines, Noëmi from Belgium and me 
from Argentina. Moreover, we came to an 
agreement very quickly. We had already 
talked and exchanged ideas with the rest 
of the group, that is to say with te two 
other teams also giving workshops to the 
kids. We decided we would develop the 
activities from a story. We shared several 
stories and finally selected a Philippino 
one before separating the groups. 
Our group came to an agreement on 
everything in only 20 minutes. We did it 
easily, we were very clear. We all wanted 
to do the same thing and had the same 
way to design the workshop. Amazing. It 
was a very funny moment, radiant and 
lucid.   

2. What happened during the workshop
The kids were from 5 to 10 years 
old, while we thought they would be 
between 8 and 12. Three of them had 
already taken part in the workshop given 
by the other Young IDEA groups the days 
before. So they already knew the story. 
Nevertheless, having only few children of 
a different age from the one we thought 
there would be and who already knew 
the story was not a problem.

A. I was first surprised when we were waiting 
to start, standing in a circle, that they started 
talking and telling things I did not understand 
a word of. I could only show expressions on 
my face. We made a short presentation, 
they were not really interested in where we 
came from and why we were there. 

B. The game with the names was a bit 
difficult. The first on the circle was shy, the 
second one changed the movement all 
the time, the third one did half a moon. It 
was not very funny, from my point of view, 
but it worked.  I liked the fact John made 
us shake ourselves before starting. 

C. The race worked well. We started 
warm, we moved a lot. Finally, what 
was interesting was that they did not 
understand when I said «  big steps » or 
« small steps », I started to make different 
sounds according to the different types of 
steps. I loved seeing myself bounce back 
like that.

D. When Noëmi started to tell the story, 
some kids already knew it. But Noëmi 
handled it very well. While she was telling 
the story she asked the kids questions for 
them to fisnish her sentences and so tell 
the story with her.

E. Exploration. I already had led this 
exploration in some of my classes, but 
this time, it was someone else who led. 
The way they carried out the activities 
was different from mine. On one hand I 
was surprised and on the other one I liked 
when John asked them to first imagine 
the turtle, without moving, just to think 
about it, before starting to explore with 
their body.

Later, Noëmi and John proposed to shape 
the body of the animal with no motion 
before starting to move. I am used to 
exploring the legs of the animal in motion 
and to progressively add the other parts 
of the body, while moving and trying 
out different things. It went faster, but it 
worked well. Kids were not reluctant to 
lie down on the ground and do the turtle 
or to jump through the room imitating 
the monkey. They even integrated 
sounds and did it on their own, with no 
instruction. 
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F. The exercise consisting in making 
animals say hello to each other 
lasted less than we planned. This was 
because the whole group walked from 
a wall to the other. It was easy but it 
was enough to start imagining short 
theatrical situations. We could see the 
different speeds of the two animals. 

G. With the story, the same. They were 
listening very carefully and those who 
knew the story helped to tell it.

H. Impros. No sooner had we explained 
the activity than the kids showed they 
were happy to be allowed to imagine 
the end of the story. We needed them to 
form pairs and they did it very easily and 
quickly. They were five so the youngest, 
Sara, asked Fanny, our interpreter, to do 
the exercise with her. So the youngest 
solved th problem of being an odd 
number of participants. When they 
started to think about the end they 
wanted for the story, they talked a lot. But 
they did not talk long, they quickly started 
to try things out. I was very surprised 
because suddenly we saw simultaneous 
improvisations, with no solos ahead. 
There were many spaces built at the 
same time and each of the kids was 
in its own world. It was all the things I 
particularly work on with my students 
because it is not that natural. Moreover, 
I am used considering that «devising» 
the improvisation only means talking to 
come to an agreement one then tries to 
implement when he/she «acts ahead». 
I really liked this new testing dynamic, it 
proved to be very interesting, I think I will 
take it on.  Later, they had no problem to 
show their improvisations to the others. 
The stories were short but clear. After 
seeing their mates’ performances, the 
kids were even active in giving feedback, 
saying what they liked and what they 
saw. 

I. While we were about to start a tropical 
rain, a mother came to get three kids 
back home. We so decided to change 
the program and to start drawing. It was 
a very  special moment as we were all in 
a circle, drawing and talking, to such an 
extent that we all looked like kids! Each of 
us focused on drawing his/her turtle and 
monkey. There was a playful atmosphere 
we also were part of, to such an extend 
that when the three kids left, we did our 
last game with Fanny (the interpreter), 
Magui (from the organisation), Eloïse 
(from the organisation too), the two 
girls who were filming the workshop, the 
three of us and the two kids left. Yes, eight 
adults and two kids playing all together!

Obviouly, theatre allowed us to generate a 
nice playful space where everybody could 
have fun, play and communicate despite 
the differences in age or language.
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Noëmi Degrauwe’s feelings

1. Preparation
The preparation went very smoothly. We 
were in the same flow. We completed 
each other, agreed on the exercises 
and goals. But we were keen enough to 
be critical and avoid the traps of feeling 
relaxed.
The workshop became one unity, with 
a logical clear line from the start to the 
end. The exercises were built on each 
other.

2. The workshop
- the kids
The kids reacted enthusiastically. 
Though they weren’t with many (5) and 
they had already done a workshop of 
our colleagues, they fully participated 
without any fear. Maybe it helped that 
we participated also as much as possible. 
It gave safeness and created a dialogue, 
because we were accessible.
They completed all exercises without 
any problems and with a satisfying result. 
They were able to think, participate and 
reflect, which means that we created 
safety for them to play. I am proud of 
what we did, in such a short time, with 
the different languages and cultures we 
were dealing with.

- The teamwork
Also here we worked together very well. 
One word or glance was enough to 
communicate with each other. Although 
the others couldn’t communicate in 
French with the kids, they were able to 
show them what they wanted through 
the sound of their voice and body 
language. I helped as much as possible 
with the French and it was nice that 
Fanny and Eloïse were there to translate 

if necessary.
All of us had the natural authority and 
everyone had the same part in the 
teamwork. No one was more dominant 
than another.
We enjoyed very much our work in 
the moment and were able to give the 
workshop with pleasure.

3. Reflection
I had a very good feeling after the 
workshop, like I could give 20 more of 
them, with this team. I loved the energy 
and flow we were in, the enthusiasm we 
showed. 
For a single workshop, we achieved to 
reach quality and that is what I am glad 
for. This part of young IDEA made me 
feel secure as a drama teacher because 
we were able to work together with 
people from 3 different continents and 
to be perfectly on the same line.

If I search for things we could work on, 
when we would give some workshops 
together... Maybe try to search as less 
words as possible to explain an exercise 
and find other means to reach what we 
want from the kids, beforehand. Now we 
relied on the French speaking helpers, 
but I think we could have practiced more 
beforehand, so the non-French speakers 
could function more autonomously. 
Which they already did, but we could 
have prepared better.
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+ - Insight Recommendations

SYLLABUS The activities were 
easy enough for the 
participants, the flow of 
activities was very fluid 
and connected

The syllabus we made 
was very effective and 
efficient since it can be 
done by both younger 
and older participants

Maybe a music input 
would be nice

PROCESS I initially thought that 
because we are from 
different countries and 
have different processes 
it would be challenging 
but it was actually the 
other way around. I 
appreciated each others’ 
views and opinions and 
in the end that kind of 
process worked to our 
advantage.

Language is important 
but sometimes there 
are more important 
things that you discover 
without having to fully 
understand everything. 
I learned a lot from the 
whole process and it 
was one of the most 
interesting experiences 
I had experienced as a 
teacher.

CO-FACULTY I am very happy working 
with Noemi and Leila. We 
understood each other 
and it was so amazing 
to find ourselves on the 
same wavelength when 
it came to coming up 
with the syllabus.

Working with them got 
my interest to work 
with other people 
from all parts of the 
globe, to see and 
learn from them new 
processes, activities, and 
perspectives in teaching 
theater.

I recommend that 
someday we have 
a workshop again 
and explore more 
possibilities!

PARTICIPANTS All of them were very 
participative and active 
and cute!

It would be nicer 
if there were 
more kids

Theater transcends 
language!

SELF I felt very calm during 
the workshop. I think 
this is one thing that I am 
really working on and 
I felt so light and calm 
during this workshop.

LOGITISTICS Fanny and Eloise were 
really such a huge 
help. They made me 
comfortable during the 
workshop.

John’s feedback
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ANNEX 4: Participation of the members of Young IDEA 2013 to the International 
IDEA  Paris Congress 2013
- Questions asked during the Opening night in the private rooms of Paris city hall.
- The Red Door Project
- Text of the Young IDEA 2013 team’s communication for closing ceremony of the 8th IDEA Congress of Performing arts at 
the Théâtre de l’Odéon.

81



What is creativity ? Qu’est-ce que la créativité? 
¿ Que es creatividad ?

TELL ME, DITES MOI,  DIME
Where are you from ? D’où venez-vous ? 
¿ De dónde vienes ?

What is your biggest challenge as an 
educator ? En tant qu’artiste éducateur, quel 
est votre plus grand défi ? ¿ Cuál es tu mayor 
reto como educador ?

TELL ME, DITES MOI, DIME
Your name, votre nom, Tu nombre

What does drama and education teach 
people  ? Qu’est ce que le théâtre et 
l’éducation apprennent aux gens?  ¿ Qué le 
enseña el drama y la educación a la gente ?

TELL ME, DITES MOI, DIME
What is your hobby  ? Que faites vous de 
votre temps libre? ¿ Qué te gusta hacer en tu 
tiempo libre ?

Do you work from the form or from the 
content ? Travaillez-vous à partir de la forme 
ou du contenu ? ¿ Trabajas a partir de la forma 
o del contenido ?

TELL ME, DITES MOI, DIME
What is your favourite meal  ? Quel est votre 
plat préféré ? ¿ Cuál es tu plato preferido ?

Questions asked during the opening night
Lining up in the stairs leading to the private rooms of Paris city hall, Young IDEA participants 
carried boards with questions written on them: on one side, questions related to the 
Congress’ topics, and on the other there were more personal one so as to get easily into 
contact with people.
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The Red Door Project
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Text of the Young IDEA 2013 team’s 
communications for the closing of the 8th 
IDEA International Congress of Performing 

arts Education
Translated from French by Fanny Wiard with the help of Anna Leon and 
Eloïse Sauvion

Friday 12th of July 2013, Odéon –Théâtre de l’Europe, Paris

Everything began with a story, a short tale from David Forster Wallace’s 2005 speech:

There are these two young fish swimming along, and they happen to meet an older 
fish swimming the other way, who nods at them and says, “Morning, boys, how’s the 
water?” And the two young fish swim on for a bit, and then eventually one of them 
looks over at the other and goes, “What the hell is water?” 

Based on this story, each group of Young Idea 2013 participants (2 to 4 persons
by country) imagined a small performance and a workshop. In Paris, all of them had 
half a day to work with the other participants, in order to explore their reflections, 
aesthetics and their contexts of work.

The Young IDEA 2013 project was designed and developed by the association ab ovo
and the theater company Les Compagnons Butineurs. We conceived it as a 
Laboratory for Intercultural Exploration of art-education practices. More than 40 
young artists involved in educational projects, coming from more than 13 different 
countries participated and, together, put their practices and their points of view into 
question.

Thanks to this story we could generate debates on the different contexts of living, 
working, creating; on transmission; on the relation between the individuals and their 
environment, on the commons; on the relationships between genders or generations. 
Through this story we were able to tackle the topics of creation and art-education, 
related to the construction of knowledge and of individual identities.
We experienced confusion, destabilization, the fundamental uncertainty of the 
world, which most of the time we try to fight, when it could be a source of creativity. 
Creativity as a means of opening spaces for transformation and personal fulfillment, 
within systems, formal or informal social institutions.

Today, who are the ones linking art and education? And how? As the sociologist 
Howard Becker  wrote, transformations always come from real persons, doing real 
actions and that’s why ab ovo and the Compagnons Butineurs wanted to design the 
Young IDEA 2013 project as an encounter.

We wanted to take our time to explore in detail the different conceptions and practices 
of art education, to reflect on our categories, their concepts and the words we use. 
Our aim was not to define what could not be defined, nor to answer the question 
“what is art-education?” but to understand better where each one of us stands as a

84

1. In the Kenyon 
College, Ohio, 
United States.  

2. BECKER, Howard. 
Les Ficelles du 

métier – Comment 
conduire sa 

recherche 
en sciences 

sociales. Paris: La 
découverte, 2002. 

p.10

1

2



young professional, what we want and how we can achieve it.

As an inter- and trans-cultural project, Young IDEA 2013 did not aim to focus on 
presumed cultural truths, but to explore how individual subjects interpret and 
understand the situation they are in at any given time, interacting with one another.

Crossing the borders of language and knowledge in order to share and put into 
perspective each other’s practice: that’s how we could take up the challenge of a real 
international exchange of practices and knowledge.

The issue is not anymore only about creating an exchange between existing cultures, 
but also about putting forward the ways in which these cultures find a new definition 
when they interact with each other. When we say culture, we mean it as a set of 
praxes and thoughts regarding the issues of art and education, in a given socio-
political context.

Finding inspiration in the works of anthropologist Eric Chauvier , we wanted to go 
back to the way we use words, and avoid the use of language out of context, which 
may deprive us of our capacity to act and understand.

Young IDEA 2013 is a laboratory, a work-in-progress with a long-term goal. As you 
may have already understood, our goal was not to produce a show. We imagined 
different ways of participating in the Congress, from the opening night ceremony 
to this afternoon, as a means of generating curiosity and dialogue. Not showing, 
but creating questions, and letting them spread. And, somehow, this already has 
something to do with education … 

Youth was there, during the whole week, physically and verbally. Young researchers, 
young students volunteering, young artists, young amateurs, young professionals. 
Youth as a state of mind, Jean-Pierre Saez says  , youth as a way to survive, as we 
heard it at the Opening ceremony at the Theatre de la Ville.

All along the Young IDEA laboratory, generation and inter-generational relationships 
were discussed and thought over. 
The idea of generation touches on the concepts of transmission, experience, change, 
but also divides, by creating categories and power relationships.

For us, generation doesn’t mean age, but is more like an era where everyone meets 
in a same period of time, on the same boat, in the same context, regardless of age. 
A generation literally means “what generates”, “what creates something common”. 
There are as many forty-somethings as there are teenagers using Smartphones or 
walking with their headphones on.

A generation creates: beyond simple transmission, it contributes in building 
knowledge, in forming the human beings who will receive this knowledge, individually 
or collectively.
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Can generation explain anything? To belong to a generation, to be old or to be young, 
to seem inexperienced or experienced, is it a guarantee of success? Does it give 
credibility, allow a superior position?

“Experience is a dim lamp, which only lights the one who bears it.”, Céline said. 
Transmitting experience requires a specific terminology, which, taken out of context, 
necessarily transforms its content.

What should we do with this light then? How can we not admit that everyone has their 
own lamp and that we should find a way of lighting everything around us unselfishly, 
and not only the path we walk?

Ivan Illitch , in his radical critical discourse on institutionalized education, notices 
that it contributes to create an age when one should/can be educated, and so an 
age during which one should submit to a master’s authority without questioning it. 
He adds that a human being, in order to grow, needs free access to things, places, 
methods, events.

So here we come back to education. Do the “young people” as the publicists say, 
have to be educated? Or do they have to disrupt the forms of education, as they was 
devised by others, artists, teachers, parents or politicians? What if we took education 
out of the constraints of a presumed youth? Are young people the only ones having 
the right and the duty to be educated?

Yes, we are young, we are 20, 27 or 35 years old, but first of all we are part of one 
and the same generation, we sail in the same sea, the same water, two atoms of 
hydrogen, one atom of oxygen and endless possibilities, always moving. Isn’t it 
enough to consider a common mobilisation?

That’s exactly what ab ovo and the Compagnons Butineurs strive to do, with the help 
of artists and educators, coming from South Africa, Argentina, Colombia, South Korea, 
Croatia, Spain, United-States, Equatorial Guinea, Hungary, Italy, The Netherlands, 
Philippines, and Taiwan.

We will close this speech by quoting poet Francis Ponge: « Mais est-ce que de l’état 
d’esprit ou l’on se tient en décidant de n’envisager plus les conséquences de ses 
actes, l’on ne risque pas de glisser insensiblement bientôt à celui où l’on ne tient 
compte d’aucun futur, même immédiat, où l’on ne tente plus rien, où l’on se laisse 
aller ? Et si encore c’était soi qu’on laissait aller, mais ce sont les autres, les nourrices, la 
sagesse des nations, toute cette majorité à l’intérieur de vous qui vous fait ressembler 
aux autres, qui étouffe la voix du plus précieux  . »

     

     Valentine Bonomo and Lucie Combes
Co-founders of ab ovo

Co-organizers of the Young IDEA 2013 project
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FOR MORE INFORMATION

please visit our website:
www.abovoab.com

or contact us:
youngidea2013@gmail.com
contact.ab.ovo@gmail.com
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