The Two Cities project Dancers Exchange, Flying 4 x 4’s

Background information and context

The Two Cities project Dancers Exchange, Flying 4 x 4’s was a group process collaboration organised as part of the UK to NY Connecting Flights Initiative, and following on from the UK/NY Dancers discussion day on October 26th 2001 at the Lincoln Centre, New York.

The group brought together ‘participants from diverse skills backgrounds and bringing with them a range of social, political and aesthetic experiences’ in a mixture of practice and debate. The overall aim was to bring about ‘good debate and practice exchange’, and ‘the opportunity to learn about other ways of thinking and being in the world today’.

The context for the collaboration was the discussion focused around ‘Connecting Flights -New Cultures of the Diaspora’, an initiative jointly organised by the Arts Council of England, the British Council and London Arts which will culminate in the conference, Connecting Flights, to be held in London in November 2002.  The basic premise for this initiative is to achieve a ‘dynamic and positive model for examining the social, economic and political organisation of ‘city’ life’, which in turn is recognised as globalised and diverse. The notion of ‘diaspora’ is key to this understanding of the globalised city in that ‘an understanding of globalism through diaspora presents a complementary conception and a more layered understanding of society’.

Participants

The participants of this process comprised 4 dancers trained in different South Asian dance forms, Chitra Sundaram and Sushmita Ghosh from London, and Ananya Chatterjee and Janaki Patrik from New York, together with sound artist Mukul Patel, choreographer Athina Vahla and process director Ghislaine Boddington. There was also a video artist (Roswitha Cheshire) and a documentor (Magdalen Gorringe). The event was hosted by the Nehru Centre and was co-ordinated and facilitated by Akademi in partnership with shinkansen. All the dancers who took part had previously attended the UK/NY Dancers discussion day held in New York.

The Process

The process took place over three days, and consisted of a mixture of process/practice and discussion/analysis. Discussion led to the exploration of key concepts raised through dance and movement, which in turn led to further analysis. The dancers worked in a variety of combinations – in duets, trios, as a quartet and solo, crossing over between dancers from the same city, and dancers with a background in a particular South Asian dance style (kathak/ bharatanatyam/odissi). The dancers were guided in their work by Ghislaine and Athina, and provided with a soundscape by Mukul. On the second day there was an informal sharing of work with a small audience of funders and interested supporters, and the process concluded on the third day with shared evaluation and feedback. 

Day One – Friday 18th January

The process started by looking at questions to do with what constitutes an individual’s identity, with each group participant presenting a number of items that for them expressed important qualities about themselves. This exercise fed into a discussion that developed around words brought up by Naseem Khan (ACE) as arising from the earlier conference in New York. In response to these words – migration, dislocation, recreation and connection, the dancers brought up their own words – deterritorialisation, rupture and re-imagination. 

Debate

Rupture vs. rapture

Chitra explained why rupture and deterritorialisation felt more satisfactory as images to work with than dislocation or migration. 

“Dislocated shoulders can be fixed. A rupture cannot be fixed. It is more than a dislocation - it is a tearing away. ‘Re -location’ is a word used by Companies when they want to move you from place to place. Actually in moving I am not relocated, I am deterritorialised - things are torn away from me and there are things I tear away from…”

In counterpoint to rupture, she brought up the term suture, conveying as it does the sense of painstakingly putting things together again.

For Ananya, 

“Rupture gives a sense of something in my skin, of scars that remain. I am split down the middle. There is a break down of form and I am left with a sense of ‘How can I dance again?’ The form must be re-figured - this means a long journey back to the place where I can re–embody the form…”

For both Sushmita and Janaki, their existence within a diasporic context of multiple homes is a more positive experience. The sense Sushmita brought back from the conference was “not so much rupture but a sense of connections, at different levels - together with wider art forms, and of meeting and understanding people.” For Janaki likewise, the key word for her is bridges - things coming together - poetry, music, spirit. There is a sense of rupture in the split of her two families - her husband (in the States) and her kathak family in India. Yet in India she has no collaborators, and has not felt able to create, so her artistic process involves a need to go back and forth, moving from the States to India where she finds her art and coming back to the States to find where her art fits in to her life.

Appropriation or assimilation?

The discussion then turned to the question of cultural ownership and of what constitutes a particular culture. When does sampling become cultural appropriation, and when is it simply an inevitable result of an increasingly globalised and hybrid world? Ananya emphasised the importance of our placement by history in the processes of cultural production. 

“There is a big difference between myself choosing to quote Shakespeare or Wordsworth - which is part of my heritage due to India’s colonial past, and Mark Morris choosing to use of Tamil song - which is not his heritage, and where he is picking up on something entirely new to him.”

On the other hand, for someone like Janaki, while kathak is not part of her heritage, yet it is now very much part of her personal culture.  For Janaki, what matters about a person’s choice to practice a classical art form is ‘”whether or not they can fulfil the form.”

Labeling: Classical vs. Contemporary

“The problem is that the West came out and put their name on the product - should we then find other words?” (Chitra)

The issue was raised that in labelling work, the terms used and the sense they intend have usually been drawn from a context determined by the West. The term ‘contemporary’ for example is now used to refer to a particular sort of Western contemporary dance, with which Indian contemporary dance has nothing in common. “…the sense of modernity has been hijacked by the West…” (Ananya). It was acknowledged that such labels are needed in the worlds of finance, or policy, but that we as artists should not allow ourselves to be confined by such labels.

Authorship: Copyright/copyleft; limitations of the funding system

Authorship is much more of an issue in Western traditions of artwork. In general in traditional forms, there is less insistence on creation and authorship. The fixed moves/ techniques evolve through the individual interpreter.  Janaki pointed out that the association between creativity and individual authorship as opposed to an evolutionary and fluid sense of authorship becomes a problem for practitioners of classical/traditional forms, when funders say that there is only money for choreographers. Ghislaine commented that the problems related to a funding system that looks for stars is not a problem unique to South Asian dance/art forms, and is associated to the commercialisation of art. On the other hand, in counterpoint to the idea of authorship and copyright there is emerging the concept of copyleft, of pooling creativity so that the individual authorship becomes irrelevant. Instead there is co-authorship/ interauthorship - the fluidity of the process means it is difficult to say who authored what. Once again, as with the issue of labelling, artists must feel empowered to resist a culture imposed by a funding system, which seeks stars and emphasises uniqueness, if they themselves feel more comfortable with a sense of pooled, fluid authorship.

Practice

The group decided to explore two key words that emerged from this discussion, reflecting two different emotional responses to the concept of migration and diaspora – the sense of rupture, and that of suture. The dancers divided according to dance style, the two kathak dancers, Sushmita and Janaki working with Ghislaine, and Chitra and Ananya (bharatanatyam and odissi/bharatanatyam) working with Athina. For this section of practice, Mukul provided a track that included a sample of eye surgery, which he devised in 9 beats, following the logic that ‘a stitch in time saves 9’. In this way the music used for this session picked up on the idea of both rupture and suture. Mukul also commented that going through rupture of eye surgery to see better might then be said to lead to rapture, thereby including all three of the terms considered. 
It soon became clear that for Sushmita and Janaki, rupture was not a word that worked, or that reflected their experiences in this context. The more appropriate words for them, as indicated by their comments in the group discussion, were to do with suture, connections and resonances. They eventually ended up working on the idea of rapture, a word that Athina first brought up on mishearing rupture, reading the dictionary definition which is ‘an expression of ecstatic delight’. Appropriately the movements they devised had a playful quality to them, experimenting with use of rhythm, with mirroring, gazing at each other, interlocking hands, sweeping spins and the use of voice in a combination of classical kathak, folk and non kathak movements.

Chitra and Ananya stuck to the sense of rupture, developing slow, deliberate very grounded movements.  Chitra used the idea of having to physically lift her foot to join the other one. This is how she felt when she herself had had to move - a sense of having to drag herself to move to another space. Ananya picked up on the idea of splitting down the middle - the idea of not having a home. She conveyed this through as image of wanting her feet to stay down, but being unable to keep them there  - of being taken by surprise by her own body. When she found Ananya in the space, Chitra worked in the mandala rather than the aramandi position - disregarding the classical demands of her form, as for her, the use of the mandala position gives a sense of stability. Athina, observing their movements, felt a sense of tension in space. “When they came together they become like one body sharing qualities and limbs which created a sense of the intensity of Greek tragedy”.

Day Two – Saturday 19th January

Practice

The following day continued with the exploration of the senses of rupture, rapture and suture, this time in a group improvisation involving all four dancers. As ground rules, the dancers were asked to reflect ‘as much on what you are not doing as what you are doing’ (Ghislaine) as well as upon ‘how space informs an idea’ (Athina).

As with the exercises on the previous day, the movements that the dancers developed reflected a combination of classical and folk moves along with movements that departed significantly from the ‘traditional’ frameworks of the forms. Movements such as a chain of hands, that would only really appear in classical forms as part of a ‘lokadharmi’ (or naturalistic) expression in dance drama were interspersed with very classical images such as that of Vishnu resting on the serpent. Mimed sequences that departed from standard stylised mime sequences (such as the exaggerated exchange of false air kisses), movements drawn from martial arts and even from disco combined with more typical stylised mime sequences, precise spins and sections of classical adavus (steps) that are part of the established kathak/bharatanatyam vocabularies.

Debate

The following discussion focussed on ways in which, during the improvisation, the dancers felt that they had moved significantly beyond their form. 

Chitra commented that in one way the process itself was very unconventional. One major rule was broken straightaway in that they were not choreographing or composing, nor improvising in one form, but improvising across different forms. On the other hand, as Ananya pointed out, 

the impulse behind the improvisation was very traditional – “working with an emotional through line is a very traditional thing…”

All of the dancers enjoyed the sense of “being able to respond and react to other bodies and emotions in ‘real time’” (Sushmita), which is not normally done in their respective dance forms. Janaki, appreciated the opportunity “to touch and respond to people without this contact being stylised, or in character”, and both Chitra and Ananya commented positively on experimenting with physical touch, and with the intimacy and proximity of the others, together with an immediate emotional quality.

Such ‘real time’ response to the other dancers fell within a broader exploration of ‘pedestrian movement’ that had come through in the improvisation. Ghislaine commented that she had “enjoyed the moments when for example Chitra just came and stood looking out of the window – coming off stage in a way.” The dancers agreed that within the conventional structure of their forms such pedestrianism would not occur, and in fact Janaki’s guru had once criticised her for a performance in which she did slip in to this pedestrian mode.

The improvisation was also a liberating experience in that it allowed the dancers to play with movements they admired in other forms, but which would be technically incorrect to include in a ‘classical interpretation of their styles’. This was true for Sushmita in particular. She commented, 

“ There are ways of using one’s body, not normally used in classical kathak that appeal to me personally  - and I envy people who usually use them. For example, the use of the hips and the pelvis, the separation of the feet. I feel that keeping the feet apart gives an image of earthy strength – but this is something that I feel a bit deprived of in classical kathak. It is difficult to convey this kind of strength in a typical kathak posture – which is more delicate and subtle. But there is a part of me that wants to be not so delicate and subtle!”

Janaki likewise enjoyed picking up on movements used in bharatanatyam, but not in kathak – certain enjoyed the sense of “being able to respond and react to other bodies and emotions in ‘real time’” (Sushmita), which is not normally done in their respective dance forms, while Chitra explored the different uses of the sternum. “In bharatanatyam, you don’t have the ‘Martha Graham’ collapse – the spine is erect.” 

Having said this, as Ananya commented, in some senses whether rules were broken or not depended very much on “how the dancers chose to define their technique”. For Ananya, in one way, no rules were broken at all as “the technique in which my body is ‘housed’ is actually wider than simply odissi – it incorporates a whole range of other techniques. For example, the use of naturalistic body positions comes through in folk movements in any case.” 

Practice

The next section of movement was based on a new exercise Ghislaine set for the dancers. 

Each of them was required to construct a ‘personal map’ looking at their lives in terms of migrations, connections, coming and going, re-creation and re-imagination. Once they had created their map, they each spoke a four-minute story on to a tape, based on their personal maps. Then with each dancer wearing personal stereo systems, they spoke out loud the words that they heard and reacted to what they heard with movement. Once they had each done this exercise for their own tape, the exercise was repeated so that they performed it for each of the other dancer’s tapes as well, acquiring, what Ananya termed, a ‘digitised intimacy’. The dancers performed this exercise together, though starting at different points, so that no one person’s story could be heard in its entirety, yet words and phrases kept drifting through to the audience. The words and phases that came up through the exercise inevitably reflected on personal identity, but also brought with them further reflections on issues arising from earlier discussions.  The dancers expressed a sense of being constrained both by what their supposed ‘home culture’ required of them, and by the rules imposed by the dance forms they inhabit. Phrases that stood out included:

‘a culture that’s known for its ancient values’…  ‘The West on my own…a place where there didn’t seem to be any rules’… ‘Living an image of what I wanted to be’… ‘Collecting and not responding’… ‘Create my own rules’… ‘Trying to become I’…‘Finding not Indian roots, not kathak roots, not any roots, just my own roots’ (Sushmita’s story)

‘Even as I redefine myself, I am going to be the centre’… ‘Dreams or illusions’… ‘Strength from the past’ (Chitra’s story)

‘not a betrayal – positivity’… ‘Re-imagine my gurus, my friends, inside me, unified’… ‘reconfigure not so that they are different, but so that they become something positive’ (Janaki’s story)

‘That’s why I create attachment to the site of pain – which I understand by returning to it’… 

‘My daughter’s laughter…a sense of play’… ‘jagged energy – mesh inside the body’ … ‘escaping the designed body – a desire to be pedestrian’… ‘alapadma in my entrails’… ‘a kitchen, sunfilled, where the warmth cannot touch my cold bones’ (Ananya’s story)
The dancers’ accompanying movement to this exercise was on the whole more classical, drawing strongly on the vocabularies established for expressing narrative and emotion both in bharatanatyam and kathak.

Practice

The next movement exercise returned both to the exploration of rupture/rapture, and to the attempt to move away from the dancers’ established forms, looking at the idea of de-familiarisation. For this exercise, the dancers worked across forms, Sushmita (kathak), working with Ananya (BN/odissi) and Janaki (kathak), working with Chitra (bharatanatyam). 

Janaki was interested in the idea of starting with a simple, familiar rhythm and then de- familiarising the familiar by doing ‘unkathak’ movements to this rhythm. Ananya and Sushmita decided to link with each other’s stories, juxtaposing a sense of anger with connection. Ananya and Sushmita choreographed on each other, learnt each other’s movement sequences, and then merged their movements.

In defamiliarsing their movements, Chitra and Janaki’s movement quality became tentative and jagged. Chitra experimented with collapsing the natyarambe position, and the arm movements of the 5th nattadavu. Janaki stretched out to find a movement before collapsing back in to herself. Their movements emphasised both the differences and the connections between their forms.

Ananya and Sushmita played with both the timing and the movement vocabulary of their forms, the resulting movements combining strong, taut movements with images of soft fluidity.  The eventual piece conjured both a sense of ‘real time connection - of real people beginning to connect rather than a characterisation’ (Ghislaine), as well, Athina noted, as a piece with tension shifting within it all the time.

(Saturday concluded with a sharing of work, held early, as Ananya was not able to stay for the Sunday)

Day Three – Sunday 20th January
Practice

Ghislaine worked with Sushmita on pushing some of the kathak rules that Sushmita felt she had broken, such as the use of the hips and positioning the feet wide apart. After some discussion, Sushmita decided to work with a variety of rhythms, including break rhythms, and also to experiment with the fluid use of different body levels.

Athina gave Chitra and Janaki an exercise whereby each dancer created a section of movement in their own style, which rhythm they then taught to the other dancer, who interpreted this in their style. In this way, they each ended up with two sections of movement - their own, and that created to the other’s rhythm pattern. Athina then asked them to make a link with each other and each other’s movements through an idea based on asymmetry, in this way continuing to work with the idea of rupture/connection.

Debate

In her work with Janaki, Chitra chose to focus on the simple rhythm of 4. “It is a basic rhythm, but offers a lot of opportunity to play with movement”. Janaki appreciated working with something that was not just an exercise, but a “real section of dance – something with its own logic – that is tried and true”. For the music, Mukul provided a soundtrack with a very simple pulse, as requested by Athina, with no break beats and syncopation. Ghislaine supposed that the improvisational element, moving away from their forms would come in the moment of connection through asymmetry. However, Chitra pointed out that it is possible to have asymmetry through bharatanatyam or kathak – it is simply a matter of choice. “With the notion of rupture, unless you know the style, you wouldn’t be able to tell whether the movement has been ruptured or not. As a basic example, within bharatanatyam and kathak, rhythms can be asymmetric you can choose to work with threes or sevens etc”. Ghislaine commented that what was important in creating a particular movement quality, such as asymmetry was the intent to do so. 

In Ghislaine’s work with Sushmita, they extended moves from kathak to use more fluid movements of the hips, and to work with feet positioned in different ways. Ghislaine stressed that the object of the exercise was not to abandon kathak, but to extend the essential or distinctive qualities that characterise kathak. Sushmita really wanted to get a feeling of strength that she has not felt so far through kathak. In this experimentation she felt a real sense of letting go. She enjoyed using movements from the pelvis – a great source of strength and energy not used in kathak. She also explored the idea of not using the feet in rhythm, but of reacting to the rhythm using different parts of the body. In future experimentation, she would like to use the eyes and intention, which is strong in kathak, but not in a kathak way – de-familiarising these strong qualities. Mukul used a vocal track for when Sushmita started at floor level, and then used a break beat track, “which starts with a simple tabla rhythm and then goes crazy”. He then used another vocal track as she returned to the floor. He also wanted to try using Sushmita’s voice in the track, but had too many problems with feedback to incorporate this element this time.

Practice

In the afternoon, Chitra looked at some experimentation with ‘site specific work’, using the stair well of the Nehru Centre, and playing with the use of different coloured drapes and spinning tops. Ros followed Chitra’s movements, and at one point ended up dancing with Chitra herself as she recorded the dance work. 

Concluding Debate

The concluding discussion was very positive, and people commented on how much had been achieved in a short time. Ghislaine remarked on how the participants had been prepared to be open, personal and vulnerable which meant that there was a lot of intimacy in the dance, and that they could get a lot deeper a lot quicker. She also commented on the fantastic soundscape featuring an incredible range of music, including samples from a project conducted in Lithuania! She added that the time has been very rewarding both in terms of practice and in terms of debate. 

“ In a very short time we have developed a great set of material. It has been process based, fluid and creative, and also very articulate. It is an illusion that dance works without debate and practice – rather debate and practice happen 50:50. We should respect ourselves enough to allow this to happen. Dancers have a lot to say.”

Sushmita observed that the whole nature of the project had evolved a lot from when it first started. Personally she felt that it came at a very right time for her - she had been exposed to contemporary work before, but at that time wasn’t ready for it. She too greatly appreciated Mukul’s in put – she felt that he was very tuned in to what they were doing.

Mukul enjoyed the opportunity to work with “talented and skilful dancers” - because of this, and because the dancers actually listened to the music, he felt that he was able to do a lot more with the sounds he created. He hadn’t really wanted to use only classical stuff, and he was glad that he ended up making material on the computer. Moments he found amazing were those like playing Brian Eno (sp?) backwards to kathak and bharatanatyam. He found it wonderful that the dancers took whatever music he gave them and went with it. He also liked experimenting with using Sushmita’s voice – which is something he’d have liked to have done more of. 

Athina felt that she gained a respect for the tradition out of the project. She was grateful that people were open to her suggestions. 

Chitra commented on how she had “been trying to fit her arms round the idea of the 4x4”. Why do housewives drive 4 by 4s? For greater control. Conversely, through the movements in this workshop she felt that she lost control - which was an interesting experience for her – she wanted to take control again. The process provided her with a very important lesson for her about herself. She found herself resisting giving/trusting, and she has learnt by watching herself. Beforehand, with her art, she has never had uncertainty. She found it wonderful to have Mukul there, as she found in him a classical base - she felt like she wanted to hold on to him almost as a secure anchor.

Janaki felt privileged to have access to the range of technical resources on offer. She had never though that mixing this sort of music with kathak would seem so natural. She had mixed styles to illuminate the style she loves for the audience in the States, but she had never tried dancing to a different style of music - so that has been a great thing. She also observed that London is a very different place in which to work, and as a result of this project a whole series of other possibilities have opened up foe her. “When we are guided by people who don’t have our eyes, a whole new window of exploration opens.”

Both Ros and Magdalen as video artist and documentor commented on how nice it was to feel so included in the artistic process and to have one’s particular skills recognised. Vena Ramphal, who had joined the process for two days as an interested supporter commented on how nourished she felt by the experience, and how wonderful it was to see people letting go, showing their vulnerability. Naseem Khan (ACE) observed how the project seemed to have evolved not through a set plan, but through integrity, talent and honesty, which made the whole process extraordinary. Mira (Akademi) said how pleased she was that it had all come together, and how good it was to watch people enjoying, learning and participating. 

Conclusion

As is apparent from the response of all involved, this three-day group process successfully fulfilled its objectives of stimulated good debate and practice; of working with pooled skills and ideas; of providing both an intensive and challenging experience for all involved and of providing for special professional development.
 All participants left the process feeling both challenged and nourished.

Over the three days spent, themes, emotions and issues were raised and discussed that are central to the wider ‘Connecting Flights’ project. The notion of having to leave one place of belonging as being deterritorialised and of having two homes as leaving a sense of being split down the middle sat in contrast to the sense of diaspora as a source of connections, of meeting and understanding and of bridges. This tension in terms of experiencing the globalised city established on the very first day of the process informed much of the practice and debate that followed, and encapsulated some of the ambiguities attendant on being a city dweller in the twenty first century. Discussions on the subjects of cultural ownership, the definition of forms (classical /contemporary) and authorship (individual/collective) raised issues of key importance to the understanding, the appreciation and hence the funding of art forms. These questions also touched on the important political issue of the balance of power when artists and art forms from areas of limited access to resources collaborate with those whose access to resources and support is much less restricted. How does one ensure that the balance of power in the world of ‘global brands, multinational companies, global finance and communications’
 – i.e. economic – does not end up dictating the balance of power in artistic collaborations? The discussion looking at how forms are defined raised a key concern related to the problems that arise when artists and art forms from one cultural tradition are defined in line with the terminology and ideology of another (often more economically powerful) culture. 

In terms of practice, there was a sense of positive creative development both in the exchange between the participating forms and in the extension of the forms to include elements that would not normally come within their framework. The dancers enjoyed the sense of “being able to respond and react to other bodies and emotions in ‘real time’” (Sushmita) which is not normally done in their respective dance forms. They also enjoyed the option to “escape the designed body and become pedestrian” (Ananya) as part of their dance work, an option would normally only exist within the folk/dance drama depictions of the forms. Coming from very classical traditions, it proved liberating to experiment with the collapse of line, the collapse of the erect back and the fluid use of the hips and the pelvis. For the kathak dancers in particular, the process offered a wonderful opportunity to take on some of the “stamps, jumps and articulations of the feet” (Janaki) used in bharatanatyam, but not in kathak. Sushmita enjoyed “the image of earthy strength” that comes from keeping the feet wide apart, which is an option for bharatanatyam, “but is something that I feel a bit deprived of in classical kathak.” 

The experiments with the forms in turn raised important questions about how far it is possible to push or extend a technique without abandoning its internal coherence and integrity, or its particular cultural specificity. Ghislaine emphasised that the object of this group process was not to abandon the forms, but to identify and extend the essential or distinctive qualities that characterise them. On the other hand, as Ananya pointed out, because our identities as artists/city dwellers/multicentred beings today are so complex, it is increasingly difficult to point to any sense of an ‘essential quality’ in the first place. “The technique in which my body is ‘housed’ is actually wider than simply odissi – it incorporates a whole range of other techniques.” (Ananya). Perhaps this is increasingly inevitable for artists working today – we are all unavoidably and inexorably hybrid. How then does this inform our particular interpretation of a classical technique?

The process also raised issues to do with the freedoms and the restrictions both of migration and of a commitment to a particular technique. An identity exercise with the dancers brought up the sense of conflict engendered by belonging to two places, and the struggle for self definition, a struggle repeated in the attempt to reconfigure technique in a way that makes sense in a new context. This sense of struggle came through poignantly in phrases arising from the personal stories of the dancers.

‘ from a culture that’s known for its ancient values’ … ‘to the West on my own…a place where there didn’t seem to be any rules’… ‘Living an image of what I wanted to be’… ‘Trying to become I’…‘Finding not Indian roots, not kathak roots, not any roots, just my own roots’ (Sushmita’s story)

‘not a betrayal – positivity’… ‘Re-imagine my gurus, my friends, inside me, unified’… ‘reconfigure not so that they are different, but so that they become something positive’ (Janaki’s story)

In terms of the particular exchange between the two cities of London and New York, it was quite difficult to pinpoint any specific London vs. New York quality, for the very reasons that had been discussed all through the process. The complex histories of the dancers involved meant that if anything a sense of the togetherness of the city dwellers emerged – a togetherness and similarity based on the fact that none of them had a single base or home. Janaki observed that ‘London is a very different place in which to work’, and as a result of this project a whole series of other possibilities have opened up for her.  On the whole however, the feeling of the project seemed to be that ‘London or New York, we are all part of a globalised culture’. The process very vividly showed how however shared our experiences, and however globalised the world we live in, we still retain our own unique qualities and differences dictated by our personal choices and histories. With this in mind it seems appropriate that a comment Janaki made in the concluding discussion be used to summarise the trust, the challenge, the courage and the vulnerability that arose form the three days collaboration - 

“When we are guided by people who don’t have our eyes, a whole new window of exploration opens.”

Magdalen Gorringe
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