Community-based Theatre
Chapter 1

The community-based theatre that emerged in Israel in the 1970s was the first setting in which Mizrahi theatre developed as an artistic, cultural, and social phenomenon, except for a number of prior sporadic works by Mizrahi artists. Community-based theatre grows out of the community, is a product of collaboration with the community, and is for the community. This is the collaborative and democratic principle at the foundation of community-based theatre, especially in subaltern communities.
	Shulamit Lev-Aladgam’s written history of Mizrahi community-based theatre is based on three models: protest theatre of the 1970s; celebration theatre of the 1980s; and subversive theatre of the 1990s (2010a, 2010b). These models point to the power relations between the Mizrahi community-based theatre and the establishment that subsidizes it, in particular, and the Ashkenazi hegemony, in general. These are two forces that impact one another in unequal terms. For the establishment, community-based theatre is a means for the education and socialization of low class Mizrahim geared toward their integration into “Israeliness” (i.e., the Ashkenazi hegemony). They need to discard their “faltering” Mizrahiness and appropriate the norms and behavioral and conceptual patterns of the Ashkenazi middle class. In contrast, from the point of view of its participants, the community-based theatre is a site for generating a significant transformation in the oppressive reality, to construct critical consciousness, and to bring about change in the Mizrahim’s economic, social, and cultural circumstances.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Commemorative? Festive?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Being that this definition is somewhat cumbersome, and that in the literature, it appears mainly as “community theatre,” I suggest using both interchangeably. 
	Following the Black Panther’s struggle in the 1970s, the protest theatre created performances that brought to the fore harsh criticism of the Ashkenazi establishment’s oppression of the Mizrahim, which in turn, reverberated and triggered incisive public debate. In Jerusalem, the burgeoning Ohel Yosef community-based theatre led to the Ohalim movement that brought about social change at the local level. In the 1980s, Project Renewal, a government program for the rehabilitation of distressed neighborhoods, was a “bear hug” for community-based theatre that neutralized its underlying element of protest and encouraged instead a celebratory theatre that pivoted around local pride and ethnic, nostalgic folklore. As a consequence of the rise of neoliberalism, on the one hand, and the expansion of the multicultural and postmodern discourse, on the other, in the 1990s, a subversive theatre emerged, involving mainly second-generation Mizrahi women. In contrast to protest theatre, the political element in this theatre is more transgressive and obscure, and can be perceived as a personal agenda despite its being an essentially gendered-ethnic issue. Put differently, this is a subversive theatre given that on stage, the personal-therapeutic element politically echoes the participants’ quintessential gendered-ethnic concerns. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: protest theatres? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This seems awkward. Perhaps: echoes the participants’ quintessentially political gendered-ethnic concerns. 
	Lev-Aladgam positions the three models of community-based theatre on a historical axis formulated from the point of view of the community’s Mizrahi actors. Conversely, in this chapter, I read Mizrahi community-based theatre not from the actors’ vantage point, but rather from the directors’ perspective. How is the Mizrahi community-based theatre seen and perceived by Mizrahi directors who, in most cases, come from a social background similar to the participants’, but who managed to transcend class boundaries and establish successful artistic careers. These directors return to their communities in order to build, together with its members, a community-based theatre as a site for personal, collective, and communal empowerment and change. 
	I explore the director’s complex role and relationships with the actors. This complexity stems from the nature of community theatre’s processes and outcomes, which are based on materials drawn from the reality of the participants’ lives. This theatrical form is referred to as “collective directing” or “devising theatre.” Collective directing in community-based theatre requires from the director not only skills associated with theatre, but also a critical-political mindset, a pedagogical capacity to instruct amateur actors, and therapeutic practices of group facilitation. These complementary factors are fundamental in community-based theatre, in which the poetic intersects with the political, pedagogical, and therapeutic. It is in these terms that I distinguish between three types of collective directing among Mizrahi directors: director-leader, pedagogical director, and director-facilitator. While all three aspects are invariably manifested in each director, this typology reflects varying emphases in each type. In this chapter, I elaborate on each type and analyze directors and performances accordingly.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I suggest alternating to alleviate the “heaviness” of community-based. Your meaning is certainly maintained. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Did you perhaps mean “collective creation”? This is a term commonly used in the context of devised theatre. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: A quick google search yields “Devised Theatre”

Collective Directing and Devising Theatre 
The director’s traditional role involves three areas: 1. Theatrical interpretation of the script; 2. Casting, instructing, and staging the actors; 3. Constructing the space while collaborating with set and lighting designers, musicians etc. In addition to these functions, in community-based theatre, the director/facilitator[footnoteRef:1] also fills less conventional roles: they teach acting to amateur participants; facilitate group dynamics as part of a therapeutic empowering process; coordinate between the various bodies financing the group; and, as a discerning artist and social leader, represent a role model. Thus, as Prendergast and Saxton (2009) claim, “The applied theatre facilitator is a multidisciplinarian who must know about theatre and [...] should be familiar with the social structures and community contexts within which he or she may be working” (17). 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Stage-oriented? 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I am not certain of your meaning here. [1:  Community-based theatre is one form of applied theatre. In the professional literature, the director is often referred to as “facilitator.” In this chapter I view these terms as synonymous.] 

	Community-based theatre is characteristically contingent on the participation of the community itself, therefore, devising strategies are optimal for achieving this goal (Heddon and Milling, 2016, 156). Devising theatre fosters flexibility and compatibility with the community’s concerns, materials, and locations. It is in this context that a new type of actor comes into being—a socially conscious individual who is an integral part of the creative theatrical endeavor. Furthermore, through the theatre, the entire community is given an opportunity to address its social experiences, difficulties, and problems and to explore thought processes and behavioral patterns geared toward the desired social change. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Venue? Places for performance?
	While collective directing indeed challenges theatre’s conventional hierarchy—with the director at the top of the pyramid, the devising process arouses a particular problem. While collective directing revolves around an ideology of a collaborative creative process, it is, according to Alter (1990, 248-251), precisely this collaborative effort that often breeds in an amorphic and fragmented outcome. Paradoxically, in professional devising theatre ensembles, the director is a charismatic and creative leader, a type of super-creative agent who coherently connects all the “pieces of the puzzle” (Innes and Shevtsova, 2013, 218-252) to reflect the groups’ shared ideology. The various materials that surface in the process are related to this ideology, and it is from within it that the performance’s social and aesthetic concepts emerge.
	I wish to argue that the tension in collective directing between the principle of equal collaboration and the charismatic director as super-creative agent intensifies in community-based theatre. This is the case given that it involves not only a hierarchy of authority constituted in the director’s professional knowledge that the actors lack, but also a hierarchy of social knowledge. On the one hand, the community theatre director perceives their self as a politically conscious individual whose primary role is to empower the participants. On the other hand, these performers are individuals that possess specific and non-hegemonic social knowledge and perceive reality from a different perspective with which the director may not be familiar. To resolve this tension, Prendergast and Saxton (2009, 18) propose a distinction between two types of knowledge: the participants are knowledgeable of and experienced in the social issues and content explored through the devising process, while the director is learned in the aesthetics of the art of theatre. Is it indeed possible to make such a definitive distinction between these two types of knowledge? Shelia Preston (2016) stresses that the director must possess critical-social knowledge in order to disclose their own power relations with the participants, conflicting interests, moral dilemmas, and blind spots in the process. Moreover, the director must be capable of criticizing their own blind spots (Balfour, 2016). 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: In this chapter? 
	The community-based theatre director straddles the need to respect, contain, and understand the actors, and the necessity of challenging their social perceptions in order to generate change. They are positioned between two polar dangers: on one end, they may shift from challenging the participants to “preaching” to and coercing them to accept their political “truth.” On the other end, they may shift from a containing and respecting mindset to an exceedingly neutral position and in turn, fail to challenge hegemonic perceptions internalized by the participants. They must aim, therefore, to generate transformation in the group while simultaneously avoiding political or ideological proselytization and maintaining a neutral position vis-à-vis the group’s ideological inclinations. How can the director navigate these liabilities safely? According to Tim Prentki (2018), the director should engage in the defamiliarization of the participants’ familiar social reality. By raising questions, practicing exercises, and playing games, the director problematizes the “taken for granted,” that is, the hegemonic perceptions that the community may have internalized. Moreover, the director should encourage creative thinking to counteract the helplessness and despair characteristic of communities in crisis.
	
The Director-Leader
The director-leader accentuates political consciousness and not only leads the collective creative process to performance as a self-text, but through this process, strives to form local leadership from within the theatre group. The theatre is a political laboratory in which the actor experiments with the role of the leader on stage so that in the future, they will be able to play this role in the social reality and generate local change. In this sense, the director constitutes a role model for young actors. The very fact that the director dares to formulate the social statement on stage often results in complaints and grievances—and sometimes even face-to-face confrontation—on part of the conservative establishment. The director-leader who copes with such situations represents a role model for critical-civic behavior. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: An autonomous text, singular theatrical interpretation of a text? 
	Iraqi-born actor, director, artistic director, and poet Yossi Alfi studied at the Royal Academy of Dramatic Art in London, and was among the first directors in community-based theatre in Israel in the 1970s and 80s. He steered the development of the field in Israeli academia, and fostered the director-leader concept through the social/creative processes and performances that he piloted in Mizrahi communities. Alfi is the author of two textbooks (1983, 1986) in which he summarizes his professional worldview and provides practical instruction demonstrated through examples from his work in community-based theatre.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Is a graduate of?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Okay? I felt something missing here	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Yes? or/and ideological?
	Alfi’s performative language is based in the premise that “theatre is a certain type of demonstration” (1983, 94). Thus, he corresponds with Piscator and Brecht’s political theatres, Grotowski, Schechner, and Peter Brook’s alternative theatres, and educational theatre in his search for an alternative theatrical form to which he can harness social, therapeutic, and pedagogical processes that can change the status quo. 
	Alongside these theatrical influences, Alfi is also deeply impacted by three social theories, in general, and three social theorists, in particular: 
1. Erving Goffman (1959) and his dramaturgical analysis approach to society. Goffman argues that the Shakespearean notion “All the world’s a stage” is central to understanding social interactions in everyday life. In these interactions, human beings are social performers that play different roles in their attempt to create the impression that others might make of them. 
2. Huizinga’s concept of Homo Ludens (1955) as a fundamental cultural foundation. Huizinga sees in every human being the capacity for free play in a framework that differentiates between play and ordinary life. Thus, play is not reserved only for professional theatre actors, but is rather an activity in which any individual can engage.
3. Israeli sociologist Shlomo Swirski’s (1981) critical analysis of the inequality between Ashkenazim and Mizrahim as a product of power relations deliberately crafted by the state’s economic-social policies. Swirski’s study was a groundbreaking factor in the development of critical sociology in Israel that legitimized, in academic terms, the allegations regarding the Ashkenazi establishment’s intentional oppression and exploitation of the Mizrahim. Thus, he not only validated the life experiences of community-based theatre members, but by reframing inequality between Mizrahim and Ashkenazim in terms of social injustice, not in terms of essentialist-mentality, Swirski demonstrated that the injustice could be rectified. The community-based theatre agreed to forge change, or at the very least, be part of it. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Not Backward but Made Backward – I suggest mentioning the title 
In his instruction of Mizrahi amateur actors, Alfi drew simultaneously on these three theories. In claiming that “The use of theatre is an artistic game that constitutes an exercise for understanding the social game” (1983, p. 7), he mirrors Goffman’s notion that since behavior in the everyday world is similar to acting in the theatre, human beings can be trained, like actors, in how to play their existing or desired social role in reality. In following Huizinga, Alfi recognizes how, by distinguishing itself from the real world and suspending certain constraints, theatre facilitates this role-acting beyond the boundaries of reality, and enables the individual forge an identity and agency in situations unfamiliar to them from their own lives. According to Alfi, the experiences, situations, and stories that surfaced during the devising processes he facilitated clearly reflected Swirski’s critical perspective on the unequal power relations between Mizrahim and Ashkenazim. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Yes?
Alfi synthesizes these three approaches and argues that the Mizrahim who were forced to erase their culture and were channeled to an inferior status, in fact gave up playing the social game, that is, relinquished their consciousness of flexibility and mobility between social roles. The resuscitation of the social game within their social framework, therefore, can be facilitated by theatre. In this context, Mizrahi participants play two major roles (Alfi, 1983, p. 1): 1. Characters similar to them or who they are familiar with from their own life reality. Alfi refers to these characters as “the consenter” and “the capitulator” in that the former complies with expectations, willingly fills their inferior role, and has a negative disposition, while the latter is introverted and passive. 2. Characters that are far removed from the actor, such as “the fighter,” who play the social game and are fashioned after roles played by the dominant agents who control the social reality and effect the actor’s real life. Thus, the political and social leader is no more than a social role that can be appropriated through instruction and practice. In Alfi’s words, “The actor is a leader, especially when they are acting the leader [...] The situation that they create on stage is a situation they would like to see in the place where they live or a life circumstance they oppose. They can repeat and recreate the situation they acted on stage in reality” (1983, 22).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: It is unclear what you mean here? 
The role of the director-leader is to encourage participants to become not only local leaders, but leaders within the community-based theatre itself. “The director’s double objective is to direct and instruct those with the potential to do their job in the future. Concurrent with their being a director, they will also train and guide those from within the group who appear capable of directing” (ibid, 39).
According to Alfi, the post-show discussion in community theatre, where the audience includes both community members and representatives of the establishment, positions the actors as local leaders. The very same actors who may appear in the eyes of the establishment as inferior and passive stereotypes, are revealed on stage as powerful representatives of an assertive Mizrahi identity. In the context of the theatre talkback, these actors raise questions, criticize the existing order, and formulate strategies for coping and combating the status quo. This appropriation of the discourse constitutes the germination of established local leadership.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer:  or theatre talkback
The director-leader was common in the 1970s when Mizrahi theatre artists, mainly trained actors, founded community theatre groups in Mizrahi populated neighborhoods. The Black Panther protests in 1971 against the oppressive treatment of the Mizrahim—which were inspired by the sweeping demonstrations in the late 1960s, such as the Flower Child protests (anti-Vietnam War) and the March on Washington (civil rights for African Americans)—constituted the political background against which the idea to generate social change through theatre emerged among Mizrahi directors. These directors included Yizhak Haluzi and Vicky Shiran in Jaffa, Ariyeh Yizhak in Jerusalem, and Bezalel Aloni in Shehunat Ha-tikva.[footnoteRef:2] In what follows, my focus on Alfi as director of Ha-hetzi Ha-Sheni (The Second Half, 1974) at the Pardes Katz community-based theatre (1974) demonstrates how the “leader” figure was substantial in constructing the play. [2:  For a detailed analysis of the different groups, see Lev-Aladgem (2010a, 53-98)] 

In 1974, Alfi initiated the founding of a community-based theatre for youth in Pardes Katz, a distressed neighborhood in the Ashkenazi ultra-Orthodox city of Bnei Brak inhabited mostly by Iraqi-Jews. Although the neighborhood was gravely neglected by the authorities, the theatre was funded by Bnei Brak’s Workers’ Council and Amidar (a state-owned housing company). The initial encounter between Alfi and the locals stirred doubts in the latter as to their ability to generate change, however, Alfi managed to recruit several residents who were willing to assist him in organizing an event in the neighborhood designed to recruit youngsters to join the theatre group. A large tent was erected in which an art exhibition, sing-alongs, improvisation skits, and amateur sports competitions were held. These activities not only helped recruit youngsters to the theatre, but no less importantly, demonstrated the residents’ independent agency and signaled the possibility of change (Har Gil, 1975).
Approximately twenty teenagers joined Alfi in assembling The Second Half as a compilation of skits, sketches, and songs based on local experiences and materials. The Second Half is a particularly telling title in that it points both to the locals’ subjective perception of Pardes Katz as the deprived half Bnei Brak, and to “second Israel” as a common reference to Mizrahim vis-à-vis the Ashkenazi “first Israel.” This is a protest performance that deals with a plethora of problems whose common denominator is the social-economic and cultural oppression of Mizrahim, in general, and of Pardes Katz residents, in particular. Two scenes highlighting the figure of the leader are pertinent to our understanding of its significance: the opening scene and the skit titled “Mr. Katz and his Dog Pardes.”
The performance begins with all of the participants on the stage. They first introduce themselves by their real-life first names, then move on to express how they view the dire circumstances in which they live. Accompanied by live guitar music, this exchange takes on a rhythmic cadence:
· What’s going on here?
· Allahu Akbar, what’s going on here?
· Nothing’s going on here.
· Nothing?
· Nothing!
· Allahu Akbar!
· What do you mean, nothing? This is nothing?
· They want us to be nothing [...]
At this point Koby (Yaakov Hadari), the leading actor in the scene, stands front stage:
· Why shouldn’t we be here and be happy? No, seriously, I’m asking you why not? If we’re here, let’s get everything off our chests.
He then exclaims with his hands stretched out:
· That’s right, we have a chest this full.
Next, the entire cast turns to face the audience while stating their grievances in voices that gradually turn rowdy and loud. Koby silences them and says:
· Enough! Now we look just like they want to see us, like animals. Like barbarians, primitives. We’ll get organized and show them [...] They’re afraid of us organizing [...] Whatever happens, we’re here. We’ve organized a play. They can’t take that away from us. So, let’s start from the beginning like cultured people...[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Quotes and descriptions are taken from a recording of the performance by Israeli Educational 
Television http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7tb3f4ibggI ] 

This scene reflects the different voices encountered by Alfi at the beginning of the process: the pessimism and helplessness characteristic of a community in crisis that doubts its own ability to organize and change, on the one hand, and a justified fear that the hegemonic powers will stifle any attempt to generate change, on the other. The scene is staged as a protest in which, by addressing the audience directly, the actors frame it as representing the hegemony at which they point a guilty finger while demanding its recognition of the injustice and a change in the status quo. Koby is positioned at the center of the scene as the group’s leader, however, in contrast to the pessimistic and hesitant voices of his friends standing behind him, he expresses, in a clear and lucid voice, that things can improve for them once they demand their deprived rights. Beyond its socio-political relevance, the scene is also quintessentially meta-theatrical—Koby’s calls his friends’ attention to the fact that by organizing as a theatre group and producing a theatre performance they have already proven, de facto, that change is possible and depends only on their agency and desire to lead a struggle for social change. Indeed, the actors do play fictive roles, but rather introduce themselves by their real names and present themselves in the role of local leaders. The opening scene is as much a declaration of intent as it is a protest against Mizrahi stereotyping as “barbaric and primitive” and the introduction of an alternative manifested in the “local leader.” The actors perceive the performance as a cultural act through which they voice their objection and at the same time take responsibility for changing the status quo. 
Mr. Katz and His Dog Pardes is a satirical-allegorical skit of a dialogue between the Ashkenazi Mr. Katz, representative of the establishment, and the dog, Pardes, a resident of the underprivileged Mizrahi neighborhood. In the scene, the dog rebels against the master, demanding equal rights. On stage, Yaacov Hadari, in the role of Mr. Katz stands staunchly upright, while Uri Gavriel, in the role of the dog Pardes, stands on his hands and knees. Although the scene echoes Pozzo and Lucky in the canonical Waiting for Godot, it carries a distinctive political message.
Katz:	Pardes!! Pardes!! (whistles) Pardes!! (enters the stage with a leash in his hand). 	
What should I do with this dog? Always running away [...] All he gives me is trouble [...]! You deprived mut! Down! After everything I’ve done for you [...] I rescued you from the dog pound in Iraq...brought you here at my own expense...and what do I get in return? Wandering the streets like a bum!
Pardes:		Food! Food!
Katz:		There’s no hunger here, thank God (throws Pardes a bone).
Pardes:		I don’t want bones. I want meat!
Katz:		Meat? I’ll give you meat! (strikes Pardes).
Pardes:		I don’t want bones. I’ve been eating bones for twenty-six years. Now I 
		want meat. I want to eat what you eat. You promised.
Katz:		Sure...when dogs walk on two legs.
Pardes: 	(walks on two legs) Here, I’m walking [...] I want meat. You promised.
Katz:	See, this is what happens when you cultivate good manners. I only meant to push you, a little; I didn’t really mean it. Since when do dogs eat like humans? That’s what I said... now look what happened, a cultivated dog.
By standing up to his master, Pardes proves to him that he is not a dog, but human—he walks on two legs, speaks, and is entitled, like Katz, to basic human rights. Against the dog’s protest and proven humanness, Katz’s racist ideology comes to light. He is not liberal and progressive like he presents himself; he did not really intend on instituting equal human rights between himself and Pardes. On the contrary, despite the dog’s humanness, Katz will continue to deprive him while preserving his own privileges. While the dog’s brazen resistance ironically and satirically signals him as the local leader, it at the same time feeds into the hegemony’s stereotype of the Mizrahim that ostensibly justifies the negation of their rights as human beings and equal citizens. The scene continues with Pardes’s assertive demand for change in the status quo which will materialize only in terms of a struggle given that Mr. Katz will never keep his promise and willfully renounce his privileges. The skit illustrates the evolution from a suppressed social status—like a dog tied by a leash to its master—to an erect position from which protest against the suppression marks his humanness and the justness of his demands. The role of the leader is not a given privilege, but rather one that involves directly confronting the oppressor.
	Like other protest plays of community-based theatres, The Second Half incited public debate. Not one member of the audience remained indifferent to either its topic or its direct and scathing social message. Most of the audience identified with the content, while some felt ashamed that their “dirty laundry was being aired” in public. Unwilling, however, to “clean up” the play by removing its less politically correct segments, Alfi was fired, and the theatre was closed. This was not unusual among other community-based theatre groups; Yizhak Halutzi and Vicky Shiran were fired by the Tel Aviv municipality, and although Ariyeh Yizhak was fired by the Jerusalem municipality, the Ohel Yosef theatre ensemble of the Katamonim continued to operate. Notably, beyond its theatrical activities, the Ohel Yosef ensemble founded the Ohalim movement, which functioned as an assertive local leadership that opposed various municipal institutions and constituted a local alternative (Lev-Aladgem, 2017).

The Pedagogical Director
The pedagogical director emphasizes the educational aspect of the creative process and outcome. They combine professional education and theatre arts to create a critical pedagogy. This approach is implemented mostly with teenaged participants, mainly in informal educational frameworks, such as community centers and youth clubs (Richardson, 2015). Unlike artistically oriented youth theatre that produces popular plays, community-based youth theatre is based on the participants’ own personal and social life materials or on a familiar play that corresponds with issues concerning them and the community (Delgado, 2018). The professional process is obligated to maintain the highest production values coupled with a socially significant playscript. This process not only educates the participants in professional theatre practice, but it also strengthens their self-image, enhances their critical perception, and fashions them as social-artists. To facilitate this professionalization in all theatrical practices, acting, dance, singing, and design, a team of professionals, such as dance and voice instructors, sound technicians, costume, set, and lighting designers, and an assistant director, work with the group throughout the entire production process. These individuals demonstrate a professionalism, which in turn, increases the participants’ obligation, as well as a deeper understanding of the profession and its social agency. 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Communal? 
	Critical pedagogy (Freire, 1970; Darder et al., 2003) serves as a basis for pedagogical theatre directing because it deals with striving toward change and humanization of human beings through dialogue. At its center are questions related to inequality in society, in class, gender, ethnic, national, racial, and religious contexts. Critical pedagogy is interested in raising consciousness of power relations in society, and an understanding of who dominates, and to what end. Dialogue stemming from the students’ life experiences which emphasizes their mutual respect for and acknowledgement of their individual realities and desires, is the key facilitating device of this pedagogical approach. Through dialogue, the teacher first gets to know the students and what is important to them, then draws on this knowledge, again through dialogue, to empower them by enhancing their knowledge and motivating them toward both personal and social change. It appears that there is no more suitable place than the theatre to generate such empowering dialogue and critical thinking. While dialogue is indeed the essence of the medium, critical pedagogy is manifested not only verbally but touches upon the students’ physical and emotional worlds. Thus, through the experiential aspect of the theatre, participants are likely to internalize critical insights and implement them in real life.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: This is a bit awkward –did you mean humanization as a process like socialization? 
	Zmira Ron is a director and choreographer who developed this approach during the 1980s and 90s in community-based youth theatres in several locations, such as Neve Eliezer in the south of Tel Aviv; Ramat Shikma in Ramat Gan; Kiryat Ekron; and in Ashdod, where she worked with a theatre-rock dance group. She taught theatre direction at Tel Aviv University, and later studied dance with the Alvin Ailey dance company in New York. In her monograph, Dancing the True State of Affairs: Creating Workshops in Interdisciplinary Art in the Community, Ron presents theoretical background and a plethora of techniques and art workshop programs for the community theatre director. Considering that her point of departure is body movement as the beginning of a process that leads to self and social consciousness, Ron’s workshops focus on the body and its movement, on its internal and external rhythm, and on the space formed through it. In other words, the fundamental premise is that the body is both matter and medium. Together with Western theatre and dance, Ron views the Middle Eastern climate and the Eastern performance traditions as important foundations in community-based theatre education. Thus, for Ron, the community performance is hybrid. She formulates a staged blend of American musical, ritualistic rock performance, documentary theatre, and modern dance theatre engaged in a dialogue with Eastern dance.
	Ron’s approach as a pedagogical director is effectively demonstrated in Groundwater and All This Drama[footnoteRef:4] (1989) produced by the Neve Eliezer (Kfar Shalem) community-based youth theatre in the south of Tel Aviv. This was the group’s second production. For its first production in 1988, Two Gangs and One Bomb Shelter, Ron adapted the basic Westside Story narrative to accommodate a local narrative about two gangs fighting over a bomb shelter, which each side claims to have transformed into a club. The orientation of this production was solely artistic, and its main objective was professional training on the highest level in the theatre arts. For their second production, Ron adapted Hillel Mittelpunkt’s Groundwater, a well-known Israeli play first produced by the Habima National Theatre in 1976. In both productions, the group was instructed by a team of professionals, including a dance teacher, musicians, a studio recording technician, and set, lighting, and costume designers.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Are you comparing the first production with the second in terms of how Ron’s pedagogical approach is manifested? If so, I suggest beginning with a sentence that indicates this comparison. Otherwise, the shift from the second production in the first two sentences, to the first, than back to the second, is confusing.  [4:  Proper disclosure: Between 1987 and 1989 I acted as a teenager in the Neve Eliezer community-based youth theatre under the instruction of Zmira Ron, and participated in Groundwater and All This Drama. ] 

	Groundwater focuses on a group of Mizrahim in a remote town, most of whom engage in criminal activities. The play features stark verbal and physical violence. The plot takes place on the edge of a swamp—the groundwater. The protagonist and legendary gang leader, Avram, returns home after two years in prison and finds himself confronting Albert over leadership of the group. Most of the characters dream of leaving for other places, such as Canada, France or Tel Aviv, except for Avram who actually wants to stay and succeed in the town. While the parents’ generation is presented as passive, as having lost its identity and vitality as a result of the immigration process, the second generation, of whom Avram is their most prominent representative, does not submit to the dire circumstances, but rather chooses to survive albeit by thieving. Even though for these characters there is no possibility of social mobility, at the end a sense of hopefulness emerges when Shaul, the gang fool, manages to fix the broken radio—a symbol of cautious optimism for repair and rehabilitation. Despite the play’s stereotypical contours that represent the Mizrahi as criminal or inferior, the characters have a human depth that arouses empathy. The novelty in the play is that its language, which may be perceived as crude and inferior, is in fact meticulously naturalistic and therefore constitutes a unique poetics of the characters’ world.
	The play was selected by the theatre group through a selection process and dialogue. Zmira Ron presented the young participants with a number of texts varying in both style and content, including the musicals, My Fair Lady and Guys and Dolls, and two realistic Israeli plays, Rezah Piaro Babetsefer Ha-reali (The Murder of Piaro at the Reali School) by Eran Baniel and Groundwater. Being that Groundwater was the only text that dealt with a Mizrahi world with which the group was at least somewhat familiar, it raised pertinent questions and debate. Some of the group members were enthusiastic to perform a play that reflected aspects of their lived reality, while others preferred to distance themselves from that reality, stay on course with its previous production, and choose a musical. Ultimately, enthusiasm outweighed hesitation, and the group selected Groundwater. As part of the research process on the play’s subject matter, social issues related to Neve Eliezer’s rehabilitation project were discussed. In the 1980s, the Likud government initiated a project for the physical rehabilitation of housing and public spaces in distressed neighborhoods and development towns inhabited mainly by low-income Mizrahim. The buildings were renovated and extended, and streets and public playgrounds and gardens were renewed. In addition, community centers were built and offered classes in arts and sports, as well as cultural events. Various programs in education, welfare, and employment were implemented. The budget for the project was financed in part by Jewish communities in the diaspora each of which “adopted” a neighborhood in Israel. The Jewish community in Rio de Janeiro adopted Neve Eliezer (Kfar Shalem), and the community center, in which the community-based theatre operated, was named after it. In the course of its research, the group discovered that the community center’s director, Shlomo Mor, had vehemently objected the neighborhood “rehabilitation” concept. His main argument was that the term “rehabilitation” is commonly used in reference to disabled individuals, ex-convicts, and drug addicts, and therefore in itself points to the establishment’s patronage. Thus, although this project was a conduit for much needed funds, it also embodied a problematic perception of neighborhood residents as ostensibly disabled individuals or criminals in need of rehabilitation. This criticism was at the crux of Groundwater’s adaptation.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I suggest choosing one name, for the English reader this may be confusing. 
	Groundwater and All This Drama is structured as a theatre-within-theatre. The community-based youth theatre is performing Groundwater for Mrs. Quanita Petita Bernstein Cohen, a representative of the Rio de Janeiro Jewish community whose funding facilitates its very existence. While these meta-theatrical scenes bookend the play, the interim features several interjections of rock-and-roll protest songs, which, by defamiliarizing the play’s social realism, provide a critical viewpoint. The play opens on a somewhat comical note when the members of the theatre ensemble are presented as “educated and polite” teenagers on their way to rehearse at the community center—supposedly as an alternative to criminal activities. This is the image that the establishment, represented in the play by Mrs. Bernstein Cohen, wants to see. The play opens with a monologue by Aaron:	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Play-within-a-play
Mom, I’m going to the community center! I have rehearsal. I’ll be home late! Why’re you mad? I said I’ll be back late! She’s going to drive me crazy, when I say late, she says, early, but when she hears rehearsal at the community center, she doesn’t say anything. She’s not worried. Because she knows that a rehearsal isn’t drugs, it’s no crime, it’s not all the bad stuff...there’s nothing like that at the community center.
One after the other, the rest of the performers enter the stage, waving goodbye to their offstage parents and chiming, like Aaron, that they are going to rehearsal. The repetitious “I’m going to the community center” creates a comic effect, which in turn, hints at the criticism against the establishment’s coveted “educated and polite” image that they hope the teenagers will internalize. This image is developed further once the entire group is on stage and the interaction between them and Iris, the play-within-the-play’s director, is parodically fashioned as a strict military drill, which is in striking contrast to the creative, boundary breaking spirit characteristic of youth theatre:
Iris (director):	Community theatre Neve Eliezer, at ease! ‘Op! (the actors shift into an erect position) Theatre, Attention! At ease! Pay attention! Order, discipline, punctual entrances, punctual exits, four basic rules of a theatre performance, understood?
All:	Understood.
Iris:	Say, punctual entrances!
All:	Punctual entrances!
Iris:	Say, punctual exits!
All:	Punctual exits.
Iris: 	Understood? Say understood!
All;			Understood.
Immediately after, the group asks Mrs. Bernstein Cohen for permission to honor her with a song about Tel Aviv. While the song is supposedly designed to maintain the “educated and polite” image, which completely dissociates the actors from the “distressed neighborhood,” the words of the chorus undermine this image:
	Neve Eliezer, a Tel Aviv neighborhood
	Is not written on the map
	It is so
	It is not
	If it is written
	Let’s see it on the map
	It’s not marked on the map of little Tel Aviv.
Despite the song’s fresh and rhythmic music, its lyrics are both a candid protest against the establishment’s neglect of the neighborhood and an anticipatory glance at Groundwater’s ensuing plot. Oblivious of these implications, Bernstein Cohen expresses heartfelt satisfaction with the group:
What children, so nice, the Jewish community in Brazil is so smart, invested so much money and what a great result...children standing in a straight line...so quiet, so orderly, so disciplined, so clean, no drugs, no crime...only order, discipline, and theatre.
As mentioned, Groundwater features scathing and frank language as an expression of a violent opposition to the status quo. The criminal characters in the play are photographic negatives of the “educated and polite” image fashioned on stage by the youths. In the following monologue, Avram expresses his desire to break out of the world he and his friends are stuck in:
Look over there at those neighborhoods, see? I’m their explosive. People will come, they’ll put stores, clothes, records, girls, dunia...big shit. But they’ll be thinking, America! Then suddenly one morning... Booom! It all goes to hell! Because the bomb came to them from the sewage pit [...] Here comes Avram, the great king, the king of garbage, bares his teeth, bites the wife’s ass and the kids’, breaks their glasses, burns their trees, kills their grandfather, feeds grandma stones, slashes their children’s teachers, climbs on their house fences, blasts their cars, opens the faucets...there’ll be a sea in the streets, pour gasoline on the sea and light a match, ambulance sirens... Puff...put a bomb in the capital and send it flying. The army will come here like it’s a party. (Mittelpunkt, 1979, 24-25)	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: I don’t recognize this reference except for an Egyptian movie titled Dunia. Perhaps it’s a typo, and should be נדוניה?	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Beer? 
The violent nightmare that Avram describes represents opposition to the social oppression of Mizrahim. His implied comparison between the comfortable lives of Tel Aviv residents and the subaltern and degenerated circumstances of his and his friends’ lives does not stem from the surging violence of an embittered individual. Rather it demonstrates Avram’s consciousness of the stereotyping lens through which the Ashkenazi hegemony gazes at him: “There in your Tel Aviv...there they think of us as...the children of the children of the children of Salah Shabati” (Mittelpunkt, 25). 
	In Groundwater and All This Drama, Ron juxtaposes Groundwater’s plot with the teenaged actors’ disillusionment with the “educated and polite” image. Similar to the process leading to Avram’s violent, albeit imaginary, revolt against the status quo, the young actors abruptly stop the play while refusing to follow the director’s orders. It is at this dramatically heightened point that Mrs. Bernstein Cohen—who is parodically fashioned as a superficial, silly, racist woman—openly states the establishment’s perception of the rehabilitation project:
Pay attention, pay close attention, I represent the Jewish community in Brazil. We pay you a lot of money for rehabilitation. We rehabilitate you. Build clubs for you, renovate your houses, do so much for your quality of life, and you spit in our faces...barbarians. (reference?) 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Missing page number
In response to these patronizing and racist words, the youths demonstrate a social consciousness that shatters the “educated and polite” image that they forged at the beginning of the play:
What does that mean, we’re your rehabilitated? What are we, cripples?... No one’s going to rehabilitate us! We’ll advance ourselves!
Ultimately, the theatre group’s steadfast resolution convinces Bernstein Cohen to continue to donate to the community center: “You’re so creative, in all of Brazil there are no kids as talented as you. I’m increasing your budget times fifty.” Although seemingly optimistic, the ending carries an ironic undertone constituted in the cast’s singing of Esthar Shamir’s song The Lowest Place in Tel Aviv—a scathing portrayal of their own neighborhood as a violent and threatening place. Thus, the optimism and celebration on stage simultaneously marks the complex social reality that endures despite the rehabilitation project. 
Tel Aviv municipality officials, who were exposed to an excerpt from the play at a conference of the city’s community center theatre ensembles, stopped it midway and demanded that the play be completely removed from the stage. The very same argument that Mrs. Bernstein Cohen makes in the play against its caustic and insolent language, the officials were now making in reality: “This is theatre, not the street! In the theatre you speak nicely, like in a book, like in a poem...so also here in the theatre you’ll speak nicely! I want a nice theatre...I’ll stop your rehearsal if I hear one more nasty word!” In a similar vein, on-stage director Iris’s rebuttal of Bernstein Cohen’s criticism of the play’s impudent language by explaining that it carries a vital social message, was manifested again in reality when director Zmira Ron and community center director Shlomo Mor managed to convince the officials, after they had seen the entire play together with neighborhood residents, that the play would not be modified. Unlike other plays performed by community-based theatre groups in the 1970s, the play continued to run and the theatre remained open.
	In her analysis of the play, Lev-Aladgem (2010a) emphasizes its implied criticism of the rehabilitation project, while neglecting to address the analogies between Groundwater’s plot and the meta-theatrical level of the teenagers/actors. In my opinion, in Groundwater and All This Drama there is a reflexive view of theatre as an educating and normalizing agent as opposed to theatre that educates for critical and empowering perception. While Bernstein Cohen embodies both the Jewish and Israeli establishments’ contingent interest in conservative education, the character of the director educates the actors for professional discipline, cooperation, and proficiency, which in fact, is the foundation for creating a critical protest play. It is precisely the very same “educated” youths that play the roles of criminals, while the hero, Avram, is presented not only as a criminal but as a rebel and objector of the status quo.
	There are analogies between Avram’s protest against and imaginary annihilation of the adjacent neighborhoods and the patronizing position at the basis of the rehabilitation project. What does not materialize in Groundwater—Avram and his gang remain fixed in the margins of society—is realized in the progress made by the teenagers of the new Mizrahi generation of the 1980s through their work in the theatre. While the characters are stuck in the groundwater swamp, these youths willfully spend time at a community center designed to facilitate their advancement on the personal, social, and professional levels. At the same time, their development on the meta-theatrical level is contingent on the production of Groundwater and its complex and problematic representation of the Mizrahi figure. Like Avram, the teens reject the patronizing establishment represented by Bernstein Cohen; however, in contrast to Avram, they do not combat injustice by means of violence and criminality, but rather by creating defiant art. On stage, Avram’s violent nightmare is transformed into a celebration of defiance that marks individual development grounded in social consciousness and personal responsibility. The meta-theatrical frame allows for the presentation of the Mizrahim’s social-economic hardships and at the same time, subverts this representation and demonstrates an alternative of successful and assertive Mizrahiness. The new identity that the teenagers’ forge does not deny the hardships and challenges, but rather perceives them as part of Mizrahi history as a source of power and fuel to continue the protest.

Director-Facilitator 
In the creative process, the director-facilitator combines group facilitation, which developed in psychotherapy, with community-based theatre’s political outlook. The process’s therapeutic aspect is emphasized in this approach to theatre directing. In practice, the director-facilitator does not foreground the therapeutic to obscure power relations or frame its value in terms of the consciousness of the individual, rather it is political therapy, that is, an empowering connection “between therapy, politics, and art” (Lev-Aladgem, 2010a, 22). The individual’s conscious oppression and internalization of the dominant ideology constitute, in Augusto Boal’s terms, “the cop in the head” (1995, 8). These are covert forms of oppression found in every social situation, and they are embedded in the body and consciousness of every human being. Therefore, political therapy by means of the theatre employs skills of group facilitation and often involves a therapist (social worker, psychologist, psycho-dramatist, etc.) as well. Personal empowerment is at the heart of the process. By listening to the participants, the director-facilitator learns about their world, their ways of operating, and the way in which they want to generate their own empowerment. In contrast to the two directing styles discussed earlier, this directing style does not deal merely with questions of justice but rather with the ethics of care, which is based on emotional relationships, thoughtfulness, and closeness between people. “The political aspirations for a fairer world should draw on the realization that we are mutually reliant and that a better world cannot come without a closer awareness of our reciprocal attachment to others” (Thompson, 2015, 434). Therefore, the director-facilitator views the participants’ emotional worlds and interpersonal relationships as a key factor leading to political empowerment, what Thompson calls the “aesthetics of care,” which “seeks to focus upon how the sensory and affective are realized in human relations fostered in art projects” (2015, 436).	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Subjective ?
	In this context, the performance reflects the therapeutic process and gives it theatrical form, which in turn, shapes and even establishes the empowered subject. This is political therapy given that during the process the participant’s thought and behavioral patterns are revealed as products of social oppression—the identification and dissolution of “the cop in the head”—and therefore they are no longer perceived as a disenfranchised individual with personal problems. The performance underlines the connection between the emotional, mental, and personal difficulties as effects of social and political mechanisms. 
	The practice of this form of direction began to expand in the 1990s when budgets for community-based theatres were designated for therapeutic frameworks, such as senior citizen centers, NPO’s for the disabled, centers for the prevention of domestic violence, and rehabilitation programs for single mothers, inmates, etc. While the establishment strives to minimalize the theatre’s political potential and to use it as a functional means to normalize the individual, the director-facilitator subverts the a-political that the establishment encourages by combining the therapeutic and the political in the community-based theatre.
	Hannah Vazana Greenwald is a director-facilitator who worked for over twenty years with Mizrahi women from the lower classes. Her approach can be described as political therapy through aesthetic care. Vazana Greenwald studied directing for community-based theatre, has a M. A. degree in theatre studies from Tel Aviv University, and trained in group facilitation at Bar Ilan University. Currently, she works as an independent theatre artist in the Israeli fringe theatre and deals, to a large extent, with female-Mizrahi identity (I will discuss these plays in the following chapters).
	In an interview with Shulamit Bresler, Vazana Greenwald explains how her cooperation with a therapist helps her cope with the complexity of the working process:
I am very attuned to the process taking place in the group. To the texts that emerge from within the group, and they are not only verbal. About the relationships, about our place as facilitators, our expectations as facilitators. I don’t work alone; it is better that way in my opinion and easier for me when there is another “parent.” I view our facilitation as parenting. And the group as a sort of container that they can come to, and bring what they have, their world, and we can enable them to do some kind of work [...] 
In the professional theatre, the directors are like little gods, they have a very important position. I don’t work that way, I work rather with what happens during the process [...] primarily, the group’s feedback. And I also teach how to give feedback, not judgmental, but more in terms of “how it affected me.” (Bresler, 2006, 154, 169).
At the same time, Vazana Greenwald notes that the complexity involved in working with an additional facilitator is usually related to the institution that commissioned the project for the community-based theatre. In most cases, this co-facilitator is a social worker who supports the process, is involved in its organization and production, and is often directly involved with the community, but at the same time, is responsible for supervising over the theatre project. In this context, they usually represent the institutional position toward the participants in the group. This complexity may create conflicts regarding the objectives and social perception of the group’s activity. Vazana Greenwald views the therapeutic element in the theatrical process with Mizrahi women as an integral part of the development of their political consciousness, and the staged representation in and of itself, as shifting from the personal to the public and arousing social debate.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Yes?
	Between 1994 and 2001, Vazana Greenwald worked with a group of senior Mizrahi women from the Jaffa C neighborhood in Tel Aviv. The welfare department at the Tel Aviv municipality initiated the project, and consequently, community worker Shlomi Inger joined the facilitation. Vazana Greenwald describes the process as involving the exposure of the women’s life stories and their linking to the women’s lives in the present. What the women had in common were stories of immigration to Israel in the 1950s and the ensuing difficult economic circumstances. Most of them married at a young age, had no education, and as a result, their lives mainly entailed caring for their children and husbands, and sometimes working at menial, low-paying jobs. This is a typical narrative for many first-generation Mizrahi women. Now that their children were already married and had left home, some were widowed and alone, without any support, confined, as if waiting for their deaths. The tension between their hard work as low class Mizrahi women devoted solely to their families over the years and their emptiness and loneliness in the present was the basis for the group’s theatre production. 
	Altezahen (in Yiddish, old things) (2000) deals with the elderly Mizrahi woman’s loneliness and isolation, on the one hand, and with their desire to go out and form a new relationship with a man, on the other. At the center of the plot is a widow trying to cope with her new circumstances. In contrast to her desire to go out into the world and forge an independent life with a new partner, is her daughter’s expectation that she to continue fulfilling the roles of mother and grandmother. The other characters are elderly women who represent different ways of dealing with old age. The heroine accepts her friend’s invitation to go to the market. They meet a fortune teller who suggests that she sell an object that her husband held dear as a way to hasten the process of separation from him. The widow sells her husband’s special white coat to a woman peddler in the market. After the coat changes hands, she sees a man wearing it. A friendship develops between them which leads to a more intimate relationship that arouses dormant passions in her and a desire for the intimacy she had lost during her life. Given that the theatre group consisted of women only, an actress played the part of the man. In this manner, a process underscoring the construction of the heroine’s life roles, developed. The coat symbolizes the social role: when she complies with society’s expectations, the coat represents her dead husband and the obligation to maintain her only role as a mother and grandmother as if it were the essence of her being. On the other hand, when the woman goes out into the world and does not give up on realizing her desires, the coat represents her new partner and a relationship through which she expands her “self” beyond conventional familial roles.	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Perhaps include her name, this will make the descriptions of situations easier to follow. 
	The therapeutic and the political intersect in this play in the sense that the elderly woman’s personal liberation from social expectations represents a wider process entailing the women’s independent self-fashioning of their own subjectivity—this is certainly the case for Mizrahi women whose entire lives were dedicated to caring for their families in dire conditions of immigration. The partnership and love in the play point to the liberation of these Mizrahi women from the enslaving obligations of the patriarchal codes that dominated their lives. One of the actresses in the play views the theatrical process itself as an important part of the liberating process presented on stage: “Since I was little, I loved acting and I finally have the opportunity. My life is very hard. I’ve lost two children and am a widow. The theatre here gives me strength. When I perform, it is as if I am saying: here, look, pay attention to me, I still exist, I’m still here” (Bresler, 2006, 142). 	Comment by Elizabeth Zauderer: Quoted in Bresler? 
	In a post-play discussion, quite a few senior members of the audience said that they identified the character of the widow; “I agree with what you showed, that we’re old but still want to live, to love, and we have what to give” (qtd. In Bresler, 2006, 212), one man said. A social worker also seemed to support the play’s message in saying that: “We need to take great care and not neglect the senior population. The idea behind the initiative to establish this theatre was the desire to enhance their self-image, both private and the communal” (qtd. In Bresler, 2006, 213). However, as Bresler points out, two aspects of this remark challenge its integrity: first, on the covert level, the social worker distinguishes between “us,” i.e., representatives of the establishment, and “them,” the senior citizens; second, they employ the third person in reference to the seniors as if they were not there. Finally, the social worker takes credit for the initiation and founding of the theatre. Thus, they manage to formulate a message that reconstructs the establishment’s patronizing attitude toward Mizrahi seniors. This may be due to the fact, as Bresler points out, that social workers working with senior citizens have more difficulty in changing their positions: “It is possible that the reason for this stems from their difficulty in waiving the power latent in the therapist-patient relations, that are an integral part of their daily contact with the seniors” (ibid). 
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