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Note to the reader

To create this research document, I used an amazing 
tool called “Research Catalogue.”

 It is an online platform that gives you a virtual, blank 
space to fill in with texts, visuals, and sound and also 
enables you to compose and organize them in all 
possible ways. This platform exists, and I invite you 
to explore it whenever you feel like, after reading this 
document.1 I say after because this document is not 
only the content of my research but also my way to 
position you as a spectator towards it.

Hereby I leave you some notes for how to treat it:

I imagine this book been read in crowded buses and 
peaceful lakes, under the sheets, or in a cozy cafe. I 
am not going to restrict you; you can read it whenever 
you choose to. My only rule is that you have to read 
it in order. Start from here and don’t browse, don’t 
sneak a look, and resist peeping. If you get bored, 
experience your boredom, and if you are too excited 
for what follows, stay patient. This document is not a 
document; it is an act! And you are the spectator.
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Introduction

This is a practice based research.

This is a research based on artistic practice.

This is a research based on the artistic practice of a scenographer.

This is a research based on my artistic research as a scenographer.

Someone would expect that a research’s subject is beforehand settled and defines 
the fields and the experiments that the researcher should perform. However, the 
artistic research doesn’t work like that, or at least my way of researching. When I 
started this master I had a research question and based on that, I did experiments. 
My first question was about the interaction between the human body and the 
surrounding space and how a moving body could affect the spectator’s perception 
of that space. Yet, soon I realized that my intuition drove me to do experiments, 
which, albeit linked to that initial question, all had a common ground directing 
the research to another subject, that of the “deceptive effect.” My interest in the 
multiplicity of reality and my fascination for deception made me feel restricted by 
that initial question. Thus, I decided to follow my intuition, research how to create 
deceptive situations, and highlight the fragility of perception concerning the multi-
plicity of reality.

Since then, my research question has been transformed many times according to 
the reflection from the experiments I performed. Every experiment gave me discov-
eries and changed my point of view on certain subjects. Gradually, I developed my 
own artistic system, a methodology that contextualizes my work as a maker, as 
well as strategies and methods that helped me create new projects aligned with 
my intentions. However, even now that I am writing this text, I am aware that the 
research keeps growing. The artistic system, which I will explain later, is dynamic, 
flexible, and open for transformation. Eventually, this research document is not an 
established concluded theory, but documentation of my discoveries during these 
two years in the Master Scenography and my reflection on them. 
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This master program taught me to be authentic and true to myself, to believe in 
my interests, trust my intuition, and connect to my past experiences and personal 
background. Our experiences form our way of thinking and make us unique; hence 
they are important for our practice. Thus, my fascination to play with perception 
and create deceptive situations lies in my personal background. 

Since I was a child, I remember myself in a swimming pool. I did synchronized swim-
ming almost every day for eleven years. Ι learned to hold my breath and get used to 
the underwater environment where everything follows different rules. The reduced 
gravity underwater gives freedom and possibilities. What seems impossible above 
the surface is possible there. It made me look at the world from different perspec-
tives and always search for its “impossible” side. Through my practice in scenogra-
phy, I researched how to share these “impossible” sides. 
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On Realities

I remember when I started thinking of how multiple reality is. It was during the spring 
of 2020. I was in Greece stalked in my room, listening to the news and realizing that a 
fake representation of reality becomes a reality if you perceive it as such.

 How something is represented, how it actually is, and then how we all perceive it in 
our very own way. In that sense, reality doesn’t exist but only versions of it. The lack 
of awareness of this multiplicity affects our lives a lot; what we believe, what we take 
for granted and how we behave.

__________________

Reality doesn’t exit as something fixed and stable. According to phenomenology,  
“phenomena are meaningless unless interpreted, and interpretations depend on 
prior knowledge and cognitive models of the world to categorize the phenomena.”
(Gregory,2009)

Does real or reality ever exist? 
Before starting to write about replicas and how to create deceptive situations, I 
should question myself:
 What is reality anyway, and does it exist as something objectively graspable? 
The answer is no. According to phenomenology, there is not such a thing as there 
is no objectivity. Everyone perceives everything differently. Nobody can know how 
others perceive things, and every conclusion or definition that is drawn is nothing 
more than a commonly accepted or imposed construction. Much has been said and 
written about reality; it is a subject that concerned many philosophers, starting from 
Plato. But let me tell you my views on reality. 

Reality is something that we construct in our minds to create a base that we consider 
stable, and we refer to, to build our thoughts. We are so focused on building these 
thoughts that we forget its fragility. We forget that this reality is nothing but our 
interpretations. It can be something completely personal and alien to others and 
something that can radically and suddenly change. Our realities are like boxes we put 
our heads inside, but after a while, we adapt, we get so used to them that we forget 
about them. Consequently, we shouldn’t talk about one reality but many realities, as 
many as interpretations of reality, or a multiple reality. 
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Deceptive Situations

I am in the center of Athens. All kinds of noises trigger me and, at the same time, 
don’t leave me to focus anywhere. My stomach is full and satisfied, but my body 
is heavy and lazy. I would rather be at home sleeping right now, but I have to go 
back and continue; the day is long. Maybe a bar of chocolate will give me the bust 
that I need, and it will wake me up from this lethargic torture. I stop at a kiosk. It is 
packed—full of products of any color and size. I can see the owner’s effort to fit as 
much as possible and cover every little empty spot. I am still lost in this state of being, 
and then suddenly I see her. 
She is looking straight into my eyes; I find it rude, but I stare back at her exactly in the 
same way. It is like time pauses, and I have this moment when I compare myself with 
her. I am competitive, but why? Is it the direct way that she looks at me? Only one 
second has passed, and I realize that it is my reflection on the mirror hidden among 
the chips and the chocolates. My cheeks are heated, and I quickly look away. I was 
tricked. My whole body is tense and present. 

This incident happened in 2014, but I am still amazed by the fact that I looked at 
myself from a third person’s perspective. This deceptive moment was enough to reset 
how I perceive my image, and how subjectively I look to myself. 

___________________________

Already from my first experiments, I was attracted to create deceptive appearances 
or moments. I was already looking for a moment to surprise the spectator and break 
his expectations and assumptions. From these first attempts, though, I came in front 
of the “after-moment” challenge, and I encountered a big dilemma. I had to decide if 
I would take or reject the magician’s job. At this point, it would be interesting to look 
closer at how magicians and magic tricks work to justify my decision.

Behind magic tricks, there are always specific mechanisms and apparatuses that only 
the magician knows and should always be kept as a secret from the audience. The 
audience’s interest is based on the fact that it can not guess how something is done. 
Of course, this is not something easy to do. It requires excellent technique and preci-
sion, and it is based on the manipulation of time and attention. Particularly time is 
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a core element. The magician must do the trick fast and especially in the vulnerable 
moments when observation and reflection could reveal the technique behind it. In 
magic, there is no space for reflection. The audience must be amused and surprised, 
and this surprising moment should be the end; something new should follow and 
attract the attention. In this way, the spectator doesn’t have the time to think of the 
“how” and look for it. Magic requires a passive audience, a stultified spectator, an 
enthusiastic viewer who is never welcome to ask questions, or better; he already 
knows that he is not allowed to. The good spectator of a magic show should wonder, 
“how is this possible?” and then stop thinking. Anyway, magic is made so that even 
the worst spectator won’t have the time to think for long.  

 As a scenographer, I want my spectators to reflect on the experiences that I create 
for them. I don’t want these experiences only to surprise or amuse them but to trig-
ger them to use their fantasy and associate them with their own stories and thoughts 
and draw their own conclusions. But most of all, I want to show them the multiplicity 
of reality and make them see the world from different perspectives. 
Thus, I could never do the magician’s job. But that doesn’t mean that I shouldn’t 
use his tools. This is a difficult task. As magic is based on the fact that the apparatus 
is never revealed, how can I have both the enthusiasm for the deception and the 
reflection? How can I keep the interest after the reveal of the secret?

I recently watched a live stream performance of Yoann Bourgeois. The performance 
was called “I wonder where the dreams I don’t remember go.”2  Yoann Bourgeois 
is a film director and choreographer with a background in the circus that inspired 
him to research the interaction between the human body and the physical forces 
through the design of set structures which he calls “devices.” (Brown) With the help 
of his “devices,” he is creating impossible acts that overcome gravity and the limits 
of human movement. 

In the performance I mentioned above, the set was a table and two chairs attached 
to a platform that could stand vertically or hang upside down. A team of dancers was 
interacting with the set in all its possible positions by sitting on the chairs and leaning 
on the table like everything was normal. Sometimes the camera was filming upside-
down, resulting in the set and the dancers looking like they were on the ground. 
Sometimes, it was filming the overview and revealing how everything actually was. 
The upside-down view of the camera was also projected on the set, and it was visi-
ble from the overview. It is interesting to mention that the clothes and hair of the 
dancers were giving away the actual position of the set even when the camera was 
filming upside down. 

Even though I knew how everything was made, I never lost my interest throughout 
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the entire performance as a spectator. On the contrary, I was pleased by the aesthet-
ics created by the deceptive appearances and yet not that captivated to stay only 
on the amusement of the trick and prevent myself from reflecting and following 
the dramaturgy behind the visuals. Yoann Bourgeois has managed to use deception 
in the opposite way of the magician but then what his recipe for maintaining the 
interest was?
After analyzing the two cases, I concluded that the difference between them lies in 
the kind of attention that the maker wants to attract. In the magician’s case, all the 
interest is around the “how.” You watch something that looks unreal and impossible, 
and the fact that you can’t predict how it is made makes it special and fascinating. On 
the other hand, in Yoann Bourgeois’s case, you already know the “how”; in addition, 
the “how” is sometimes given to you next to the deceptive result. In this second 
case, you stay interested:  first because of the possibilities of the apparatus and the 
results that it can produce, which you can’t predict or expect or imagine and second, 
because nevertheless, you know the “how,” the result appears still deceptive and 
unreal. Finally, the deception is not the main attraction but a medium that facilitates 
a narrative.

I was first confronted with these dilemmas during my project named “Alone.” This 
work started as a collection of deceptive appearances, which were captured with 
my camera and created with the interactions of a mirror, the landscape, and my 
body’s movement. The collection process was carried out as follows: I was wander-
ing with the mirror in the mountain Ymittos near my house, looking for places where 
the reflection of the landscape in the mirror would create visual confusion. Soon, I 
discovered several powers of the mirror; the one I used the most was the disappear-
ance one: the reflection of similar texture with the mirror’s background resulted 
in its disappearance. Using this property, I could play with the reflection of several 
subjects, for example, parts of my body, which would appear as fragments in the 
landscape and merge with the background elements. 

The collected material, aka various short clips I filmed, was interesting to watch and 
surprising for the spectator who wouldn’t notice the mirror until the body’s appear-
ance, revealing the apparatus. However, after this revealing moment, the interest 
would decline. The question, whether I should reveal the existence of the mirror 
or not arose again and again. Everyone who watched these clips focused mainly on 
the tricks invented, while my intention from the beginning was different. I wanted 
the deception appearances to be experienced as upsetting moments that would 
disrupt the considered reality and start a reflection process on perception.  I realized, 
though, that the spectators couldn’t escape from the context of the trick as there was 
clearly nothing else for them to interpret. As there was no narrative and the visual 
wasn’t linked to any meaning, there was no reason for them to make associations 
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and see these sequences further than visually. When I later used the same videos 
and composed them into a film with a certain narrative, the focus of the specta-
tors automatically shifted. Even when the body’s movement revealed the apparatus 
and how everything worked, the interest was still strong. Then every detail became 
important and meaningful, and it was a source of information  feeding the narrative.

But then, why is deception an important element of my work? In my case, deception 
doesn’t work only as a spectacle but also as a mechanism that triggers reflection 
on the various perspectives that one can have. In my view, deceptive moments are 
powerful because they remind us how fragile the reality that we believe in is. Even if 
we are aware that what we identify as reality is only what we perceive of the world 
around us with our senses, prior knowledge, and experiences, we tend to forget 
that our perception is not perfect. We are so absorbed in what we experience that 
we rarely take a step back, question it and reset our position to perceive it differ-
ently; we rarely reflect on our perception. Deceptive moments act as glitches in our 
perception. They make something we considered stable and normal look strange, 
unfamiliar and unknown. These glitches force us to look closer, question what we 
saw, and sometimes even question our vision. Hence, as our whole reality is based 
on our perceptual system, a deceptive moment can make us reconsider this real-
ity. We may not question our perception often, but it is a fact that our perceptual 
systems are not perfect at all.   

As Richard Gregory explains in his “perception of hypotheses” theory:

[Our brains] allow past experience and anticipation of the future to play a large part 
in augmenting sensory information, so that we do not perceive the world merely 
from the sensory information available at any given time, but rather we use this 
information available to test hypotheses of what lies before us. Perception becomes 
a matter of suggesting and testing hypotheses. 

(Gregory, 1978:221)

In other words, our perception is not just a transmission of what we see or feel but a 
combination of more complex functions in our brain which do not necessarily corre-
spond to the physical world. 
As Gregory characteristically says:

“The fact that perception can depart from physically accepted realities of objects has 
philosophical implications and practical consequences. It tells us that our perceptions 
are not always, and very likely never, directly related to physical reality.”  
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 (Gregory, 1997:197)

Illusions, which Gregory uses many times as examples to illustrate his ideas, are 
the best mediums to reveal how our brains work and the gap between our percep-
tion constructed by assumptions and the physical reality. For example, ambiguous 
images, like the Necker cube, indicate how we can see the same image in two differ-
ent ways even though the information received from our eyes is always the same. 
The Necker cube illusion depicts a line drawing of a cube with a hole. As the line 
drawing doesn’t give information about which side of the cube is front and which 
side is back, our perception keeps alternating between the two possible views. What 
actually happens is that “various orientations and various likely kinds of objects are 
selected as hypotheses of reality. Each hypothesis - each perception - is entertained 
alone, but none is allowed to stay when none is better than its rivals.” Eventually, 
that causes an endless switching in our perception, which doesn’t let us decide 
which reality to trust. Perhaps, this simple drawing won’t trigger further reflection 
on perception and reality, but what about a spatial experience based on the prin-
ciples of illusion and linked to meaningful content? Optical illusions are probably 
too limiting to experiment with, but there are various other illusions, less popular, 
related to our other senses, and intriguing to research. 

Don’t get me wrong here. By deceptive appearances, I don’t mean by definition illu-
sions. Actually, in my practice, deceptive appearances can’t be exactly defined as 
they are not something established or explicit. Nevertheless, they can be identified 
by their effect on the one experiencing them. Thus, I could roughly describe them as 
ruptures of reality. Pedro Sanchez Carbajo, a former student of the master scenog-
raphy of HKU, called these moments  “encounters with the unknown”, moments that 
“break the schemes of our rational understanding of the world.”

 “...they disturb our preconceived harmonious relation with the known world. They 
disturb the feeling of security and safeness that comes from the quotidian. They chal-
lenge our expectations of reality.”

(Carbajo 2019: 7)

Furthermore, in my practice, these moments are not always deceptive in the same 
way and degree, nor aim to affect the spectators in the same way. Sometimes they 
appear illusive and cause surprise and confusion, and other times they don’t aim 
to surprise at all. Still, they immerse the spectator into a multi-layered experience 
of reality. As I mentioned, deception started to exist in my work already from my 
first experiments. Knowing that what I was creating weren’t illusions, I was search-
ing for a suitable name. First, I called these effects “deceptive appearances,” which 
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gradually transformed into “deceptive moments” and “deceptive situations.”Practi-
cally this was related to the spectator’s position towards the work. If we think of the 
words: “appearances” are more related to the vision and thus to a distanced spec-
tator; “moments” are already equivalent to an overall experience that involves both 
the mind and the body, while “situations” consist of moments and refer to longer 
periods of time. Similarly, these words also indicate the role and the freedom of the 
spectator regarding his interaction with the work. In the case of deceptive appear-
ances, there is no space for interaction. This doesn’t mean that the spectator is not 
active as the purpose is always to initiate a reflection process but that he is not given 
opportunities to act and experience the work in a more embodied way. On the other 
hand, the words “moments” and “situations” are less restrictive and do not predis-
pose any relation to the spectator, enabling more possibilities and approaches. So, I 
ended up using the word “deceptive situations” as the most permissive.

After analyzing the patterns and the tools that I intuitively repeat in my making 
process, I concluded that the “deceptive situations” I create are based on replication 
and comparison. When the apparent resemblance of two entities collapses, and the 
spectator starts comparing them. Thus, I formulated a recipe that could produce 
deceptive situations by using these characteristics. An artistic system that works as a 
method based on which I can create new work. Maybe a system sounds too techni-
cal and definite for an artistic process, although it is the opposite. It allows freedom 
and infinite combinations while providing a framework.

According to my system, deceptive situations consist of the following three compo-
nents:

- An existing environment where deceptive situations happen

- A replica of it

and

- The spectator

These three components can vary a lot and be completely different in each case of 
a deceptive situation.
The existing environment is a combination of things that constitute what the specta-
tor experiences before the appearance and the interaction with the replica. It is what 
already exists; I could also name it as the existing reality. It is the space, the time, 
the light, the air, the temperature, the smell, and everything else that is there to be 
grasped and felt. It is what is about to be replicated, the original.
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 A replica is a representation of it. It can be virtual or very physical; it can be a twin, a 
fragment, a layer, a detail, a scaled model, a reflection, a projection, or a recording; 
the list is endless.

Last but not least is the spectator: his position, his body, his mind, and his senses.
Creating a deceptive situation starts with the existing environment and ends with 
the spectator’s experience. Without the spectator, the work is incomplete, as well 
as none of the components exists without the others; they are related and intercon-
nected. The deceptive effects appear in their in-between relations and interactions 
when a rupture in the spectator’s expectations upsets his perception. This rupture 
occurs when comparing the existing environment and the replica leads to different 
conclusions each time. Furthermore, through replicating the existing environment 
and exposing the spectator to both the replica and the ‘original,’ a new multi-layered 
hybrid is created. In this hybrid environment, the spectator experiences the blurred 
boundaries between the reproduced and the existing environment that some-
times intersect and merge and sometimes contradict each other. This ‘rupture’ also 
happens when an entity exists in both environments or its actions in one environ-
ment affect the other. It is also crucial, the moment, the duration, and what follows 
the rupture. Moreover, the accuracy of some elements of the replica in combination 
with the inconsistency of some others. 

 Every experiment that I did until now is correlated to the explained artistic system. 
By experimenting, I am discovering new parameters to add to the system, and by 
reflecting on the system, I come up with new constellations of components that 
could create deceptive situations. Of course, this artistic system is only one way to 
create deceptive situations. As the research grows, maybe new strategies and new 
systems emerge.
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Alone - Ymittos mountain, Greece 2020

A film of  a video walk, exhibiting 
a collection of altered realities

This is a multi layered work which started as a collection of “al-
tered realities”, evolved as an exhibition of the collection through 
a video walk and ended up as a short film about loneliness.

This collection of scenographic experiments carried out during 
the spring and summer of 2020, when the first wave of Corona 
virus hit the world. In this bizarre period, with all economic 
activity brought to a halt and Athens in strict lockdown, Ymittos 
mountain was one of the few places left for Athenians to escape 
to and breathe.

The film unfolds in two parallel layers, a video walk, and the doc-
umentation of it. During the video walk the spectator is guided 
to follow the movement of the video and wander around the 
landscape while he is attending a storyline.

The story is about a dream situation, where the world is suddenly 
empty of people and a girl, the only person left, desperately 
looks for someone to communicate. She finds herself in Ymittos 
mountain, in Athens, where she tries to escape loneliness by 
playing with a mirror.

 The final film captures the loneliness experienced both by the 
protagonist and the participants of the video walk, in a reality 
that is dominated by social distancing.



Last night I had a very strange dream.
I was alone. As if the earth opened up and swallowed them all, nobody was 
there. For some reason, I thought it was true; I accepted it quickly; I was alone 
in a desert landscape. 
I still don’t know if it was really like that or if they were all hiding...

After days at home, I decided to go out.
You see, I had the whole world for me...  I had to enjoy it! 
Lies! 
Loneliness had crushed me; I went out, and I was desperately looking for some-
one to contact with. My thirst to meet something alive had driven me crazy.
Suddenly, I found myself walking on a mountain. 
I recognized it; it was the mountain near my house. 
It’s funny… I didn’t use to go there in the past. 
A bright square got my attention. I started following it, chasing it. 
The game almost made me forget the absolute silence which was chasing me 
all this time.

How strange are the mirrors... They are hanging on our walls silent, still, ruth-
less... 
Nothing can escape them, not even the slightest spot of insecurity. 
It will hit their surface and reflect everywhere, capable of destroying everything 
in its path. 
And yet!
Incredibly addictive ... 
How do they manage to magnetize your gaze? It gets lost inside them. It seeks 
confirmation. It seeks to meet the one who knows you best. He is waiting for 
you every time on the other side, even if you are always so rude to him.

And yet, if I wouldn’t see my face, I would say that someone else is in there ... 
He tells me: Come! Let’s walk together.

I needed this companion more than ever.
Our step was immediately synchronized. This unexpected friend filled the void in 
my stomach and muted the noise of silence from my ears.
I wouldn’t let him get lost like the others ... 
I promised to go every day to that mountain, set the mirror and look for him ... 
Anyway, the thought of meeting him had stuck in my mind like a melody you 
can’t stop singing… 

...

I once read somewhere ‘that if you want to reach the essence of the things, you 
have to get away from them. You have to get out of the enclosure that covers 
them and get away from the material barrier surrounding them. And as the 
distance grows, you will be inside them.’

Sometimes we are so absorbed in our thoughts, so focused on our problems 
that we are closed inside our heads, and our eyes look out, but they only see in-
side us. Our body wanders around the space on its own like it is set on autopilot.
I wander… Is it an exclusive characteristic of humans to see the world from the 
inside out? As if everything is moving around him?
It’s hard to keep believing that you’re the most important when you’re all alone, 
and there’s no one else like you.

I think now I know why I found myself in this place ... Here used to come all those 
who got bored of the others. A good day, probably a morning of a working day, 
you could walk here without meeting anyone to disturb you.

I wander… How long can one survive alone ... after all, I think loneliness is noth-
ing but disguised weakness. Without the others, those that look and behave like 
you, you are weak...  you are in danger of disappearing ...
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The existing environment

The ‘existing environment’ and the ‘savage’ eye of the scenographer

My work always starts with what already exists. It is what I call the “existing environ-
ment.” I use the word environment as it refers better to what surrounds us. It is not 
only the space; it is the light, the sound, the smell, the air...
Is it warm or cold?
Is it humid or dry?
How all these combine and make a specific atmosphere?
Is this environment friendly? How does it make us feel? What kind of vibes does it 
transmit?
I can only describe what all the above constitute as the “existing environment” that 
we perceive with all our senses.
As the “existing environment” is the basis of my make work and the start of my 
making process, it is important to grasp every detail. When I encounter it for the 
first time, I have to put aside any ideas I might have; I have to give up my ambitions 
and expectations and move into the space without intention. I see myself as the first 
spectator; my first impressions are the most valuable and original. As Henny Dörr 
said:

“If you are making art that relies on the presence of spectators, first of all we should 
train ourselves to be one.” (Dörr, 2018)

Henny Dörr, tutor and course leader of the master scenography of HKU, mentioned 
this in a letter she shared with us, the group of first-year master students, during 
our first weeks in the course in 2019. What stayed with me from this letter was her 
suggestions to look at things with a ‘savage eye.’ As she continues:

 “Maybe the eye for the scenographer is what the body is for the dancer. And it might 
be that the eye and the mind become lazy, or should one say economic. So this should 
be maintained properly, to prevent from starting to see what you are used to see or 
think to see.” (Dörr, 2018)

I must say that this was always a difficult task for me. I have this tendency to imag-
ine before observing and planning before playing and making, which I am aware of. 
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Thus, I am constantly searching for my “savage eye” and reminding myself to use it. 
To name the “existing environment” as such is another reminder. It reminds me to 
look with my ‘savage eye’ not only at the space but what else is there to be grasped 
and felt.

The encounter with the existing environment

It is one of these in-between days, it is not summer, but the weather is still nice; 
when I left home, the sun was shining bright, and it made me underestimate the 
cold in the shadows. I enter the space full of excitement and curiosity; it is the space 
where I will create my first exhibited scenographic work. The first thing I get is the 
cold air of a basement, but this space is not a basement; it is just too big, empty, and 
badly isolated. I walk in and move fast. I hastily scan the space; I know I will have the 
time later to look closer and deeper. When I enter the main room, I stop as I  feel that 
I arrived at my destination. It is so quiet inside that you clearly listen to all the little 
noises from outside like you put your ear on the wall... And suddenly the sound of 
the passing train. It takes you out of your thoughts.

The light enters the space evenly without creating any shadows. I can count dozens 
of windows, creating a sloping roof and ending vertically on the inside facade, 
straight in front of me. This facade catches my eye. It is a puzzle of glasses. Glasses of 
different opacity; when I see through them, they make me wonder about the outside 
world. There is something powerful about this facade that attracts me like a magnet. 
It is the mystery, the promises of an endless garden that starts exactly behind these 
windows. And then there is this big bizarre door in the middle, with a big wooden 
frame and a covered with wood, glass.
It is a place that makes you pause. Pause and listen, pause and wonder... What is 
outside?

There is a stillness. Everything inside is still and quiet, while outside, there is life... 
Βut this door... gives the impression that it will not let you through... It is like you are 
not allowed to go out. This looks like a dream where you are stuck, and you can’t 
move. Everything moves around, but you are still. In this place, time is passing slowly 
while outside, everything is going forward. You are losing the nice weather; you are 
losing the nature; you are losing the train. Trains pass every other minute, and you 
are always here.
 



Process documentation of the project  
“Boxed realities” 2020, photography ©Eleni Palogou
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What is going to be replicated?

 In my practice, the existing environment is going to be replicated. Also, it is the 
basis where the deceptive situation is going to happen. The question is, first, “what 
is going to be replicated?” and then “how.” To replicate means to repeat; to copy. 
We will talk about the act of replication and what a replica means later, so for now, 
let’s accept the fact that a copy is related to duality and is linked with a prototype. 
Nevertheless, it would be wrong to say that the “existing environment” is the replica 
prototype, as it is not. The prototype is what is selected to be replicated. Then what 
is that? And how to select it? Here comes the scenographer’s eye to look, observe 
and carefully decide.

Every “existing environment” consists of different elements that facilitate the creation 
of a scenography and the creation of a narrative. The selection of different elements 
could lead to completely different processes and outcomes, which means no right 
or wrong selection, but only different ones. No existing environment is empty of 
content. A non-space doesn’t really exist; even a black box has content. However, as 
I aim to create a deceptive situation, some of the elements of the ‘existing environ-
ment’ facilitate this purpose better.

I feel that the word “selection” here could lead to misunderstanding. “Selecting” is a 
definite act that implies a fast and maybe irreversible decision, while in the context 
of artistic practice, everything should be questionable and flexible for change. Thus, 
I should supplement it with the words “trying” and “experimenting.” The form of 
the replica and the process of making the replica also affect the ‘selection’ of the 
elements of the “existing environment” that are going to be replicated. If, for exam-
ple, the replica is a mirror, the process of replication is immediate and facilitates an 
experimental way of selection. On the other hand, if the replica is a scaled model, it 
doesn’t exist before the selection.

If we talk about a selection process, even one based on trials, there should be some 
criteria that frame it. Even if these criteria are acknowledged as a result of reflection 
on a selective process driven by intuition, they still exist. As the goal is to create a 
deceptive situation, the ‘savage eye’ is looking for deceptive elements that already 
exist in the environment. In my work “Alone” in the mountain of Ymittos in Athens, 
the replica was a mirror, and the interaction with the existing environment, which 
was an endless landscape, was direct. The savage eye was looking directly through 
the replica, and the selection was almost a form of improvisation. Later, though, by 
reflecting on my collection of replications, I realized that I followed a certain pattern, 
and I selected to “replicate” specific elements. In that case, these elements were 
matching units: Two trees facing each other or similar textures of the landscape 
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or elements with a similar shape that would complement each other through the 
mirror.

On the other hand, in my work “Boxed realities”, a site-specific performative installa-
tion in an old factory in Culemborg, the replica was a wearable model. The observa-
tion and a selection of what is going to be replicated had to precede the construction 
of the replica. For this work, I selected the inner facade of the building as it attracted 
me from the first moment. This facade didn’t have a deceptive element, but it trig-
gered certain feelings that inspired the narrative based on which I structured the 
whole experience.

Every existing environment creates different circumstances and opportunities for 
replication. By replicating specific elements, I also highlight them and focus the spec-
tator’s attention on them, and this already creates a certain narrative. The replication 
of strong and bold elements of the existing environment makes them stronger, while 
the replication of dim elements changes the existing balance and creates a dialogue. 
Furthermore, as not all the elements of the existing environment are equally stable, 
their replication leads to different results. To replicate physical objects and entities is 
totally different than replicating sound or smell, or weather.

The existing environment is neither something stable nor fixed, as a core element 
of it is time. Time is not an element that we can grasp separately; it is always linked 
to the other elements. We never perceive time as an independent entity as we can 
only notice it through its effects: transformation, motion,  decay, and change. As 
time is more evident in some elements, it creates different relationships with their 
replicas, which are revealed through the process of replication and when the replica 
is compared to the prototype during the experience. Time is not always perceived 
in the same way, and thus this comparison is deceptive. Time is an illusion itself, as 
Carlo Rovelli, a theoretical physicist, argues. (Jaffe 2018) So, if time is related to all 
the other entities, when we replicate an entity, we also replicate how time affects 
this entity.

The existing environment is the basis of my practice and a source of inspiration that 
feeds the whole artistic system. I could go on and write about the different elements 
and what their replication would cause, but it is not something firmed. Each existing 
environment consists of different elements, and these elements are interrelated in 
different and various ways. Also, the way of replication, the selection of the “proto-
types,” and in which order these two processes will happen are subjects of experi-
mentation. The only certain thing is that the more complex an existing environment 
is, the more opportunities it provides and a greater variety of elements that can be 
replicated.



Project “Boxed realities” 2020, photography ©Christie Bitar
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Boxed Realities - Culemborg, Netherlands 
2020

Performance installation

Two chairs opposite each other and a mirror in 
between them. When two people occupy the 
chairs, the performance begins. 
I help them wear the boxes on their head, and I 
press play to start the audio guidance.

Inside the boxes, there is a scale model of the 
exhibition space and specifically of the facade 
towards the garden. On top of the one box, there 
a GoPro camera connected to a screen inside the 
second box.

The audio invites the spectators to look around, 
stand up and observe the space of the exhibition. 
It asks them to move towards the door leading 
to the garden. When they arrive, the spectator 
wearing the go pro camera is invited to open the 
big door and explore the garden while the other 
spectator has to stand by the door and open the 
scale model’s door. Behind this little door, there 
is a screen. Everything that the first spectator 
records live feeds this screen. 



Shh... Did you hear the train?
Trains go back and forth here all day... Every day

And I’m always here listening
Hey! Look at me when I talk to you.

What? You can’t see me?
Look at your right... yes! Where the exit door is... Do you 

see that door? It’s a door that leads to the garden; maybe 
I will let you open it later...

For now, you can both stand up!
How do you feel today?

How do you feel in the space?
Is it heavy?

Well, it is... It is full of stories!
Look around...
Come closer...

Do you see the white paint?
Something was there...

...and the drawings at the other side?
So many details, so many layers!

It’s like time stopped here at different moments; every-
thing is happening outside but here is still, paused...

Look at the door.
Stand in front of it.

It’s like this space wants to keep you inside.
It wants you to miss the train, to miss everything that is 

happening outside, to miss life.
Listen carefully; there are so many sounds out there...

Do you see the green threat in front of you? It is connect-
ed to the little door; open it wide.

Make one step back and look outside
Look how big the garden is...

It looks like a forest starts after the little warehouse
I’m sure you want to go and see, you have to be very 

curious be now...
 but you can’t go! You have to stay here, exactly behind 

this door.

...

Did you find what you were looking for? 



Project “Boxed realities” 2020, photography ©Eleni Palogou
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Replicas
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Replicas

What is a replica?

In a way, the word replica can be very broad and associated with many different 
things. If we think of it as a representation or as a copy, we will soon realize that 
many kinds of replicas surround us. Nowadays, almost everything is duplicated, but a 
replica is neither just a double nor a simple representation. Actually, the more I look 
for its synonyms, the more I question what distinguishes the replica from a copy, a 
representation, a reproduction, a version, or a documentation. As the “replica” is a 
core element of my artistic system, there is a strong urgency for me to define it.

My first attempt to find the definition of the word didn’t leave me satisfied enough. 
Most definitions relate the word “replica”  with particular objects and exclude vari-
ous others that I would identify as such. According to Wikipedia 3:

“A replica is an exact copy, such as of a painting, as it was executed by the original 
artist or a copy or a reproduction, especially one on a scale smaller than the original.
A replica is a copy closely resembling the original concerning its shape and appear-
ance.”

In my practice, “replicas” are not related to paintings, nor they are always smaller 
than the original; I could define them as ‘copies that are closely resembling the orig-
inal concerning its shape and appearance,’ but still, this definition is missing a lot to 
correspond to the notion of the replica as I mean it. Therefore, to conclude with a 
meaning that would make clear how I approach this term, I decided to dive further 
into the process of replication. 

The process of replication

Normally, in my practice, I replicate the “existing environment.” Until now, I have 
done this with various means; hence I used as replicas, mirrors, scaled models, 
and sound or video recordings which I projected or displayed through screens and 
other devices. Nevertheless, to examine the notion of the replica through its making 
process, I decided to copy a paprika and make its replica with clay.
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I chose the paprika because of its shape, which is noticeably unique among others 
of the same kind, because of the size, which is handy to hold and mold, and because 
it is an alive entity and reflects the passage of time. As for the technique, I chose 
to make it from clay because it is a manual process that requires some skills from 
the maker and involves his body and his senses. Obviously, the paprika can’t be 
compared to the “existing environment,” but the process of making a replica can 
teach the same lessons and exude analogous ideas. While making the replicas from 
the paprika, I took field notes that shaped my interpretation of what is actually a 
replica and how it is related to my work and the original from which it is produced. 
Another replicating process of another object could be equally fruitful or could lead 
to different observations; however, the paprika, with its limitations and challenges, 
triggered many realizations.

 By replicating the paprika, I realized that a replica is a “paradoxical copy.” It opposes 
itself, as it aims to accurately copy certain aspects of an entity while at the same time 
completely ignoring others. Furthermore, the replica is usually used to copy only 
the features associated with the appearance. The reason for this is that appearance 
outweighs other characteristics, just as sight outweighs other senses. Appearance is 
also what defines us first. The paprika’s replica is made to look exactly like the real 
but not to sound like it, weigh the same, or taste the same. In fact, it is doubtful 
whether we would describe something that mimics other features of the original 
other than its appearance as its exact copy.
On the other hand, even when a copy has the characteristics explained above; there-
fore, it only copies some of the aspects of the original; it is still not certain whether 
we should call it a replica—for example, the children’s toys. Fake machines, fake 
food, or fake money; they look real only in appearance. Are they replica’s or should 
we better define them as representations? The same question arises again. What 
distinguishes the replica from its synonyms? 

It looks like a copy is not defined as a replica solely according to its form and proper-
ties but also according to its purpose of use. An entity is not defined as a replica or 
as copy or as reproduction, only because it resembles something that existed before; 
this property is common to all the above. Τheir noticeable differences lie in how they 
will be used and their relation to the “original.”  As the paprika wouldn’t make the 
best example here due to its biological nature, let’s think of a wooden table.

Imagine this old wooden table, handcrafted by a young artisan in Utrecht. When 
the artisan completed the table, he was very proud of it; it was his masterpiece. 
Everything was perfectly executed from the design to the last detail, exactly as he 
had imagined it. He was sure that he would immediately sell the table, so he decided 
to make another one straight away. He repeated the same steps and used the same 



Replicating the paprika _ Field notes

I chose to make a replica of a paprika.
I chose to make a replica of a paprika..  because...

Paprikas are alive, and due to that, they transform fast in time. 

They are special as every each of them has quite a unique shape.

They have an attractive appearance and color, and if you open them, they 
are hollow.

I like to eat them. I like their color. I like the fact that they are hollow.

 I chose to make the paprika’s replica with clay ‘cause I can mold it in many 
ways.

I touch the paprika, I touch the clay, and I form its curvy shape.
_

 Replication is inevitably related to comparison. It is a continuous act of 
selective comparison.

I made a quite accurate replica of a paprika.
The weight is not the same; the replica is heavier.

If you drop it, instead of bouncing off or rolling away, it will break.
You can’t squeeze it like the real paprika; it is stiff and hard.
The replica’s sound is unexpected. It is, of course, the sound of its true 
material. The sound of the baked clay. It is the sound your cup of coffee 
makes when by accident, it hits your plate. 
The mass of the replica and how it is distributed is uncontrollable and 
hence different in each case.
You will notice it if you hang the replicas.
They will move differently.
You will notice it if you try to balance them at a weird angle.
They will roll over differently. 
The replica doesn’t smell like the paprika, and it’s cold.
But it looks exactly like the paprika! The color is the same!

It is an accurate replica.

Replicating needs patience and persistence.
The accuracy of the replica depends on the dedication of the maker. 

Every step of the process affects how the replica will be in the end.
Even when you use a mold, it is impossible to create two identical replicas.
Even if the process is precisely the same every time, many factors don’t 
allow it to be done in the same way. 
The mold is the same, but the clay doesn’t have the same density every 
time. Sometimes you need to add more water, and you can easily add 
more than it needs. Then it is more liquid; it needs more time to dry.
Sometimes you will forget it in the dry closet, and it will sprinkle more than 



it should or than it did the previous time.
Sometimes you will be lazy, and you won’t put enough glaze, and there will 
be white spots.

One of the differences the replica has from the original is the influence 
of the maker. If we assume that the original is something objective and 
autonomous, its replica will be by definition something subjective as it 
is created according to the point of view of the maker and the way he 
perceived the original. The replica is not the representation of the original; 
it is the representation of how the maker perceived the original.

A replica is a contradiction itself.

It copies exactly some of the aspects of the original and omits the others.
Producing a perfect replica of something alive, of something that is con-
stantly changing over time, is challenging.

Eventually, everything changes through time, but the pace of the transfor-
mation affects the success of the replication. 
The pace of the transformation affects the relation of the replica with the 
original.
The replica will be very similar to the paprika on the first day, but the 
differences will slowly reveal as time passes.
The original paprika gets old...
It wrinkles, and it shrinks.
It changes every day, and every day it changes.
The replica always remains the same.
The making process of a replica with clay takes time.
When the replica was completed, the original paprika didn’t exist any-
more.. not in the same condition.

Then the replica becomes a memory of the original in a fragment of time.

When the original doesn’t exist anymore, the replica becomes more 
valuable.
As the original paprika doesn’t exist anymore, every failure of the replica 
will pass as it was part of the original.
The details that the replica failed to copy and the details that never existed 
on the original but by accident were added to the replica. 

Although we are aware that the replica didn’t copy all the original’s 
properties, we are not so aware that even the form of the replica wasn’t 
what the replica copied; not only because it isn’t accurate enough but also 
because the form of the paprika was never something fixed.

The paprika is transforming continuously, but by replicating it in a 
specific moment of this process, we highlight its form at that moment 
as the main one. 

Whatever the paprika was before this stage or would be after has fallen 
into decay. Still, that specific moment is saved forever, and it becomes 
representative of the paprika as an entity. 

When you replicate something, even a replica, it becomes the ‘original’ for 
the new replica.
 By replicating a replica, you transform it into an original.







57

tools, but his excitement was so big that he rushed to finish it, and the edges weren’t 
the same smooth as the previous one. Also, the piece of wood he used was slightly 
lighter. In the end, though, he had a good copy of his masterpiece. He wasn’t sure 
about selling or not the first table, but he wanted to save every detail about its 
making process and the design so that he wouldn’t forget and he could review it in 
the future and make more copies. He sat down and made a detailed design. He kept 
notes and even took a photo of it for documentation. The artisan eventually sold 
many copies of that table, but he kept the first one for his own. It became the fami-
ly’s dining table where they celebrated birthdays and Christmas dinners. It was an 
integral part of family gatherings for years, but at some point, the artisan’s business 
went bankrupt, and he had to sell it along with his house. As for the table designs, 
they were once found in a second-hand shop by a furniture designer. He bought 
them for a meager price and studied them carefully. He had this great idea to repro-
duce the table, and thus he followed all the instructions that he found in the artisan’s 
notes. Before starting the reproduction of the table, he made a representation of it, 
a scaled model which he showed to his boss. His boss was excited about the idea 
and immediately started the (re)production. The vintage design of the table was 
popular only with a few customers, while most preferred more minimal lines and 
less decoration. Then the furniture company decided to make another version of the 
table without decorative elements that would better suit the current fashion trends. 
This new version immediately sold out in contrast to the original design, which was 
left in their warehouse for a long time, and it was finally sold in vintage stores. Some 
years later, the daughter of the first artisan saw one of the reproduced tables in a 
shopping window and immediately recognized it. The table looked old and used; she 
was sure that this was the dining table of her family as she wasn’t aware of what had 
actually happened, and her childhood memories were blurry. She explained to the 
shop owner her story and how important it was for her to take it back at any cost. 
The shop owner found a great opportunity to raise the price of a table that no one 
wanted to buy and hid the truth. The daughter went home with the replica. 

In this story, the wooden table was copied over and over again, and each time it was 
defined as something different. The boundaries of these definitions are blurry and 
difficult to separate. At the end of the story, the same copied wooden table was a 
‘reproduction’ that was later named ‘replica.’ The table never physically changed; 
what changed was how it was perceived and the way it was intended to be perceived. 
In this intention, there was the element of deception.

In my research, a replica is an entity that pretends to be something that is not. Some-
times, as in the case of the paprika’s replica, an object is created as a replica, there-
fore with a deceptive intention. Other times, the object is used as a replica, as in 
the case of the wooden table. In the first case, the deceptive intention also applies 
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to the physical characteristics of the object. The paprika’s replica was created with 
the intention to look like the paprika while it was a piece of clay. When I use a scaled 
model as a replica, the object itself is a representation of an actual space, while the 
way I use it makes it a replica. 
In the end, a replica is not only a paradoxical copy or a fake copy but an entity that 
pretends to be something that it is not. This intention to trick the spectator is the 
key that distinguishes it from a representation or a reproduction. It is all about the 
awareness of the spectator. In my practice, I use to copy the existing environment 
and play with the copies and the spectator. Sometimes the copies work as represen-
tations, and it is the case when the spectator is aware of their ‘fakeness,’ and some-
times the copies become replicas; they completely mislead him to believe that they 
are original. However, the most interesting to me is this shifting moment, when my 
apparatuses change definitions and how that applies to the spectator. 
Even though in each case, the apparatuses can possibly take more than one role or 
definition, I chose to call them all “replicas.” From now on, I will refer to my appara-
tuses as such, “replicas” in quotation marks. 



My fascination with “replicas” led me to search how other 
artists approach the notion of a copy or a replica. I was 
wondering if, like the mirror, the copy also has hidden 
“powers.” 
I found this interview of Francis Alys4 talking about The 
Fabiola Project, a collection of reproductions of the 
1885 portrait of Fabiola by unknown artists. His views 
confirmed my thoughts of the copy/ replica giving power 
to the original. I would like to know more, so I decided 
to ask another artist about the subject of copying and 
replicating. (Tan & Berger, 2021)

Maurice Bogaert5 was the perfect candidate, not only 
because I admire his work but also because he touches 
key subjects in my research.   You can see that only by 
reading the “about” section on his website.6 
So I asked him...

Hi Eleni,

Thank you again for your questions. I hope I can answer 
your questions properly. I am not a philosopher nor a 
theorist. I am an visual artist and I use the terms in my own 
way. I use them in the way that suits me best. 

About fifteen years ago, I made a work titled: I copied all 
my CDs to A4 files, just in case. At the time, I had about 350 
CDs that I put under the copier one by one to make a black 
and white copy. Just in case. 
In the end, I made the work in an edition of 10. So 10 stacks 
of 350 CDs copied on A4. (Ironically I saved none of the 
copies. I even can’t find the documentation anymore). So 
much for the anecdote.

I also made the work because I wanted to say something 
about the value of the copy, or the value that we attribute 
to it. And what might be the difference between a copy and 
a multiple (as sort of an official copy) What I personally 
like about the work is that on the one hand, something 
is lost through copying (some might say, in the case of a 
photocopied CD, everything) on the other hand the copy 
gained a (visual) quality of it’s own.

By focusing purely on the visual aspect in the case of the 
CDs, the copy is stripped of its original function. By ignoring 
the original function, something is actually created that 
has an autonomous quality rather than that of a copy. 



And at the same time, there is a beauty that arises during 
the act of copying. The glitches and the errors produce 
something that is difficult to predict in advance. It is this 
imperfection of the copy that appeals to me. 

Once I made a copy of an episode of the Dutch soap series 
Onderweg naar Morgen. I rebuilt all the sets to scale and 
used these models to film the episode again with the same 
camera movement and editing. 
I tried to make as good a copy as possible, but of course I 
succeeded to a certain extent.  

Noman M Klein writes in his book The Vatican to Vegas 
A History of Special Effect amongst things about Baroque 
Theatre; 

“(...) In Baroque Theatre however, sensing the fake was 
considered a glory. Special effects were designed to suggest 
hoax; that enhanced their art. They were Sculptural 
and painterly artifice invading the space (...) Thus, the 
machinery that brought this deception was supposed 
to intrude. For the story to ‘work’ ha to sense machinery 
offstage”.

In this text, Klein is not talking about copies per se, but 
about special effects, but for me the beauty of the copy 
is about the same thing; the errors and glitches make me 
enjoy the specific beauty of the copy. 

When I talk about my own work, I almost always talk about 
copies or about the copying.

The replica, like the facsimile, seems to have a different 
status than the copy. The status of an official copy. The 
replica also has no flaws or glitches, the replica is at least as 
perfect as the original, maybe even better than the original. 
I actually never use the work replica in relation to my work. 
I like the autonomous quality of the copy, something that I 
think the replica has no place for. 

I hope this helps you. And next time, I’ll be quicker with my 
reply.

All the best,
Maurice
(Bogaert, 2021)
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On Baudrillard

Now that it is clear what a “replica” means in my practice and when it takes the role 
of a replica and when the role of a representation, I would like to justify my decision 
to use replication to create deceptive situations. What makes a “replica” the proper 
component of a deceptive situation? 
This is a crucial question as by answering it, I make clear my intentions behind the 
deceptive situations. The deceptive situations that I create always aim to show differ-
ent perspectives and dimensions of what someone would consider reality or what 
exists. Thus, the act of replication to achieve this goal makes perfect sense as by 
replicating specific elements, new perspectives emerge.

In addition, replication is directly linked to the era that we live in, surrounded by any 
kind of copies and virtual copies of these copies. Our societies are more and more 
attached to representations that control the way we live.

“Once, the power to automatically capture and duplicate the world was the sole priv-
ilege of the mirror; now this power has been emulated by technological media”

(Maria- Laure Ryan,2015: 19)

 However, when you touch the subject of representations, you can’t ignore Jean 
Baudrillard’s philosophy. Jean Baudrillard’s thinking is dominant in Media Theory 
Studies as he contemplates the contemporary, media-driven society through the 
concepts of simulacrum and simulation. As Marie - Laure Ryan writes: 

“ The philosophy of Jean Baudrillard presents itself as a meditation on the status of 
the image in a society addicted to the duplication of the real by means of technol-
ogy.” 

In his essay“The precession of Simulacra” Baudrillard cites his theory of the succes-
sive phases of the image:

It is the reflection of a profound reality;
It masks and denatures a profound reality;
It masks the absence of a profound reality;
It has no relation to any reality whatsoever: it is its own pure simulacrum. 

(Baudrillard, 1994: 6)
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According Baudrillard simulacrum is a copy without a prototype. A representation 
without a link to what we think it represents. 

As a researcher trying to understand the properties and the meaning of the repli-
cas, I can’t but compare the “image” with the “replica” and wonder what phase it 
belongs to. Of course, this is not a simple question to answer but a field to further 
research. It questions my intentions for the relationship between the replica and 
what they replicate; also between the spectator and how he perceives the replica 
concerning its original.  Returning to the paprika, I will attempt to place it in Baudril-
lard’s scheme: 

In the first phase: is the image of a real paprika, a picture or its reflection in the 
mirror. 
In the second phase: is the clay replica made of the paprika.
In the third phase: is the photo of the clay replica taken in a way to looks like the real 
paprika.
And in the fourth stage; (in the simulacrum phase):  is a clay paprika replica, made 
without any reference to a real paprika;  it is perceived, though, as the paprika’s 
replica.

Of course, this paprika example is not entirely appropriate but rather my way to 
connect my practice with Baudrillard’s theory, which is crucial to understanding 
today’s multi-layered and media-driven reality. Moreover, Baudrillard doesn’t stop 
at the image’s phases but further discusses how this last phase where we are in 
creates a “hyperreality”; when the simulacrum takes the real’s place and becomes 
the “hyperreal.” 

Using Baudrillard’s idea of “hyperreality” as a starting point I take a step further and 
find new ways to correlate the “replicas” with the multiplicity of reality. If what we 
consider reality is already a network of representations that have lost their link with 
what they represent, hence simulacra,  then replicating this “hyperreality” creates 
a vicious circle. Thus, will this highlighted replication that I create make us aware of 
the simulacra around us?  



Spectator
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The Spectator

The role of the spectator in my work

Last but not least, the spectator...
Undoubtedly, the spectator has the most important role in my work. Although all 
the components seem to be equal in my artistic system, the spectator has a double 
role. He is part of the system as a necessary component to create the work, and 
at the same time as the reason, the work is made for. Also, sometimes the specta-
tor becomes a performer, and he is the catalyst that activates the deceptive effects 
through his interaction with the existing environment and the replica. Among the 
components, the spectator is the most unstable and unpredictable.

 When I started this master, I was asked to “experiment,” and I remember I used this 
word instead of “making works” to refer to what I was doing. “I did an experiment,” 
I would say. I was always thinking of the word as a means to explain that your work 
is not an end product or something finished but a work in progress. Now I realize 
that the word ‘experiment’ is not only referring to how finalized the work is but also 
to its relation to the spectator. It is an experiment because it doesn’t stand alone; it 
depends on its interaction with the spectator. Until the moment he will experience 
the work, the work is not complete, nor it is after, as each spectator reacts in his own 
way. It is like a dress. Without the body wearing it, it is a piece of fabric and on each 
body looks different. With every spectator, the work will turn out differently as the 
spectator is an uncontrollable value, making the word ‘experiment’ ideal. Once a 
work ceases to be an experiment, there is no reason for it to exist. 

Which spectator? 

As I mentioned above, the spectator has a double role in my work. In my mind, I 
separate his roles as the one of the “component,” which is his contribution to the 
deceptive situation, and as the one of the ‘receiver’ of the whole experience, who 
reflects on what experienced. If this is not clear, imagine the spectator in front of 
a mirror. His image reflects on the mirror, and together with the background, he 
constitutes the mirror’s content. According to what he thinks of his reflected image, 
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he turns his body around. Because of the light, in every angle, he looks different. 
This is the role of the spectator as a “component;” it is the spectator as an entity that 
includes his mind, body, and senses. When the spectator steps out of the mirror, 
after (but also during) his experience, he forms a certain image of him and reflects 
on it. This image triggers thoughts that will be translated to realizations, decisions, 
and maybe actions. This is the spectator as a “receiver.” It is his reflection on what he 
is experiencing. These two roles are only separated in my mind. In reality, they exist 
together and affect each other. However, this separation helps me analyze them.

The spectator as a receiver

Talking about the spectator as a receiver is equivalent to think of the question: how 
I envision the experience and the interpretation of my work. This question, though, 
hides a lie and a trap. A lie, because no one can tell in advance how others experi-
ence, perceive and interpret and a trap, because envisioning a certain interpretation 
means believing in “the presupposition of an equal, undistorted transmission’”what, 
according to Jacques Rancière, is “the principle of stultification.” (Rancière, 2007:6)

Thus, the question should be, what do I want to express through my work, which 
takes us back to the beginning of this document and how I express it without presup-
posing the equality between my ideas and the spectator’s interpretation. Jacques 
Rancière, in “The Emancipated spectator,” talks about the performance as 

“a third thing to which both parts can refer but which prevents any kind of ‘equal’ or 
‘undistorted’ transmission.”(Rancière, 2007:6)

 He compares it with the book that is both the link between the master teacher and 
the student and what separates them. 

“The book is that material thing, foreign to both the master and the student, where 
they can verify what the student has seen, what he has told about it, what he thinks 
of what he has told.” (Rancière, 2007:7)

 I must say that the example of the book helps me understand Rancière’s point while 
raising questions for me. When a performance acts indeed as a “mediation” between 
the two parts and prevents “stultification” and when it doesn’t? 

How is it possible for the performance to be “that material thing, foreign to both” 
[the artist and the spectator] as the performance is the artist’s creation? How is it 
possible to create something that will be foreign to you? 



During the first semester in the master of scenography of HKU 
I wrote a letter to Henny Dörr7, my tutor and course leader, to 
share my views on spectatorship. At this point my research and 
the artistic system I explained before didn't exist yet. Although, by 
looking back I see how far I have come in relation to my approach 
to spectatorship, I spontaneously wonder, did my work since then 
considered or answered the questions I posed in that letter?

- Makers shouldn’t act as the stultifying schoolmasters and 
expecting to transmit their knowledge to the spectators.

You are right! Jacques Rancière was right! Anyway I have no 
knowledge to transmit, I have no answers to give. I have my 
opinion and many questions, but still, I have to be careful in how 
to express them. My purpose is not to point you out what to look 
at, but rather give you glasses to see through. The glasses I offer 
are not myopia glasses, they will not correct your vision, they will 
not make you see properly as this means that previously your 
vision was problematic. I know nothing about you or how well 
you see. The glasses I suggest have multi focal lenses. With these 
you can see the same thing in many ways and you have to decide 
for yourself what the reality is and if it exists.

- But do you expect the spectators to see through your glasses 
in certain ways? 

Sometimes I try to guess, sometimes I wonder, but I always fail 
and this is the best about my work. That's why I offer glasses 
and not contact lenses. In this way even if I have the tendency to 
expect I can't impose my expectations.

- Aren't you afraid of becoming vague?

I am more afraid of the opposite. My context is quite specific, it is 
difficult to become vague. I am afraid I won't give the spectators 
the space to play with the glasses and challenge their vision.



- You are talking about glasses and I wonder do the spectators 
need to actually wear them? Do you make a pair for each of 
them? Do they wait in a line to try them on?

 I am still working on that. I can't give you a straight answer. I wish 
I could find a way to make them use the glasses without having to 
actually wear them and maybe as a group. 

 

- I see... Last question: Do you ask them what they see ?

I don't really want to ask them in a straight way. I usually observe 
them wearing them and I take notes. They also watch each other 
wearing them. Sometimes they look each other through their 
glasses.

_____________________
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I think I know the answer to these questions, and I actually wrote about it above 
when I talked about how the word ‘experiment’ is ideal when referring to work. The 
maker should have the same relation with his creation as the master has with the 
book. If the performance represents the maker’s ideas, then it doesn’t work as “a 
third thing” but as ‘the master’s knowledge.  The performance is not a manifestation 
of ideas and thoughts but a composition of questions; questions that both the maker 
and the spectator can answer in their way. 

The spectator as a component

It is his mind, his body, and his senses...
I like to think of the spectator in the same way I think of the ‘existing environment’ 
as a complex entity consisting of various elements. This is another reminder for me 
as a maker to not forget what the spectator consists of and how I can approach each 
of these elements. 
 As Helen Freshwater  puts it in the book theatre & audience:

“...audience members bring their whole bodies with them into the auditorium, not 
just their eyes.” (Freshwater, 2009:18)

Indeed, theatre and performance practices are unequally focused on the specta-
tor’s experience perceived by his visual capacities. But as we mentioned already, 
perception is a complicated process that involves more than what our senses grasp 
or better combines these inputs with other factors. Εven if we wanted to focus and 
isolate an experience on a single sensation, this would be impossible. When we see, 
we automatically “hear” and “touch,” using our imagination and when we hear, we 
automatically “see” or “feel,” visualizing the sounds. 

Freshwater, referring to phenomenology and Merlaeau - Ponty’s work, continues:

“In the Phenomenology of Perception (1945), Merleau - Ponty reminds us that our 
entire experience of the world is embodied and that this embodiment frames our 
every perception and thought.” (Freshwater, 2009:19)

As the goal of my entire artistic system, which the spectator is a core component, 
is to create a deceptive situation; everything is connected to the way perception 
works. Then, following Merleau - Ponty’s thoughts, the approach to the spectator 
as a component must take into account this embodied perception. But then, what 
embodied means? 
In my view, an experience is embodied when the spectator is aware of his body’s 
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presence. Is a “traditional” theatre performance embodied? Where the spectators 
have to sit and watch other bodies performing for one or two hours? I would reck-
lessly say no, but then I remember the back pain and discomfort I usually feel when 
I have to sit for a long time. Of course, I am very aware of it, but then I suppress this 
awareness as it has nothing to do with what I am watching. It is part of my suspi-
cion of disbelief mechanism. Thus any experience can be embodied, as perception 
is already embodied if the spectator doesn’t suspend his bodily awareness. Accord-
ingly, this awareness can also evolve if emphasized.

Towards an embodied experience, and as deception is related to perception and 
perception is embodied, we can’t but also think of the replica’s creation as a process 
directly related to the spectator. Thus, how the replica will replicate the existing envi-
ronment corresponds to how the spectator will experience the replica. Which of his 
senses will be more involved? How is he going to be positioned? What if the spec-
tator’s head is placed inside the replica while the rest of his body is in the existing 
environment? What if he is experiencing multiple replicas that each replicate only 
one element of the existing environment? These are only some of the questions that 
emerge when I think of the spectator as this complex entity, and I focused on all his 
senses and bodily presence. Approaching the spectator in this way creates many 
possibilities for different work to happen but at the same time raises a setup issue. 
How many spectators can really experience my work at the same time?

Beyond 1 to 1 -  Hybrid Setups

My focus to create deceptive situations based on embodied experiences, most of 
the time, lead me to a one-to-one setup. A one-to-one setup is when a work is made 
to be experienced by one spectator each time. This setup opens up many possibili-
ties as it facilitates an individual experience where the spectator has the opportunity 
to approach the work, touch it, move, and, in general, use his body and senses. In 
my practice, this is also translated into more possibilities for the replica, its proper-
ties, and ways to interact with the spectator. Furthermore, by looking closer at my 
artistic system’s scheme, it is clear that I approach the spectator as a singular unit, 
an individual, and I am thinking of what he consists of.  This already orients the 
research towards a one-to-to experience or a few personalized experiences. Still, in 
all cases, the triangle replica-existing environment-spectator involves one individual 
in the spectator’s position and not a group of people who experience the same thing 
together. 

Acknowledging this tendency towards spectatorship, I often questioned why I reject 
other setups that include a larger audience and what I win or lose with this deci-



Project “Perspectives” 2020, photography ©Eleni Palogou



Project “Perspectives” 2020, photography ©Eleni Palogou
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sion. Obviously, this decision was quite intuitive and convenient as it was best fitting 
the research for the reasons explained above. On the other hand, it was also prob-
lematic. The one-to-one setup limits the total number of spectators and eventually, 
because of time, fewer people will experience the work. Also, in a setup like that, 
the feeling of being together and how one spectator affects the other are missing.

At this point, I would like to share an experience from my practice as a dance teacher 
of small groups. I have been teaching dance in groups from three to nine people, and 
someone would wonder what the relation is with scenography and spectatorship. It 
has to do with dealing with a group of people that has expectations from you. To my 
surprise, classes with three attendants were not easier than classes with nine. Some-
times, the same class with the same people and the same choreography would have 
a totally different outcome; also, one person could change the vibe for the whole 
group. Many could judge this example as irrelevant, but to me is an important lesson 
of how people are completely different when they are part of a group and how each 
individual can influence the group according to his mood on that day. With a one-to-
one setup though you completely exclude this parameter of togetherness and the 
feeling of sharing the same role of the spectator. 

Finally, my tendency to create work to be experienced on a more personal and 
intimate level, combined with the need to share the work with more people and 
maintain the feeling of togetherness, challenged me to create new, hybrid setups. In 
addition to that, the circumstances and the challenges that the covid-19 pandemic 
emerged highlighted even more the need to find a solution to combine the advan-
tages of different setups. In most cases, the solution was to have a second layer 
of spectators watching the “one” spectator experiencing the work. However, there 
were cases when a one-to-one experience was documented and later shared with 
a new audience, like in the project “Alone.” Sharing the work in multiple layers also 
influenced the work itself. It transformed it into a multi-layered experience, perfectly 
aligned with the idea of perceiving reality in different and multiple ways and the 
concept of replication. Also, the fact that spectators were watching other spectators 
introduced to my practice the idea of the spectator in the role of the performer.

The spectator as performer 
 
Giving the spectator the role of the performer is not something that I imposed in my 
practice, but as I previously explained, an intriguing consequence. It first happened 
in the project “Alone” when I wanted to share the experience of a video walk with a 
distant audience. In this case, the spectators that physically participated in the video 
walk were documented, and the footage became part of a film I later made. Without 
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my intention, the participants in the video walk transformed into performers for the 
people watching the film. Interested in this situation, I decided to research further 
the relationship between the spectators in my next project, “Boxed realities.” 

In this project there were even more levels and relations among the spectators. As 
the project was part of a group exhibition, there were people moving around, watch-
ing and experiencing other works. Thus, although the installation was designed to 
physically accommodate two spectators, the “outsiders”- namely the rest of the 
spectators in the exhibition- inevitably witnessed these two people moving around 
with boxes on their heads. This way, the work acquired two layers of spectators: 
the “insiders” and the “outsiders.” This condition resulted in the “outsiders” being 
curious about the installation and intrigued to try it. Still, without distracting the 
“insiders.”  On the other hand, even if the “insiders” attracted a lot the attention, 
they didn’t feel watched because of the box covering them and the focus that the 
experience required. 

  Furthermore, the two “insiders” were also interconnected. Through their directed 
position and movement in the space but also through technical media. Since a GoPro 
camera attached to the first spectator’s box was live feeding a screen hidden in the 
second one’s box. These two “insiders” became performers without being aware 
both for the “outsiders” and each other. In addition, the fact that one could control 
what the other would experience added to the work an extra layer that could be 
discovered after the end of the performance in case they discussed their experi-
ences. 

The spectator in the role of performer gradually became a pattern in my practice. 
In my work “Perspectives” I created a network of video walks. Each video walk was 
unique for its spectator but connected to the others. While the spectators were 
following their own routes, they were meeting and crossing each other; sometimes, 
things and people in their videos matched with the moves of the other spectators. 
In this project, the spectators also acted as performers but differently:  they weren’t 
the “insiders” of an alienated installation but co-spectators intruding in the realm of 
the performance.

This spectatorship pattern also enhances the deceptive situations. The blurry bound-
aries between spectators and performers disrupt how we perceive ourselves and 
others in the context of spectatorship. As we are used in the traditional theater setup 
where every spectator is a member of a remote audience, having spectators interact 
and invade in the performance raises questions about what is coincidental, what is 
designed, and what role each plays.



Perspectives- Pastoe Fabriek, Netherlands 2020

Multiple video walk network

This project was an experiment performed during the closing 
presentation of the second semester in the Master Scenography. I 
decided to present in a way that I would show the work done, and 
at the same time, I would explain my artistic system and perform 
a new experiment live. Besides making this presentation perfor-
mative, I also aimed to take my work to the next level regarding 
spectatorship and perception. During the semester, I researched 
how to position the spectator, give guidance and the right instruc-
tions, and transform him into a performer. With this last exper-
iment, I focused on how to combine the different positions and 
approaches of the spectator by using various mediums such as 
video walks and live stream through zoom. 

For this experiment, I designed and directed nine separate video 
walks. They all started at specified points in the same room and 
guided the spectators to take specific routes. The routes were 
designed to intersect each other and divided the spectators into 
four groups, leading them in three different rooms. Elements of 
the video sometimes repeated live, and situations taking place 
on the screen were matching situations in the physical space. 
Finally, the fourth group was guided only by audio to a room 
where the live stream documentation of the whole experience 
was projected. All the other video walks also finished in the same 
room. Before entering the room, the spectators were asked to 
leave their devices on a table and replay the videos. A collection 
slowly formed with all the different videos playing together; the 
spectators were able to have this last moment overview and real-
ize the complexity of the performance and how each spectator’s 
experience was totally different.



Hello … 
Welcome to the 2.1 document of my research. 

I am here at my desk in Pastoe writing this script for 
you, exactly one week before this moment. 

I need to explain to you what my research is about. 
Well, it is about reality, and I am already questioning...

“What is reality?”
 “Is there only one reality?”

 “Do we all experience the same reality?” 

What do you think? 
What do the others think? 

Maybe you can tell me at the end of this experience.
For now, I will guide you to your very own position. Look 

at your screen and follow me.



Project “Perspectives” 2020, documentation



Project “Perspectives” 2020, documentation
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Epilogue

I extensively thought about how I should close this document, and I realized that 
I didn’t really talk about scenography. I described my artistic system and what I 
research in detail but never about what makes this research scenographic. But 
before answering that, another question arises. What is scenography? This was one 
of the questions I had to answer when I applied for the Master Scenography. Back 
then, I wasn’t sure about it, and even now, I continue elaborating the meaning I give 
to the practice.

Scenography is a practice that not everyone understands the same way. Many people 
think of scenography as set designing and assisting practice for theatre, cinema, or 
performance. “However, the capacity for scenography to operate independently 
from a theatre text ...  as the central component of a performance, not merely 
as a backdrop to a play, is now widely in evidence.” (McKinney, Palmer, 2017: 1) 
Scenography is now “approached as a conceptually inclusive and holistic strategy of 
theatre-making,” but it can also happen everywhere and in combination with many 
disciplines. In her book Beyond scenography, Rachel Hann also talks about “sceno-
graphics” and “distinct[s them] to scenography, with the implication being that an 
object or event can impart a scenographic trait without necessarily being consid-
ered scenography.” Hann focuses more on what scenography “does” than “what it 
is,” and I believe this is the right way to understand it. (Hann, 2019)

For me, scenography is about creating situations where you shape and control space 
and time. The most important, though, is that you create something for someone: 
“the spectator,” a moment for him to experience, and this is powerful. The fact that 
you can’t save a moment, the ephemerality of it, makes it fragile and at the same 
time valuable. To create moments makes me feel unique and powerful as a maker. 

Is my practice scenography, though?  

I believe that it is. I create deceptive moments for the spectators to experience, and 
these moments always emerge from the existing environment and the spectator 
itself. Space, time and how we perceive them are the core elements of my practice 
which I call scenography. 
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In the foreword of the book “Scenography expanded” Arnold Aronson quotes:

“If one purpose of art - some would argue the purpose - is to create something we 
cannot experience in our quotidian existence, then here was an example of the power 
of scenography to create previously unknown worlds.” (Aronson, 2017: xiii) 

Then I would like my scenographic practice to create these unknown worlds that 
emerge from our known worlds and bring us back to them with a new perspective.
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Notes

1.  Link to the Research Catalogue:

https://www.researchcatalogue.net/view/1072454/1142355/0/0

2.  Trailer of the performance :https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gyUaUKJxz3c 

3. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Replica

4. Ocula Magazine Interview with Francis Alys, (excerpt):
 
 
“I wanted to ask you about The Fabiola Project, which you have collated over the years. Initially 
you were talking about the instinct of doing something very quickly and presenting it, but in 
this case, the work has taken many years to collate.
Very early on, I was very interested in the process of copying. I was working with sign painters 
who were copying my own images. It was a game of me giving them an image, they would do 
their own version, I would do a version on the basis of their interpretation, and so on. It was 
this back and forth and our image would change slightly in the process of collaboration.

Anyway, this led me to an interest in this 1885 portrait of Fabiola. At first, I just started buying 
the reproductions at flea markets because I was intrigued by the repetition of that image. But 
then I realised that that same image was also copied in Latin America, Lebanon, Russia, and 
so on.

 

It made me question the status of an icon. What is an icon? Is an icon defined by official art 
history? Or is an icon defined by, in this case, what seems to be an amateur painter’s obsession 
with a particular image?

As you mention, it is a project that has happened over a number of years. It started as my own 
initiative, and then it became autonomous, because people started sending me copies from 
different parts of the world.

I sort of stopped looking for them or collecting them. The collection is well over 600 paintings 
now. It’s growing out of a collective initiative. So even if I wanted to stop it, it just grows, by 
its own inertia. I think I found the first one in 1994, so it’s been going on for many, many years 
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now.’

 Also another video about the Fabiola project:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wlgMKaYN3j0

5. Maurice Bogaert is an amazing artist and person I had the great opportunity to meet 
during the master scenography. His work is special to me and this research as it scratches 
the same subjects of interest, and he has been a big inspiration throughout its way.

6. Maurice Bogaert’s website. Available from: https://www.mauricebogaert.nl (Last accessed 
20/05/2021)

7. Letter to Henny Dörr 

Dear Henny,
 
Although I always find it difficult expressing my thoughts in a paper I will try my best 
to share with you my point of view on spectatorship and how it is related to my own 
work. As a person not really educated in theatre studies and without having a big 
experience as a spectator I am continuously forming my view and get inspired by all 
the new knowledge.

Before starting this master and in order to apply for it I had to write a question with 
which I would start my artistic research. As I had studied architecture and I was al-
ways involved in dance I found it exciting to combine these two aspects of me and re-
search how a moving body can interact with space. Back then I never thought about 
spectatorship or maybe I was taking for granted that the spectators are just viewers 
who only exist to be amazed of the interaction between the real protagonists. Clearly 
I had this view as in my past I experienced more being at the place of the one who 
acts than at the place of the one who receives. I changed my mind as the theater did 
in early 20th century when the attention shifted from what was going on between 
the characters on the stage to the relationships between the performance and the 
spectator. (Nibbelink, 2008, p.2)

 Thus, from the first days in the master I started forming a new opinion about spec-
tatorship. Even before reading essays about spectatorship I questioned the role of 
the spectator in the constellation of my artistic research. This thought became so 
dominant that transformed my question from “how body and space can interact” 
to “how the different movements of a body can affect spectator’s perception about 
space”. Then spectator became a co- player in my constellation or possibly the most 
important one. The reason why I mention these is because I find it very exciting how 
I can identify the different ideologies about spectatorship in my own self. Although 
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the question still exists; how do I view spectatorship in my own work? What does 
spectatorship mean to me?

While searching in the dictionary for the definition of the word I found out that spec-
tatorship is defined as the act of watching something without taking part. Although, 
a dictionary is not the right place to find what a term related to scenography actually 
means, it is quite interesting to see how this term is commonly described according 
to a universal tool or what a person unfamiliar with the term would come across. I 
wonder if I ever excluded so clearly in my mind participation from spectatorship. I 
cannot tell for sure but at least now I am able to give my own definition.

According me spectatorship is the act of observing, perceiving and reflecting on a 
live sequence that you witness. (Wake, 2009) Also, spectator’s reflection ranges de-
pending on performance’s conditions and on maker’s intention and capability. How-
ever, makers shouldn’t act as the stultifying schoolmasters and expecting to transmit 
their knowledge to the spectators. As Jacques Rancière writes:

 “The student learns something as an effect of his master’s mastery. But he does not 
learn his master’s knowledge.” (Rancière, 2007, p.6)

In other words, the performance should be the starting point of awareness and 
not the mediation of knowledge. Furthermore, we should always keep in mind that 
spectators are individuals and each of them carries different experiences and under-
standings and as a consequence they can influence the performance in their way. 
Then the makers should leave spectators space in the performance to think and add 
their thoughts and ideas so that new knowledge will be gained from the feedback 
loop. (Fischer – Lichte, 2008)

Unfortunately these ideas are easier for me to think than include them in my mak-
ing process. While experimenting for my research, I noticed that I always have an 
intention behind my projects. I can’t escape but thinking, guessing and expecting 
what my spectators will do and think. Sometimes what I expect from them is the 
starting point of my making.  Of course what I expect isn’t always what is coming out 
and I am always eager to learn from them and their way of seeing things. Thus, I am 
wondering whether it is wrong or not having a clear intention behind a performance 
or an installation and how it is possible to create something that still represents you 
as an artist and in the same time doesn’t keep the spectator into “passivity”. How 
open can a maker leave his work without being vague? On the other hand is there 
such a thing as passive spectatorship? According to Rancière there isn’t and neither 
exist an “equal or undistorted transmission”. Then it is not about leaving space for 
the spectator to be active but leaving space for the feedback loop to exist. Following 
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this idea a new question is born. How?

In my research until now and provided that it is based on spectators’ perception, I 
always find ways to look through their eyes. Until now I used as feedback tools: ques-
tions interviews, sketches that I asked them to make and I recorded their movement 
and reactions. Yet, I have the ability to ask them for feedback as my spectators until 
now were my fellow students and my experiments were closer to one to one perfor-
mance. So how could this work in other forms of performance and theater when you 
deal with a bigger audience?

It seems that the feedback loop has found the way to exist in participatory theater. 
Already, the placement of the performers and the spectators in the same space, the 
absence of any spatial division and the opportunity of mutual optical and physical 
contact allow both sides to give and receive information. However, nothing guaran-
tees that the spectators are willing to participate. From my experience as a spectator 
and as Gareth White mentions participation can be uncomfortable, misconceived, 
unproductive and despised while other times can really deliberate the audience. 
(White, 2013, p.1)

In this point, maybe it is useful to talk about my recent experience at the performance 
of Lotte van den Berg, Dying Together. In this performance there was no division, 
spatial or actual between performers and spectators. You could understand whether 
someone was part of the performers’ group but only after careful observation of 
some details and repetitions. A coordinator was reading about an incident and cur-
tain people would come to you and ask you if you would like to represent someone or 
something from the narration. Although spectators and performers were sharing the 
same space and were equal I didn’t feel differently than in a conventional theatrical 
performance were the audience is clearly divided from the stage. Being on the stage 
or at the auditorium made no difference as I was still watching other people’s actions 
and I didn’t feel comfortable to leave my place and act or have eye contact with a 
stranger. I didn’t feel passive, I was reflecting on what I was watching by adding my 
inner thoughts and concerns. But only when I stood up and represented a character 
I felt alive. In that point everything became more intense and I felt like becoming 
part of the narration, part of a community more than ever. Apart from what occurred 
before and after the change of my role in that room I was surprised and interested 
in two more moments during the performance:  First when the coordinator said that 
there was no overview and that nobody could have a global view over the situation 
but experience it from their point of view and second when I was asked to write and 
add my reflection to their archive. The inability of an overview surprised me because 
it didn’t alter my experience at all, as I used to believe before this performance, 
while the archive of reflections gave me access to other spectators’ perception and 
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made me look at the performance using someone else’s glasses. “The feedback loop 
was generated and kept in motion not just through visible and audible actions and 
attitudes but also through the energy circulating between [the participants]” and it 
kept going after the end of the performance due to the archive of reflections. (Fisch-
er – Lichte, 2008, p.59)

Summarizing, many things seemed to work in this performance which would be use-
ful to contemplate further and include in my research like “the way the audience 
members (…) became (…) the work’s aesthetic materials”, the invitation process and 
how space, light and sound were involved etc. (White, 2013) Still, the conclusions 
made out of this example can’t be generated due to the uniqueness of this perfor-
mance and participatory theater can’t be the only form of theater where spectators 
can become co-creators. “As Grotowski notes: the essential concern is finding the proper 
spectator - actor relationship for each type of show and embodying the decision in physical 
arrangement”. (Shearing, 2015)  We, as makers should find the way to allow the feedback 
loop work without always asking the spectators to do things and become actors and we as 
spectators should demand sharing our thoughts and feelings. Thinking back to my research I 
believe that I am privileged to be able to learn from my spectators. Maybe every maker should 
approach their work as an ongoing research and not as a final product to be presented.

Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts about spectatorship. Looking forward for 
your comments which always make me revise and think further.

 
Best regards,

Eleni Palogou



87



88

References

- Aronson Arnold, (2017), Foreword In: McKinney Loslin and Palmer Scott (eds.)
Scenography Expanded: An Introduction to Contemporary Performance Design. 
London, New York: Bloomsbury, pp.xiii-xvi

- Baudrillard Jean, (1994), Simulacra and Simulation, Michigan: University of Michi-
gan press

-Bogaert Maurice (2021) Email sent to Eleni Palogou, 14th May

- Brown Ellie, YOANN BOURGEOIS FILM DIRECTOR, CHOREOGRAPHER, NRmagazine, 
Available from: https://www.nrmagazine.com/yoann-bourgeois (Last Accessed 
20/05/2021)

- Carbajo Pedro S., (2009), ENCOUNTERS WITH THE UNKNOWN
Final Research Document MA Scenography, HKU University of the Arts Utrecht

- Dörr Henny, (2018), Professional Insight: Dramaturging by Henny Dörr.  In: Simon 
Donger, Scenography. Ramsbury, Marlborough, UK: The Crowood Press Ltd 

- Fischer – Lichte, E. (2008) The transformative power of performance, a new
aesthetics, Shared bodies, shared spaces, London: Routledge

- Freshwater Helen, (2009), Theatre & audience, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan

- Gregory, Richard L. (2009), ‘Seeing through illusions,’ Oxford University Press

- Gregory, Richard L. (1978), Eye and Brain, The Psychology of Seeing, New York, 
Toronto : McGraw-Hill Book Company

- Gregory, Richard L. (1997), Eye and Brain, The Psychology of Seeing, Princeton: 
Princeton University Press



89

- Hann Rachel, (2019), Beyond Scenography, New York : Routledge

-Jaffe Andrew. (2018) The illusion of time. Nature. [Online] 556, 304-305. Available 
from: https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-018-04558-7 (Last Accessed 20/05/2021)

- McKinney Loslin and Palmer Scott, (2017) Introducing ‘Expanded’ Scenography. In:  
McKinney Loslin and Palmer Scott (eds.). Scenography Expanded: An Introduction 
to Contemporary Performance Design. London, New York: Bloomsbury, pp.1-20

- Nibbelink, G.E. (2008) Jan Wolkers, or the woolly blanket. An introduction in which 
the author places the role of the theatre audience in a historical perspective and 
makes a plea for a ‘Wolkerian gaze’, translated by Wendy Lubberding. Cecile Brom-
mer and Sonja van der Valk (eds.). In: Domein voor Kunstkritiek

- Rancière, J. (2007), The Emancipated Spectator. In : Art Forum 

-Ryan Maria- Laure, (2015), Narrative as Virtual Reality 2, Revisiting Immersion and 
Interactivity in Literature and Electronic Media. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press

- Shearing, D. (2015), Audience Immersion and the Experience of Scenography. PhD 
thesis, University of Leeds, Available from: http://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/9467/.

- Wake, C. (2009) The Accident and the Account: Towards a Taxonomy of
Spectatorial Witness in Theatre and Performance Studies. In: Performance, Para-
digm 5.1

- White, G. (2013), Audience participation in Theatre, aesthetics of the invitation. 
Palgrave Macmillan, Introduction.

- Tan Xue & Berger Tobias, (2021), Francis Alÿs on Borders and Games in Hong 
Kong, Ocula Magazine, Available from: https://ocula.com/magazine/conversations/
francis-alys-on-borders-and-games-in-hong-kong/ (Last Accessed 20/05/2021)



90



91



92


