
questions arise. How are we to understand the
impact of Orientalist frameworks on canonization
through the stylistic diversity of Diaghilev’s twen-
ty-year stewardship of the company—that, in
addition to Fokine, also encompassed the chore-
ography of Nijinsky, Massine, Nijinska, and
Balanchine? How did these later artistic develop-
ments also contribute to (and possibly compli-
cate) the development of the revolutionary
narrative? As Järvinen states, the historian’s
basic method is still source criticism. In some
places the book could do with a little more of
this, using quotations from specific works that
perpetuate the myths she critiques so we under-
stand specifically which author and which version
of the hegemonic narrative she is addressing.
Doing so would create a fascinating case study
in the mechanisms of discourse uptake.

Overall, Dancing Genius succeeds in its
mission of understanding how famous figures
like Nijinsky “direct us to question how our
pre-existing modes of thought influence how we
evaluate the past, what we select from it, and
where our attention is focused” (4). In addition
to the material it provides for specialists, I could
see this book used in undergraduate or graduate
courses prompting discussions on historiography.
Read alongside the texts she identifies in the in-
troduction as perpetuators of the hegemonic
narrative, Dancing Genius poses vital questions
concerning why and for whom history is written.

Carrie Gaiser Casey
St. Mary’s College of California,

San Francisco Ballet
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In this book, Jennifer Roche interrogates her ex-
periences as a dancer within the context of four
choreographic projects created by Rosemary
Butcher (UK), John Jasperse (USA), Jodi
Melnick (USA), and Liz Roche (IE). In each
case, Roche commissioned works to be made
for her, with the book documenting her insider
reflections on these projects in her role as co-
creator and performer.

As an articulation of an extended Practice
as Research (PaR) project, the book foregrounds
the act of performing in a way that to date has
been little seen. Most PaR has focused upon
the maker as researcher and thereby maintained
the hegemony of the choreographer as authorial
and authoritative voice. So while the nature of
embodied and tacit knowledge has been much
debated in PaR, there has been little attention
paid to the creative labor and knowledge of per-
formers. Roche expands this discourse, usingfirst
person accounts to ground her writing and to
stress the significance of an embodied approach,
positioning herself as “a source of knowledge
and as capable of self-representation” (ix). This
is significant, for as Roche points out: “The eli-
sion of the dancer’s perspective frommainstream
discourse deprives the art form of a rich source
of insight into the incorporating practices of
dance” (ix).

The book is arranged around the four cho-
reographic projects, which become springboards
for Roche’s wider thinking about a dancer’s iden-
tity. In her first case study, “Descending into
Stillness: Rosemary Butcher,” Roche describes
the intersecting labor of the dancer and choreo-
grapher in Butcher’s work. Butcher asks her
dancers to respond to complex, abstract, and
image-based instructions; improvise on themes
emerging from her research; and operate within
scored structures. Roche describes how Butcher
brought visual sources into the studio and asked
the dancers to draw on their emotional states
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and life experiences in order to write their own
scores. Through such activities, the choreographic
materials and movement parameters were
formed. The shape of the work developed over
time through a layering process, with Butcher of-
fering individual feedback to the dancers to forge
the work. Yet while the dancer in many different,
fluid, and democratic ways can be seen to con-
tribute to the dance, Roche writes that she “is
still engaged with the schema instigated by and
co-located in the composite body of the choreog-
rapher” (30). In light of this observation Roche
reflects: “I don’t feel that I am getting a style or
a way of moving through a conscious attempt
to fulfill Rosemary’s aesthetic. Rather, I feel
that I am building a structure on which to
hang the form that is already there between us
in the room” (31). She concludes: “Although
it’s Butcher’s vision, something is being shaped
by both of us and I am anchoring it through my
embodied self in movement” (42).

In “Veils within Veils: John Jasperse,”
Roche reveals a very different process in devel-
oping the work entitled Solo for Jenny: Dance
of (an undisclosed number of) Veils (2008).
Roche states that for Jasperse, the individual
dancer is not central to the development of a
work. Rather, while allowing serendipity and
the working environment to influence his pro-
cess, he shares material across different dancers
and projects, such that ideas and materials are
reiterated across different works. Throughout
the chapter, Roche focuses upon the act of per-
formance and the ways in which it engendered
in her a sense of agency. She notes how the
shifts between multiple states that the work re-
quired, alongside the sharing of elements of
the solo with other dancers, meant that she
felt she alternated between subject and object
positions and had a complex sense of being
part of a plurality rather than occupying a sin-
gular identity in the dance.

The next two chapters focus on projects with
Jodi Melnick and Liz Roche, respectively. Both
continue the established theme of ownership,
and position the body as multiple, complex,
andmutable. InMelnick’s work, the dancer/cho-
reographer relationship appears to be based on
the transmission of a body to body practice, and
Roche poetically writes: “I was in a fluid state of
being, responding to minute details and shifts
in my bodily sensations” (64). In the work with
Liz Roche, she further describes the multimodal

stimuli that are at playwithin the process of danc-
ing and that become encoded over the course of
rehearsals to suggest that, “In dance, the choreo-
graphic piece is built up over time through crea-
tive experimentation, rather than dictated as an
already complete plan from choreographer to
dancer” (95).

As is clear in the above descriptions,
throughout the book Roche emphasizes the
role of the dancer as a collaborator who is deeply
engaged in and contributing to the creative
process. In each case, the nature of her relation-
ship to the choreography differed. While shift-
ing her position in each context, Roche argues
that over time the dancer forms a “moving
identity.” To elaborate this notion she takes us
on a journey through Deleuze and Guattari’s
(1997) concept of “molar identity,” in which
being multiple is composed by numerous selves
rather than being contained within a singular
or molar identity, via Braidotti (2000) and
Shusterman (1999), among others, to note
how: “Dancers metaphorphose in the moment
of becoming through dancing, in a dialogical
encounter with the choreographer as the
other, thus producing various dancing selves
through embodied complexity. Contemporary
dancers embody multiplicity as a fundamental
part of their career path and dancers are capable
of being many dancing bodies in one through
incorporating a range of different movement
styles” (117).

This figuration of the dancer offers a useful
additional dimension to other conceptualiza-
tions of the dancer by, for example Foster
(1997), Davida (1992), and Louppe (1996). As
Roche relates, these authors have each charac-
terized the dancing body as “hired” (Foster),
“eclectic” (Davida), and “hybrid” (Louppe).
Yet rather than the body being over-written or
hybridized, for Roche the dancer’s “moving
identity” is located in both an individual way
of moving and the incorporation of different
movement experiences accrued over time.
These movement experiences are embodied as
part of the moving identity of the dancer as
fluid traces, rather than as a fixed archive of
dance practices, and are multiple in nature, hav-
ing the potential to reform and be redefined
temporarily. Such insights help take our under-
standing of a dancer’s identity forward and
provide a way of articulating her agency as a
site through which the potentialities of what
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Roche calls her “creative dancing signature” can
be recognized and acknowledged.

The book was a pleasure to read, particu-
larly so because it starts to fill the gap in the
paucity of writing that articulates the dancer’s
perspective. As such, it is a welcome addition
to dance discourse.

Vida Midgelow
Middlesex University
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This book aims to develop a cultural theory of
human movement and representation that
draws on a wide range of sources; ancient
Western philosophy, history of science, Lacan,
Laban, Deleuze, Forsythe, motion capture tech-
nology, contemporary media theory, contempo-
rary performance, and more. Sutil writes that

the book illustrates a never-ending cultural en-
terprise of “finding new means of representing
movement language through mathematical or
computational means, or indeed through differ-
ent formal languages of movement that are
realized at the concrete level of an embodied
discipline” (234). Since the book draws on
such a vast field of cultural history, it will likely
be of interest to those working within interdis-
ciplinary approaches to movement. With this
said, there are two intertwined methodological
issues that consistently arise in the book—
Sutil’s lack of reference to important relevant
research and his use of weak analogies.

While reading through the first section of
the book, I was struck by the fact that there
were few references to relevant secondary litera-
ture on Laban and Labanotation. I then noticed
a paucity of references to relevant literature
when the author discussed Forsythe’s formal
approach to dance improvisation. In the section
of the book that focuses on motion technology,
I similarly found few references to literature on
the intersection of movement and digital tech-
nology. Kozel’s (2007) book-length treatment
on the topic is given just a passing mention,
and relevant work by Birringer (2004, 2008),
Dixon (2007), Naugle (1998), and many of the
authors published in the International Journal
of Performance Arts and Digital Media is not re-
ferred to. But, if the author’s goal is to “write an
integrated theory of movement” (104) that fo-
cuses on representation and the digital, then
this work simply must be addressed. Indeed, I
believe that, in many instances, references to
relevant literature would push Sutil’s analysis
further and would likely challenge some of his
conclusions (more on this in a moment).

A second issue concerns Sutil’s use of anal-
ogies. Arguments from analogy can be quite
fruitful, but they must consider any relevant dif-
ferences between what is being compared and
then consider if those differences outweigh the
similarities. If they do, then they are weak anal-
ogies that do not support conclusions that are
built on them. For example, Sutil briefly dis-
cusses Lacan’s topological theory of language
and Laban’s dynamospheric model of human
movement; he then argues that the two are
akin in that they both consider the manner in
which inner experience is expressed outwardly
in movement. He writes, “For a start, Lacan’s
thinking is fiendishly cryptic at times, in the

DRJ 48/2 • AUGUST 2016 121

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0149767715000583 Published online by Cambridge University Press

http://denadavida.ca/articles/dancing-the-body-eclectic/
http://denadavida.ca/articles/dancing-the-body-eclectic/
http://denadavida.ca/articles/dancing-the-body-eclectic/
http://denadavida.ca/articles/dancing-the-body-eclectic/
http://denadavida.ca/articles/dancing-the-body-eclectic/
http://denadavida.ca/articles/dancing-the-body-eclectic/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0149767715000583

	Outline placeholder
	Works Cited
	Works Cited


