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Abstract

No sustained research has been done into the traditional British glove puppet form
Punch and Judy since the 1980s;atlonographic research has ever been done on it.
The research addresses the gaps in this knowledge and seeks to discover how
production and reception of the formshzhanged in the last 25 yeand how it is
currently constitutedThe research is particula concerned to idcover who is now
performing the showhow it is performed and where it is performed.sitalso
concerned with howits recepton is mediated bycurrent preoccupations with

nostalgia and the commodification of the historical.

The reseah relies on close comparison with previous stydiedso investigates the
approaches of earlier commentators. More centrally, it is an etuiugrstudy of
current practiceundertaken in close association with many of the performers
themselves, espedly members of the Punch and Judy College of Professors who are
collaborative partners irhé project. Through participanbservation, the research
seeksto get closer to understanding the dramaturgy, the material culture and the

motivations of the perfoners themselves than previous studies have attempted to.

The research has discovered that significant changes have occurred in Punch and Judy
in the past 25 years, in two principal areas. Firstiythe control of the tidition by
performers themselve$hey have set up organizatigmsstituted dedicated festivals

and produced discoursebout their traditions, practices and aspiratiddscondly,

there have been changes in the costeg@ographical and cultural, within which the

form sits. It is no lager to be found mainly at the seaside, but nigpecally at

festivals which deliberately invoke a sense of the past. Whilst these two changes
mark a significant break with the continuities of context and styles of performance,

the form itself remains reankably resilient.
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Preface

A Punch and Judy show

The puppeteer arrivedone He parkshis vanin a roadside ba$0 yards or so from
where he will pitch his booth, on a wide green just out of sight of a beach which is
over a little rise. He unloads a long hall and a large suitcase andaps tlem onto

a golf trolley. He putscoins into a parking meter, something he will have to
remember to do several times during the day. Today he is lucky, he has found a
nearby parking spot and will not have to carryhieavyequipment too far, thoughe

has reduced the weight as much as possible, losing unnecessary puppets, the ones he
thought when he made them would be sensational, but wihigtactice have limited
mileage. K has got rid of one or twmutinesfor the same reason, though he might

do these in other circumstances, far a changeswap with some he is using today.

He is lucky #so because the weather is goodt 6 s -claudless @day and, 4tl in

the morning in early July, the sun is high. He left home an hour ago and the roads
wereclear. During the school holidays wheeople are heading for the coast will

have to leave earlier. He is booked to play this pitch ta@ieeeek during the summer
months. he money is not as good as some bookihgsit is regular ands the local
council are paying, it is guaranteed to be in his bank account within the nzohitd

in hand. If a really lucrative booking comes in, he can get a deputy to do this one. As
it is a familiar pitch, it is relatively stredsee: he knows the likelihood of timg a
parking space, he knows where he can buy a coffee and sandwiches; he can keep the
booth in sight when he does and he knows he can ask people here to watch it for him
when he goes to thiilets which are also nearbgnd clean. There are a few kids
playing football a little way off, two or three young mothers stroll by with their

pushchairs and up to the promenade to bugieam and a tea from a café.

He pulls the trolley to his usual spot. He unpacks the wooden frame and the canvas
covering.lti s a 0 | feameyand opemsgosiké a concertina in two halve$he

top half is secured into the bottom half with aluminium sleeves. Extra wooden struts

slot in place horizontally to add stability. The one across the front has hooks to hang
his pupgts on. He places the booth facing the grassy rise which will act as a seating
rake; the audience will face away from the sun. He wraps the red and white striped
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canvas around the frame, zipping it up at the bidekputs the canvas roof on top and
attache t he Opl ayboarddé on whi changthdr beads.u pp et
He velcroes a short tasselled cloth around the front of the playboard to disguise the
join; various characters will poke their headsderthis during the showHe hangs

the threepieces of the proscenium arch, the two sides and the top, around the opening

at the front of the boothhe has put a lot of thought into making these andeissed

that he can attach them without using wmgs or bolts. The piscenium carries the

Profe s s aamé-snost Punch perfor mer s-andadeclares h e ms
itself a O6Punch and Judyd s hehoawsalcturei s br
of Punch and Judy and the baby. One or two patseask him what time the show

will start. He secures the tent with gogpes which have red, white and blue bunting

which flutters in the breeze. He hangs brightwveldetcurtains inside the proscenium

and places a wooden clock on the playboard announcing the time of the show. He
hooks a lod-speaker on to the top of theogcenium and goes inside to connect it to

the battery operated amplifier. He tests it by playing a short burst of fairground music
from hisipod which he has plugged into it. He takes the puppets out from the case: a
Monkey, Joey the Clown, a Policemanthough sometimes, if he is doing a
OVictoriand show, -laBoctarsaeCsocodile, Be Redill Runch,n st e
Judy and the Baby. He always hangs the puppets in the same places so he can put
them on without lookingHe hangsa tbhammockinside the tent under the playboard

so he can drop them in when he has finished with them. Finally, he tests his swazzle
Punc h 6 sto matid sare it is moist and working. He sets another one to hand in

the booth in case he laséhis one, or swallows it. He tidies everything away into the
booth | eaving enough room to stand. He p
directly behind the prosocam and hidden by a baaioth; he can see the audience
through this, but they cmot see him. He has set up the booth hundreds of times
before and can do it i80 minutes if he is not interrupted. He has a few minutes to

spare and he unfolds a camping chair, sits and reads his newspaper.

A young man from the council recreations dépant cyclesup to ask if everything

is OK. They have a&hatand alaughand t he man cycl es away a
to do the show. The puppeteer puts on some fairground music to draw a crowd,
although seven or eighthave arrived alreadya couple ofyoung mothers,a

grandparenand a few four or five yeaold children, eating iceream and enjoying

12



the raresunshine. During thholidays there will be a biggemore mixed crowd, but

the puppeteer is quite happy with a snatwd today. As the music gfs more

people gather, one mother has brought a picnic rug to sit on. The puppeteer interrupts
the music to announce, ORol | up, roll up
three minutes. 0 Btwentypeopleasderebled ar e per haps
Somepef or mers come O6out frontdé at the st ar
to stayinside the booth. He announces over the PA that the show is about to start, but
that the stage needs a clean,&d or the | ittle ones, her e
Mickey draws back the curtains afetches a mop and bucketeltties to mop the

stageas the music continugbut, to the delight of the children, the bucket keeps
moving away from him and the mop starts to hit him on the head. Mickey disappears

andwe heartheunc hmanods,0omMdiece |l @ag&ki ns gone, itod:

Joey appears and encourages t he oashodti ence
out o6 wa lPe n g jfoskhisAis notsuccessful, so he blackmails the parents

into joiningin,t el 1l ing the children that i f they
youd. This is taken in good humouaut, and ¢
but Punch callsupthdte i s having a Owee weeod; wat

playboard, splashg the audienceOne or two childrerscream with laughter; Joey
rocks with laughtea nd says, 6 Oh d e ar®&unchvemargies and na u g
dodges about the stage, noisily banging his head on the proscenium and the

playboard. Joey tells hijwe wantance show with | ots of | au

Punchal I s f or Judy Heisoelactadtd®shenis doiag the svashing S

and says in aeep, grufiv oi ¢ e, o1 dondét want to get m
insistsand she comes up. She sees the audiencerammddemurely,s ay s , o1 di
know we h a dPunchasks fonaykids; Judy replies 6 |  bk,ia ki bigg ki s

wet , s o php ghildienlasigh &he counts to three and they go into a stylised

kiss, their heads circlingach othemnd t&8enng&i very noisily.
oOyoudbre wor se!ltéoh amiggtorhee nmialblgd s Shhe audi e
called him Bill because hgthrovatimedabgpt t he e

13



each other;Judy remarks 0t hi s i s orvpappets toddofybui knaw| t f
someti mes we even get a round of appl aus

on the faby, Judy asks what he is doitigh a by , Beisays i ng 6

She leaves Punch to look after the baby, giving the audience strict instsuctical

her if Punch hurts the baby at all. Punch tries to teach the baby to walk, placing him

at one side of the stage, standing at t
WhenPunch s hou tthe babysshoete acioss $hé stage into his .afimis
happenseveral times. The baby starts to cry and Punch pats him on the head to try to
calm him down; the baby cries even louder and Punch picks him upepedtedly

knockshis head against the prosceniunhisTmakes matters worse, so he throws the
baby downstairs, Sshouting gleefully, ot |
stared to call for Judy who comés see what has happenetieSsks the audience if

Punch threw the baby downstailBiunch says, 6 Oh no I di

prompting,he audi ence c¢cry, 6Oh yes you didbé6.

Judy fetches her stick and tells Punch to bend over. She asks the audience if she
shoul d givtl ussmack 6@ar | @ Ag b e g ttheynece/.gSked ma c k
smacks his bottonPunch grabs the stick and theght over the weapon, moving up

and down at either end as if they are on assee He wins and hits her. Judy says,

6My mot her was right, I should never ha\

slapstick, rolls her backwards and forwards on the playgboand tosses her

downstairs, again crying, O6thatdés the wa
| mmedi at el y, a Pol i cemslovwitedw PCs tlled | iy b o ht
pops up | ooking for 6éa very naughty man

is downstairs; asenlooks down, Punch comes up behind him and hits him on the
head. A chase ensues during which the Policemmdnit iseveral times from behind.
Eventually he confronts Punch who knocks him down, rolls him about and tosses him

downstairs. One mothersays®h chi |l d, 6éheds naughtyo.

Joey reappears and plays hatetseek with Punch, hiding behind the curtains, then
under he playboard, continually outwitting PundHe lets Punch find him and tll

him he has a surprise for hime goes off to fetch it. Pundits, excitedly musing on
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what the surprise could be. Joey comes u
because | canét say sausagesd. The child
He goes off to fetch a fryingan, leaving the sausages the playboard. Punch sings

a ditty, O6ésausages f dikesabsagesakdtieylike delsth u s a g
repeats this several times, swaying from side to side. As he does, unseen by him, a
Crocodile appearsalso swaying in time. The childrestart to point and shout, the
Crocodile disappears. Punch sings again, the Crocodile appears again, this time
nearer to Punch; he bobs down and moves the sausages. Punch tries to work out what
is going on. He sits on the sausages to prevent them beileg.stdve Crocodile

comes up and opens his jaws. Sarhéhe children start to screamhdre is by now a

great deal of tension amongst the younger children, some of whom cling to their
mothers; the parents are clearly enjoying the level of engagementhiidien are

showing. Punch hits the Crocodile whis stick; the Crocodile swallows it and grabs

the sausages which he also swallows. He bites Punch on the npaftearfdunch has

struggled to free himself, the Crocodile disappears.

Punch lies flat ot on the playboard and calls for the Do¢cteho appears, telling the

audi ence, @otoy Damle, i Be®ause | Ojokeiglosdhi t of
on some of them. He examines Punch, and gets a kick on the head for his troubles. He
triestogetPunh t o stand up, but Punche kieceipnse 6c
for the Crocodile bite. Téa medicines in the form ofa stick.Punch offers to give it

to the Doct ooctasviewer taketheir owe snedicidgidu must have a
dose of thisthee ti mes aetdampis, MUGNNKHt 6, grabs
knocksthe Doctar out, rolling him on the playboard and tossing him downstairs. He

excl ai mp, tywhathada a pity, what a pity! o

There is a growl! fronbelow and a red, horned, clkad and leatherwinged Devil
appears, telling Ruc h o1 am Beelz&buld, alm areOIDe v

come to mak®uwoh sepfeeéb, ol dondt want
take you somewhere hot 6; P u sta Del Salsbkitst, 6Co
wi || cost you your soul, |l 6ve come to t a

of eternity shaving monkeys, and there will never be another Punch and Judy show

ever againo. Punch offers tticks.fi ght him a
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Joey comes up and encourages the audience to cheer for Punch if he is winning and
boo the Devil if he is winning, since, if the Devil wjrteere will be no more Punch

and Judwe, woAINddnoét wa nThe fightbeginsawd afted sevalw e ? 6
reversals of fortune, accompanied by loud cheers and boos, Riiss¢thh e Devi | 0
stick out of his hand, knocks him out and rolls him on the playboard. ajgesars

and decl ar es, [6idfithe devil and the ofd &snchbaedaludy show is

sae 6. They pi yhkisfee@anddropechimDiewstalrs.

Joey tells the audience ités the end of
applause and to give three cheers for the Punch and Judy show and for the local

council who have putthchsow on oO6absolutely free of cl
and disappear bel ow. T h e uRPwamesth themmaildds n a k

draws the curtains.

The audience get up and head off to look at the sea or to have lunch. The puppeteer
unzips the tent for sone fresh air and starts to hang the puppets up again for the next

show. He will do three today. In between times, he reads his paper and eats his
sandwiches and talks to the occasional inquisitive passer by. At the end of the day he

packs up and drives han

Note

1 This partially composite description of a show is largely based on performances given by
Professor Carl Durbin at Teignmouth in Dewduring the smmer of 2007.
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Introduction

Overview of Contemporary Punch and Judy

Punch ad Judy is a popular British glovauppet form which is normally played by

one performer in a temporary booth erected in a public space, such as in a street, at
the beach, at a festivah a park, or at a country fairt is also often performed in
privates et t i ngs, usually childrends parties
seaside, although these days it is not very often to be found there. It is one of a
number of popular European puppet forms believed to have derived from the Italian
Pulcinellaglove puppet showbut has developed its own chamgdtics. It emerged

as a glovepuppet show in Britain in the Regency period (1790830s).

Most presentations of the showvolve around a basic core episode: Punch disposes

of his wife, Judy, and #ir baby, andhendeals with the consequences. Nowadays it
usually ends with Punch triumphing over forces more dangerous and naughty than
himself, the Devil and the Crocodile.hiE restores the moral balancéOne
significant change which has occurredretent years is that in the past Judy was
nearly always Okill ed?d; now her removal
some shows sheven makes a return at the gndithin this loose structure there is
considerable narrative latitude. There is noedixscript and the amount of
improvisation varies from performer to performer. Some stick quite rigidly to tried
and tested routines and jokes, others are highly responsive to audiences or their own
momentary whims. Most experienced performers have a maihgautines they can
incorporate or leave out, and since the showtisnsically episodic, this does not
usually undermine any sense of coherence. The show is characterised by a great deal
of knocka b o u t ( 6 srhoarpasdtther ksdnuch fightingunch persistently
challenges thestatus quoin the form of Judy, a Policemam, Doctor, or evena
Hangman. Many performers and commentators believe that the oppositional nature of
a two-handed performance makes this kind of conflict inevitable. Ther@ms no the

show to introduce topicaldures, usually to be lampoonedtlese tend to have a short
shelflife. However, some topical figures have outlived their originals to become an

expected part of the performance. The show relies heavily on audieraxtagiqn.
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Punch and Judy is predominantly a <c¢chilc
always incorporate jokes made for the benefit of adults; the best deliberatelyrstruct

the show around this doubéidience dynamic in quite sophisticated ways.

Wher eas t he p e rlcedepareledtos coliectian® fnoen passing trade,
something which probably determined the episodic nature of the show, now it is far
more likely to come from prbooked showsSuch collectingg s c abt elli g6
Feesvarycami der abl y, from as |little as A30 o
A300 or more for a dayos MostpeHormergaravery a | a
mobile, sometimes driving a hundred miles or more to perform, even travelling

abroad.

It is exremely difficult to gauge the precise number of performers working today;
esimates vary between 100 and 300y ksearches suggest that the figure may be
around 150 This includes performers who do the show as part of a repertoire of
chil dr e nments and tloenotttrenk of themselves as principally Punch and
Judy performers. Even so, based on historical accounts, the number of performers is

probably as great, if not greater than it has ever been at any one time.

I have met no performer who makegvang exclusively from Punch and Judy. Even
those who perform it regularly might also work as magicians, perform other puppet
shows, make and sell puppets or ventrilogmistolls, or have a pension from a
previous job. One or two have fdime jobs inunrelated industries and perform at
weekends; a few are actors doing Punch between acting work. Some find it very
difficult to get by,and many express anxiety about the unpredictability of the work.
Nonethelessa hardworking performer who has built upgmod network of clients
places to which he can go back again and again, regular schools tnapga
regular holiday pitch and is prepared to do other kinds of puppetmght hope to
make £30000 a year. However, it is in the nature of the wibidt it is very diffcult

to generalize about incomet is hard to get precise figures from performers,

especially as some have what they call a

Economics notwithstanding, étipguishédeform i o n a |

others, and these are the ones with whom this studynamly concerned.
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OProfessional sé are characterised by a
willingness and desire to maimaa high quality of performance amd engge in
professional relationships with bookeesid an expectation that they will be paid a
fee commensurate with their skills and effort. With this often go the typical

necessities of the professional entertainer: publicity and an accountant.

Many perfoamers express a considerable affective connection to the show and this
goes a very long way to making up for the sometimes financial hardship of the work.
On the whole they very much enjoy what they are doing and are sustained by the
belief that they are aking a unique, valuable and valued contribution to popular
culture® For some, being a Punch and Judy performer is deeply connected to their
sense of identity, for others it offers pleasurable challenges in the exercise of an
undoubted skill.

Most Punchperformers are men, although there are no proscriptions on women
performing. Currently there are probably fewer than 10 female performers in England
and Wales and perhaps as fewfige or six” It is difficult to beexactsince some
women who work undehte umbr el l a term 6chil drends
along with other things. This preponderance of rse@emsalwaysto havebeen the
case and women figure small in the literature except occasionally as wives and

helpers.

The view that the show issually handed down from father to son is no longer
accurate, though there are still instances of this doubtful that it ever was to the
degree that it is popularly held to have been. Performers now learn from books, from
watching each other, from -@mnstructing shows from memory, and, increasingly,

from seeing performances on video or DVD.

One significant change which has occurred siRobert Leach conducted Isajor
resear ch i(each 1085set als bélagwhas been the amount of work
performers are doing abroad. As | discuss later, there is a history of performers
travelling in Europe, and from its earliest days the show has been influenced by
international puppeteers. There have been some deliberate cultural exchanges,

notably by Perg Press Junior in the 1960s and 70s. There has also been a long
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history of performers travelling to former British colonies; in some cases the show
has taken root there. In recent years, however, especially with the advent of puppet
festivals, these trippave become more frequent and regularised, particularly to the
continental Europe. Again, as | detail in Chapter Six, the exchange has been two way.
Not all performers travel abroad with much frequency, but a few do. Among these are
Clive Chandler, Rod Bumett, Dan Bishop and Konrad Fredericks. It is in the nature

of exchange that performers develop personal associations with festival organizers
and are invited back time and again. This is part adichhocbut growing pattern of
exchange of puppetry ideabBhis exchange has been considerably facilitated by the
advent of cheap air travel. The implications of this in terms of the development of
popul ar puppetry are far reaching, and,
needs to be the subject of tuet research. What is important for current purposes is

to be aware that for a number of performers, internationalism and their sense of
themselves as having an international audience, are important to their understanding

of themselves as Punch performers.

Punch and Judy has a considerable resonance outside ofperfoainanceand to a
remarkable degree it remains an icon embedded in the fabric of British culture. Many
British people, even if they have not seen a PumchJaudy show, have heard of it

and can make some attempt at describing some of the episodes and some of the
characters in it. Conversations | have had with a wide range of people during the
period of the study have thrown up a number of consistent views. Most people seem

to have some viewof the show which they are prepared to express without

prompting. These views range from the sl
goi ngo6; 6lt used to scare ;medlast lno kg hdtd ; t
bannedi®, t o ttilmenaafeffedd!l wused to | ove Punch
only a bit of fun, isndét ité; Othereds f

be powerfully associated with violence, nostalgia and childhood.

This familiarity and strengthfdeeling has made it a useful trope across a range of
cultural registers. It has often been cited in populacsits and TV programmes,
especially those ich have a nostalgic intentioham thinking in particular of its

appearance in episodestdif Di Hi, made in the 1980s and set in atiBh holiday
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camp of the 195§ andHeartbeat made in the 1980s, 90s and 2000s, a reassuring
police series set in a small fictitious Yorkshire country town in a fondly remembered
1960s. It is occasionally referencesifaving sinister undertones in popular films and

TV, as for example in an episode of the popular detective ddrtssimmer Murders

in which the local Punch and Judy performer triggers off a series of mukdl&s

James made use of its sinister poteniala short ghost storygrhe Story of a
Disappearance and an Appearance The o6édar ker 6 el ements of
useful cultural reservoir for artists working in a range of media. Notable among these
are Harrison Birtwi §34 aperaPunch aitJedpSusam Pr u.

Hillerds 1990 installation at TatAn St I
Entertainment Russel | H o-apacalgpsc ndvé Sidalley pMalker and

JanSvankmeg r 0 s di st ur bi ®Pechhedady. Othex impartant i o n
wor ks which strongly <c¢cite or in other w

1963 film, The Punch and Judy Md®ummersl998[1963), Neil Gaiman and Dave

Mc k e a n ogsaphicr®o@ebMr Punch- the Tragical @medy or Comical Traggd

and, witha similartitle, an animation by th&rothers Quayin 1986. It has also
provided inspiration for pogiunk artistsKLF, and the cabaret style bariche Tiger

Lillies. The range of purposes to which the show is put by this eclectic set tf igrtis
understandably wide. Some use the show to investigate the nature of memory, others
to consider questions of violence, others to celebtatiberationalenergy Where

these cultural products have ignored the ameliorating comic elements of the show,

they tend to have been dismissed by performers themselves.

The show also has a persistent place as a social referent. When Paul McCartney and
HeatherMills-Mc Car t ney 6 s marri age enal &east ogecr i mo
national newspaper drew parallelsttwthe puppet showFig. 1). When David
Cameron was electdde ader of the conservative Part
to Punch and Judkas leoome a placestidough Wiioh to seflectw

on issues around partisan strife, to comicalisé #rus process that strife and to

incorporate strife into a larger scheme of stability.
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McCartney
¥ o LEL
(/ me claims
" | Heather..

Ohnol

didn't says

Fig.1 Paul McCartney and HeatherllgliMcCartney as Punch and Judipnt page of

The Daily Expressl9 Octobef006
Because of current sensitivities around theliputhisplay of violence, a degree of
ambivalence attaches to the shoWonetheless, it has found institutional
acknowledgement as a marker of British identity. In 2000 it was exhibited in the
Millennium Dome; in 2001 pictures of the main puppets appearetiset on British
postagestamps; in 2004 Professor John Styles was awarded an(MBEdwards
200b) and in 2006 it becamelcoanof En@andnaci al
Government scheme set up to OpHEnglismatde di s
todefineEngl i sh cul t ulm®P ( Edwards 2006

Punch and Judy in Britain has not been subject to the same kinds of intervention by
national or exterior agencies with agendas wha# | suggest belovhave shaped

popular uppetry in some o#r countries. Mis has left it in the position of being both

reviled and supported and finding its own way through these pressures. Its ambivalent
position is typically summarised by Sue Clifford and Angela King in their
encycl opaedi coO totoseromplaae,ahte ivesnacblar arfd the distimctiv

[in English p8pmehowcttheuPeahbédh and Judy
aspects of popular cul ture338).shifting, of
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The Ethnography

The myth that ethnographers aregple without personal identity, historical
location and personality and would all produce the same findings in the same
settingis the mistake of naive realism.

John D. Brewef

The overview | have outlined above tells us what the form looks like, but it does not
account for how it has come to look like thi®r does it tell us how it looks from the
point of view of the performers. | would like to say orretwo things about how |

intend to do those more complex jobs.

There is a close relationship between the theory by which | frame the research and the
methodology by which | have carried it o&.major conclusion of this thesis that

in the last 20 or @ yearsperformers have come to take charge of how they see
themselves and how they are seen. At the timeeofast major study (Leach 1985)
performers did not belong to organizations which validated and gave a sense of
identity in the way that they doow, nor did they take charge of the representation of
the form in the way that they do now. These changes may be thdwaghtleanges in
power relationsand they hinge upon access to the means by whéformers
construct a sense both of seléntity ard of identity for the form. | frame discussion

of these changes through the ideasaohumber of cultural theorists, including
Raymond Williams (19731981, 1985, 2001a, 2006stuart Hall (19641980, 1996,
2006, and Anthony Giddendl 984, 1990, 1991who themselves call upon the work

of Gramsci (see especially, Mouffel979: 168204) and Foucault(1972) The
theoretical frame may be summarised in this quotation from Hall,

[ é because identities are constructed within, not outside, discourse, we need
to understand them as produced in specific historical and institutional sites
within specific discursive formations and practices, by specific enunciative
strategies. Moreover, they emerge within the play of specific modalities of
power [...] (1996: 4)

This theoretical positioassumes the centrality efrategiesof identity-construction

| prefer the termmechanismsince it more accuratelgcknowledgeshe constraints

rather tharthe possibilities by which agents negotiate power, but it serves a similar

purpose.With Giddens (1991: 37%39), we ma y di stingu-i sh m

mo d e mecridapismé r om Ot r a d-madermames.| The distinctidpetween
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modern and prenodernis important because it accounts for the contingency of
modern identityconstuction compared with the supposed essentiality of traditional
identity-construction. In the case of contemporary Punch performershose
mechanismsnclude the ability to produce discourse and the ability to stage festivals
andtherebyto influence the wgain which the form is read his situationis complex
however,since current perfoners rely orpracticewhich has developed as a result of
former modalities of power; namely that the show is still considered a piece of
chil dr ends ethatperfoimears depemrdron thaawew for their livitigis

not a satirical show, though it might contain elements of séitivéll be seenbelow

that the character of the shoeame about as a result of pressures at a particular
moment and was part of a mulelnger process dfclass) identityconstructionEarly

on in the thesi$ map a history of changing power relations from the earliest days of

the form to the current situatiohgo on to explore the current situation

The changing relationship betwedtetperformer and the show, or the traditiche

p er f o ahiity todalie charge of it and the constraints on thatmost clearly
visible through a toftperiorchérdhIgis rotosufficiéneto 160 r a c t i
just at the things which perimers produce, the show and the puppets; we need also

to consider how those things have come about, what is intended by them, how they
are used and how they are received. This means, at the very least, asking performers
why they do what they dainderstanthg the degree of control they have over this,

and grasping what it is they get from doing it. This requires an ethnographic
methodology. This methodology is further supported by the invitation of performers

to carry out such a study.

Ethnographies do naake place in a vacuum; each is a unique product of a number of
interests meeting. In this case, the intere$tsome of the puppeteers themselves, of

the ethnographer and of wha€fThéessinterestmet i m
met through the fundm initiative of the Arts and Humanities Research Council
whoseown concern was that the collaboration should produce new findings which
would make their way into the public domain. These interests represent the
background to the study. At timemsach hasame to the fore and exerted its pressure

on the shape of the final document.
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Two connected areas form the focus of the research. One is the shawhiselfioes

it look like now, how has it changed since the last research was carried out, and what
spae does it occupy in the social and cultural landscape? The otherpsaple who
perform the show: who are they and why do they do the shaw®ld like to plunge

in with a brief ethnographic account through which the questions which have come to

the fae in the process of the reseansight be identified.

Towards the endf my field-work, as Iwas grappling with my d a twasinvited to

a meetingof performers. Thisad been arranged by the Punch organization which
along with Royal Holloway Collegy was one of the two collaborators in the project
and through whomhe research had been instigatdst Punch and Judy College of
Professorsthie Collegg. Although the College has been in existence since the 1980s,
this was the firstime it had met insuch numbers. Othe 18 members, 12 were
present. Previous meetings had seen only four or five together, and these usually
coincidal with Punch and Judy festival$his was the first time th€ollege had
congregated for the simple purpose of meeting, l&beation, and of taking stock.

is probablythe casdhat the meetingvasencouraged byny researchl had broached

the idea of getting people togethersee how they would engage with each other and

to throw some questions arourithis idea was takeap by Punchman Glyn Edwas.

He had been instrumental in setting up the research as part of his ongoing work of
keeping Punch and Judy alive and thrivilg might be thought of aa principal
gatekeeper to the communitgertainly as far as this projeist concernedEdwards
describes himseis a O Punc h a hedmedns ld which betpiomulgatésd . T
the form, and what that tells urs broader terms&bout the relationship between the
agent and the traditional form in contemporary society, is ofraleimterest in the

thesis. The meeting provided a snapshot of the College as it existed at that. moment

On a cool, sunny, blustery day in March 20€8 performers metta beachside café

in the Devon resort of PaigntoDiscussions had taken plaby email aboutthe

location of anappropriate venueLondon was rejected because, although it might
once have seemed a Onatural dé choick, sev
was also feltthat holding it there would reflect the ability of perfara to go
anywhere, and to break withe historical centre of gravityof the form Performers

drove down or took the traifhose members who did not make it were mostly part
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of anolder generation for whom Devomas, as on@utitt j ust Onpetodeo f ar 0
member had a paid show elsewhere and felt that the need to earn tookey
precedencePerformers came from London, from the Midlands, Cornwall, Brighton

and DorsetPaignton was chosen also because one of the members, Mark Poulton,
lived therg and ashis wife and young daughter had made themselves scarce for a few
days he could accommodate some of the perform®&mne members of theolzge

have become close friends and it is qui!t

their workshop when perforimg away from home

Paignton held some historical significance for performers, too; it had seen a number

of residentPunchmen over the years. The first was John Stafford who had worked
there from the 1920s to the 136@Poulton emailed a photograph c&dStf or d6s pi
to members before they arrived. Another was Michael Byrom, wH@ &2
monograph on Punch and Judy was considered to have inspired a new generation of
Punch performers (Lead985: 144145); one or two of these performers were at the
meeting.Poulton himself had worked the pitch in the early 2000s

Edwards had asked members to bring their Punch puppets as a tangible reminder of
what they had in common and to show them off to passing tourists and to the local
BBC TV news reporter whonMark Poudton had invited to record the event. As
performers arrived and chatted on the patio outside the café, the reporter put together
an item for the early evening news, interviewing performers and corralling them
behind a wall by the beach where they would pppio squeal raucously into thens

finally orchestrating a pieem-camera where he was battered over the headiweth

slapsticks

As we sat around a long table for lunch, | looked at the people who had gathered for
the first time and who | had gto know duringhe previous 18 months of fieldork.

The youngest was in his 20s, one or two in their 30s, most in their 50s amtoWGis.

a broad range of peopl8ome knew each other only by reputation. Two or three had
trained as actors and still vked & actorsa couplewere trained visual artists. dgt

did other formsof puppetry, some in televisioone was an eXV producer, two or

three were highly respected and influential figures in the puppetry community in

general. Very few made their Iivgg only from performing Punch and Judy. Some
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were married, some had children, some were gagsome were single. All of them

often travelled away from home to perform the show; all of them were paid to

perform it. There were only two women at the tabled war ds 6 wi f e, M.
Al i son Davey, Professor Brian Daveyo6s wi
puppetmaker in her own right, does a waup with marionettes before her

husbandds show and Alison dressesiant he p

duringhis show. Everyone at the table hamree hand®n connection with Punch and
Judy

Fig. 2 College members on the beach at Paignteot¢pMary Edwards)

The afternoon was given over to sesarious discussions and | was invited to ask
about tlngs which had eluded metill now. This was a moment to consider my
relationship with this community. Some of thé had had little contact withgthers |

had seen a great deal of, travelling with them, watching their shows again and again,
interviewing tkem, watching them in their workshops, recording their shows,
photographing their puppets and booths, staying in their houses. | hadrstorgaf

these memories, some on paper, some on camera, some on Dictaphone, and others in
my head, and taken them batkmy study to make sense of, to listen to again, to
transcribe and to catalogue. All of this work rested on a bed of endless, pleasurable
chatter, of talk about the show. Punch performers like to talk about what they do,
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what it means to them, the expmmices they haviead with it. In talking about their
experiencesthey shape them, give them meaning, hold thgmto be looked at,
reshape themandgive themmore meaning. Thegreat a seamless narrativEach
does this in a different way. My tasks | see it, isto take their meanings, their
stories, the thing they hold in their hands and maoafeout, the interactions they have

with their audiences and each other, and give them back in my own.words

Later in the afternoon, the puppeteers headed outltoe b e ac h -cfadrl 6a & m
make a record of the event. They stood on the sand and threw their puppets in the air
and cheeredFig. 2). | was struck by their abilityand need,ery rapidly to
encapsulate and express se&nse of identity throughappaently spontaneous
performanceln the evening we watched on television the news report that had been
filmed that morning What only a few hours agbad been aide event with its
awkwardnessits roughness was now edited into aiscretestory, digitised ad

broadcast for public consumption.

We sat down again to eat and drink and talk. A quiz was held with questions about
Punch. | was both embarrassed aetieved that | scored highedt.had proved
myself yet| realized that these people were not histasi or theoreticians, that they

areengagednore indoingthe show than in thinking about it.

The events of thadlay were a reminder of the questiamiich this ethnography has
sought to refine and to answer. How did this group of performers come tgdibedn

and associate as the CollegdBw does their ability to meet and exchange ideas
impact on the tradition? What is the make up of the community of performers? How
do their differences impact on the traditiowhy do they relate to each other in the
ways that they do? How are these different people interpreting the fidow?are

their individual narratives brought together to produce a narrative for the tradition?
What is the role of the College in thikbw is the form mediated? What is its place

in the culture?ow is it interpolated by exterior agenciéd/hat role do performers

play in how the form is understood?

Along with these are a number of epistemological goestwhich | will address first.

What was my position iall of this? How have | core to be here and what shadows
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and light does my being here throw on the picture? It is through thesguttsiions

about methodology, the literature and the orientation of the study might be addressed.

Positioning the ethnographer

There araat least tw sides to the matter of being positioned, both have a bearing on
the outcome: how one positions oneself and how one is positioned by others. | will

begin with the first.

Paul Rock suggests that it is an advantage for the ethnographer to have some prior

familiarity with the territory,

[ é Venturing into terrain that is too alien will be disconcerting because it

offers no paths and little reassurance that one is looking around oneself with

an intelligent and informed eye. The new and the strange whidt ismnew

and strange may be the best compound, if only because ethnography demands

a comngt oget her of t he i nsider os unde |
puzzlene nt (J0@1]33).

| was already familian two ways | have been an actor andstreetheare performer

for several decades.have experiencethe tribulations of theentertainerand the
demand of work in an environment where a theatrical event has to be created almost
from scratch, from the strong idea you present to a passing @udite challenge

of keeping lheir eyes and ears fixed on ydo my performancevork, however, | had

never encountered a Punch and Judy show; we never appeared on the same bill, as it

were.

My other familiarity was cultural. Punch and Judy was my first expeeieof live
theatre. lwastaken by my mother to the local village hall when | was about five or
six. | remember coming in from the penetrating cold to the dim claustrophobia of the
crowded hall and seeing on the stage at one end a booth mhit have ken set up
already.l do not remember Mr Punch himself, but I vividly recall two episodes: the
Crocodile puting his head above the playboard andaihgthe sausages, and the
Hangmanbeingtricked into his own noose. Both produced a palpable frissorein th
audience. This was in thearly 1960s. Perhaps the fact that at home we had no
television and seeing entertainment of any kind made by other people was a rare

event accounts for the sharpness of the memory, or perhaps its intrinsic colour does.
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However t is, the Punch and Judy show has always been a part of my cultural
background, it has always been there. It is there not only as an early memory, but also
as a readily availablaf eccentric,reference point, part of the British repository of
shared imaes.

At the start of the resez, then, for me the show was axotic yet familiar form

whose workings were a mystery. It conteassignificantly with my own experience

of working in Omainstreamd theatred part
deeply populist form, representing an attachment to the past which most of my own
theatre work stive to break from. In my strettieatre work the past was referenced

only in order to be reappraised. Much (subsidised) British theatre is underpinned by a
desire, at least nominally, to move the agenda forward. Punch and Judy seemed to be

a highly conventionalised form which moved in the opposite direction.

| brought to theesearch also an interest in tiigestion of conventiomore generally

In my Mastes thesis,| had explored the tension between form and meaning, and |
had looked at how two very different theatre practitioners, Augusto Boal and Jerzy
Grotowski, had striven in opposite ways to rid the theatrical experience of the
determining impact of govention (Reeve 2002). | was curious about Hémnch
performers manoeuvred within the apparentyrowconstraints of tradition, to what

extent tley were liberated, reassured or frustrated by convention.
I would like to say a little now about how | wagsitioned by the puppeteers.

Since the last major study was maded for reasons which are detailed in the next
chapter, some performers have taken steps to ensure the survilval fofrh. As |

have suggestedhase steps include the formation of oligations, the production of
discourse and the instigation of festivalBhis contrasts with an earlier less
interventionistsituation which, as | indicate latertelied much more on economic
pressures to determine the shape ofttadition® This changeraises all kinds of
guestions to do with t heibid 38 é&nd bowithate mo n
conditions what action looks IiK8 In contrast with what was happening in the early

1980s and before, epformers seem to be taking charge of their tiaditqua

tradition The instigation of this study was itself a part of that process. This had
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implications for the choice of ethnographer and the relationship between
ethnographer and the Punch community. To some extent this reverses the
ethnographic paragim asit is expressedtby another puppet ethnograph&oan Gross

She reflects on the difficulties f gi ving a voice to the 0
puppetry) dVhatever model one follows, representation confers power and control on
representers (puppesrs or anthropologists) because thetgeine the voices of the
othe ( Gross2001: xvi)* The study of a reflexive process presents challenges for
the ethnographen terms ofhis own position and the impact he has on the subjécts o
the study and théorm itself. This is even more swhen the ethnographer has been
invited to make the study as part of the production of discourse which is itself part of
the narrative of reflexivity which is being examined. In other woatlgsimes in the
research procssl have found myself within the frame | have tried to keep hold of.

The College were pleased that | was applying to do this research because | was
already known tohtem through my work as a streébeatre performer as well as an

actor and a theatre dotor. | had known one of the key instigators, Clive Chandler,

when | was an undergraduate in the late 19A@swas to become my n@atademic
supervisorAlthoughl had never meGlyn Edwardsand he had never seen my work,

he was receptive to md learna later,becausd had performed aéVir Lucky, the

man with the raining umbreliaThis wasa walkabout stregheatre show in which |

was dressed as a drab figure from a landscape by Lowry and carried a heavy suitcase
and an umbrella which rained on timside and because of which | wasiperpetual

state ofcomicdespondencyT hi s appealed to Edwaraelsd se
believed | was a man who would understand the thinking of the Punch performer,
would be familiar with their world and would sgdetheir language. Other performers

told me they welcomed my doing the workKk
Puncho. Thi s ki nd acdnsitigty abbue mow they were gegne st e
which | came to realise fuelled many of their activities. Inrthédle of the research
Edwards made the disquieting remark that
false trails woul.dhiskwgested b eamsiderdbla defyreedodb wn 6

protection about the form.

The reverse side of this coin isaththe ethnographer provides opportunities for the

subjects of study to predethemselves in particular waysekbdr fie becomes an
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0et hnodr(\data Tuner,gcibed in Fabian 1990: 7); when the subjects are
performers, this is accentuated. As JohanRabian saysfT he et hnogr aph e
[ é] i's no | onger that of the questioner
catalyst in the weakest sense, and a producer (in analogy to a#igatducer) in

the strongest (ibid). It is sometimes difiult to know what is done for the
researcherdéds benefit @&madt whus tuchya@aniusion h av e
occurred on my first fielrip. | was on thesea frontin the Welsh seaside town of
Aberystwyth. Edwards had just put his frame upneeded to be caed further down

the promenadd.was filming at the time. &ur performers picked it up and marched

with it singingd do like to be beside the seagidéEhe area was practically deserted

and| could not help but think that this was for rognefit and wrote as much my

field-notes Edwards corrected me, saying thewxere people about and thdhe

performers would have done it anyway.

Not al | t he perfor mers I wor ked with w
distinctions in their own bek&ur about when they were and when they were not;
most responded to me, at least in the privacy of their own homes, without affectation

or show. | was generally met with honesty and an eagerness to engage in discussion.

It is not unusual for ethnograplseto undergo a process of deliberate or fortuitous
initiation prior to which their identity as understood by the community is uncertain
and after which they become part of the group, accepted as an honorary (or even full)
membe.*? This was my own experiee very early on in the research andccurred

at my firstencountemwith members of the College at a thagy Punch and Judy
festival in Aberystwyth in August 2006. This festival had been running for a number
of years and Professor Chandler who hadaoized it thought it a good opportunity

for me to get to know some of the community and especially for Edwards and myself
to sound each other out. Five members of the College were performing as well as
other puppeteers, some from abroadefRds, relativesnd helpers were also around.

We lived and ate together in a modern university hall of residence on a hillside above
the town, overlooking the sea. In the daytimasppeteers would head for the sea
front to perform; | would go with them. The evenings @vepent drinking, eating and
talking. One of the performers, Richard Coombs, was a new member of the College

and on the third eveniomdgdwhrds amauscedititat | h av e
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should become an honorary professor for the duration of tharcbsand that | would

be initiated then, too.

In the rather anonymous surroundings of a modern university common room in the
midst of cans of beer, haéimpty bottles of wine and a scattering of dirty plates and
cutl ery, an Oi nitihaimpravised. Tleis veasnoondged bywa s h
several members ofi¢ College and witnessed by a dozen or so other puppeteers and
friends. In the sheer panic of the evemy r ecol | ecti on of Coo
vague; however, my own remains vivid. | had to stand chair in the middle of the

room and was required to recite verses from the s@iy,| do like to be Beside the
Seasidéin an @ cademic manner 6 whil st being h |
performers wielding slapsticks. | was instructed to uphold idjeelst standards of the

tradition and not to bring the tradition into disrepute. The ceremony was accompanied

by a cacophony of professpriooting and jeering through their swazzles to

undermine any sense of decorum which might otherwise infect the gnogee

Through this process, wh@lifford Geertz (1968) an@George EMarcus (1997) call
complicitywas achievedgvento the degree that | was in an arguably reverse position

to that of theaoPynclmamd cihd¥M@B51lior k (M
which, as | suggest belovihe informant is a kind of ovatetermined puppet in the

text. It would be inaccurate and unfair to push this analogy too far, but | have at times
been tempted to see myself amongst a group of performers used to moving teanima
objects aboutanxiousto state their case and getting me to do it for th&he

Oi nherent morhad faise/lminved rrky XB6Btlbipwas, dmod ( Ge
entirely turned on its head, at least turned in the interests of the performersotlt is

my intention to get too tied up with this debate, but to signal it as an ongoing
condition of the researcfi.None of this is to suggest that relations have been tense,
although | have had tokerase sensitivity in some areas.

Discussion of my relanship with the performers suggests a very different stance
from the one adopted by writers about Punch and Judy in the past. As | will argue in
the next chapter, the literature about Punch has tended to reinforce the function of the
form as part of the dgemonicdiscursive formatiodwhich early on used Punch to

helpconstruct an emerging set of class identities, and to see it through thidt lens
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One of the findings of this thesis is that there has been a struggle for the construction

of Punch through eange of discourses.

Whilst some academicsotably Scott Cutler Shershow (1994, 1995) and Rosalind
Crone (2006)have commemtd o n P u n thib @racess ob dorestructiothese

have been historical studies and have not had the advantage ofeanporary
0insiderdsd view. Robert Leach conducted
understand #nhch as an oral tradition (1980983), but in that work he did not see it

as part of a process e€lfconstruction. This was partly because the paréss he
interviewed were from an older generation and were not engaged incabstra
reflections on the tradition. Wat constituted the traditiofor Leach és i nter v

was already settled by family conventidiinat group has largely disappeared

tisworth saying a little here about Leach
since it is astarting point for my own workif helps to define it and yet it contrasts

with my methodology. In part, my worsontinuesthe history of Punch from where

Leach left off and brings the story up to date. Some ofhligsory has to do with the
emerging new relationship performers had with the tradition in the 1980s and how

that has developed since.

Leachds wor k amomanéwhea papular cultute wasebinning to be
discovered as an academic subject. The work of Stuart Hall and Raymond Williams
among othersdid much toenable popular culture to be read as an expression and
signifier of broader cultural conditiod3.Leach sought to locate Punch andlyjas

an historically important form whose roots were embedded in the cultural and
political upheavals of theighteenthcentury. Importantly, he was the first to explain
the makeup of the show as a response to the beginnings of institutional repressions
of a developing underclaskle suggested that the emerging triumvirate of the law,
religion and marriage as forms of social control were manifest in the show as the
Hangman, the Devil and Judyehvas als@robablythe first toexplicate a subliminal
sexuh motivation for Punch, for exampl e s
might be a form ofvagina dentatgLeach 1985: 173)Though these views were
rejected by some commentators, they @ffiea way of looking at theshow which

sought toaccount forts persistence.

34



Leach was also resehing at anoment when théoottledd showwas giving way to
the now dominant contracted show. Tdeehoc relationship between performers and
their audiences when performers might just turn wb@erformwas beingeplaced
by more predictable appearances. Thigenge, | argudelow, was instrumental in

shifting the parformersd sense of

Leach produced a useful taxonomy of performers against which to see the changes
that have take place in the last 25 years. Hetifiled three groups of performerghe
swatchel omis performers who are part of a family tradition of Punch, often
inheriting the show anthe puppets from their fathersh&beach unclesprobably

the dominant form in the mid to lateventieth century;these performers were not
usually part of the family groups, and, loosely speaking, derive from the tradition of
the pre and postwar beach performers. Ml the counterculturalists generally
collegeeducated performers emerging in the 1970s and 80s \eh® dvawn to the
tradition because it offered an alternative to corporate ideology, both through the
iconoclasticfigure of Punch and the lifestyle of the independent performer. Though
each group performed the show in characteristically different wayg,cthained

many of the same elements and audiences probably did not make distinctions
between them. Audiences still tend not to make distinctions, but performers have
different views which it has become my purpose to investigate and describe. What

had hapened to these groups since the 1980s was part of the story to be told.

Looking at the form from the inside meant becoming, in ethnographic terms, a
Opar t-ob s e &Bnetver Q000: 61)Although | never perforntethe show, |

learnt to swazzld, learnt to operate the puppets, and |lided part of my own script.

| also worked closely with the performers, sometimes helping them set up, sometimes
collecting money, carrying bags, finding kisg-spaces, driving them about and
building relationships withbookers. Participargbservation is an invaluable way of
gaining insight into the experience of the communiitg ehnographer is working

with, butit can present challengeln larger group settings it is easier to disappear
into the human foliage, as ivere. When, as is usually the case with Punch
performers, they are working alone, having a researcher alongside creates a radically

altered working environment.
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| usedvarious strategiet deal with these challenges. During the recording of some
shows ad the observation of audiences, | would arrive at a venue separately from the
performer and would not make a big fuss of being there, simply saying hello, perhaps
commenting on the vegher and keeping a low profilet Ather timesin an attempt

to elicitt he perfor mer 6s | woule arramge fto travelewithetvee nt ,
performer.l would ask lots of questions amebuld be as helpful as possibhen |

wanted to find out information not available from watching shows, | would arrange to
interview perfemers in their homes or at places of their choosing. On a number of
occasions, |l would spend sever al days at
them to shows, watching them maheppets or reheagsor engaging in discussions
about their work. | vidorecordedscores of shows to study latend took thousands

of photographs. | taped many hours of interviews which | later transcribed.

A consistency is apparent in the ethnographic methodology and the newokinds
agencywhich are revealed by it. Theollege invited the study to be done as part of

its project of addressing popular misconceptions about the, fespecially its
persistent association with Victorianisamd violenceand to bring knowledge and
understanding of it up to date. This, righthgsumes thaierformershave a choice in

what they are doing and are engaged iroemadg what they do with meaning. dlso
recognises that performers are using copianary resources and strategieslo this.

The study came about through an organizatibich probably would not or could not

have existed under the previckiads of associatigreither the families, or the more
economically determined form of the ntisentiethcentury. Folklorists, whose study

has been traditional forms, have in recentades recognised the centrality of agency

to the production of for ms. Performers a
traditi on6 43) datl rmeshedolegieo0réctrding and study have reflected

this view.Henry Glassie and others havecemt o use the term Ope
(ibid: 45) to describe the relationship between agents, what theywddhe texts they
produce'® Performance theory helps us to locate the individual voice within the
larger structure of a tradition, to examine hihv@ individual voice is in dialogue with

that tradition, and to value the individual voice as an essential element in the
continuation of a tradition. Thxas agber f or
responsi billaab:6 40X )a,swithkeehehp past gnd the gresemtd

The active participation of the traditidrearer impacts on the evolution of the
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tradition, and is enabled in particular ways by the conditions witHirctwthe

tradition finds itself. In this case these are tbenditions of latemodernity,
characterised by association over distance, methods of dissemination of information
about the form, the ability for performers to meet and exchange, idedsthe
production of discourse which seeks to control reception of the tnadiwie might
borrow Ni kol as Roseds term 0technol og
characteristics. 8s e defines technol ogof knewledges, ol
instruments, pes on s , syst ems, uaérpinped dtghe mpregnatmaficé ]
levelbycet ai n presuppositions about, and obj e

All of these characteristics were visible at Paignton.

The study amongst other puppet ethnographies

The ethnographic approach allows access to a Walose boundarieare still keing
mapped. In a puppet masterclass | attended run by John Bell in London in May 2009,
researchers working in the area of performing objects expressed a common anxiety
that unlike in other disciplines, puppetry lacked a consistent theoretical perspective
through which to be discussed. Whilst there was a sense of freedom in this, there was
an accompanying sense of anxiety. As a group felt that we were forging new
ways of thinking and talking about the supposedly inanimate olfjediunately for

my own researchthere is a particular body of puppetry work amongst which this
study is intended to sit and this provides some signposts. As well as a number of
important norethnographic studies of modern and historical folk puppetry, including
CatrionaKelly on Petrushka(1990), Metin And on Karagz (1975) andBennie
Pratasik andJlohn McCormick an European folk puppetryore generally(1998),

there are a fewnoteworthy ethnographic studies of contemporary folk puppéts.
Among these ar&/ard Keeleron wayang(1987),Jane MarieLaw on awaji ningyo
shibai(1997) andloanGrosson Tchantcles (2001).

What is mosinteresting and usefulaboutall of these ethnographies is the way the

folk puppet is seen to articulate concerns which are central to the community i
which it finds iself. Ward Keeler suggeststiiat n cont empor ary anth
i's made of the ways in which meaning i s

261). He sets about understanding how meaning is constructed in Javanese culture
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through the event of thevayangshadow puppet performance. In so doing he reveals
subtleties about Javanese social interaction which other approaches might find

el usi ve. Similarly, awajimmgyoMabaiipeppettyaandd s st
puppeteers (1997) i@ way of bringing to the surface Japanese-p@st concerns

with identity. Law posits therevival of the traditional puppet as allowing a
reconnection with the LpgepuppetTchantals (208Y)o s s 0 s
is a way of looking at power relans in a linguistically heterogeneous community.
Processing the anxiety of how onedsntifiedthrough how one speaks is the central

motive of Tchantcles performances, just as that anxiety informs interactions between
different linguistt communitiesn Liége Researchinguppet ethnography is a way

of understanding a commuyitredationship with itself.

To put the present study next to these is to fisltly, what is it of which, in its
contemporary context, Punch and Judy speaks, what does tieragrce of a Punch
and Judy show brintp the surface, for performer®r audiences and for the wider
community within which it finds itselfAnd secondly, how does the ethnqune

method allow us to do this?

Each of the three ethnographies | havectiprovides a model in different ysand |
borrow from each of them. Law begins with a history of ritual puppetry in Japan
which offers a background to how that form is currenthycoastrued and re
constituted in the light of contempoy needs! locatePunch in an histori¢grocess,
but suggest that Punch meets différemntemporary needs than doesai puppetry
As | suggest, thidifference revolves arond the highly ritual nature of aji
puppetryas distinct from that of Punch. Whilst there ateal elements in Punch,
notablyits reliance on reassuring familiarityheseelementsare far more secularised
and far lesspivotal to the role the form playdNostalgia, for example, plays an
important role in both cases, but although it is part offéilveic and the pleasure of
Punchi|t is less central in confirming a sense of identtdhat| take from Law is her
confidence that there is a relationship between traditional puppetrnaiahal,
regionalor classidentity, that this has developed anddified over time, and that

this can be got at through understanding how the performers approach their work.

Gross has useful things to say in several ways. Adhese revolve around how
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puppet theatre can be instrumental in mediating a sense otyd&ftedescribesot
only how the Walloon puppet theatres initially spoke directly of the identity of
working-class performers and audiences, but howtheir decline they became
adopted by larger forces, the bourgeois audiences and the istdabeir use of
folklore as means to secure a sense of national ideftithe process thelgecame
0redf and package dGrdss2001: 67 Puach wgs navey adopted
by the British stateto the same degredut its being spokemabout by educated
commentatorschangedits relationship toits audiences andts manipulators.As a
result of the interest iMfchantckes by new audiences, contestations over what
constituted the tradition began to develop. Whilst contestatiesPunch were not

so clear cutye shall see thateai mi | ar process of manageme

iconby a small group of skilled puppeteéi@s come about.

In both of these casehow connectionsto the pastare processed through the
performingobjectis of central interest. s of central interest to this thesis, too. The
very different conditions within which the object finds itself leads to different
findings. How pastoriented identity is accessedaffirmed, contestedand made
malleable through theraditional object is acommon theme Understanding this

process requires a common methodology

Keeler says something important when he suggestdtimae pr obl em of &
descriptiond without 0i mposing alien | uc
cultures whichareno ones own may be resolved by 6
l i ght of the relationships its perfor ma
belongs to my own culture, but the point is still useful. Relationshipstween
puppeteers, between puppeteansl audiences, between puppeteers and those who
write about them are occasioned by it and its meaning might be read in the light of
thoserelationships This in itself may be justification enough for the ethnographic
approach, but it also enables us toderstand what takes place in a show by
considering the context within which it takes place: how and why it has come to be

where it is and how its audiences respond to it.

One further commonality needs to Ipeentioned Gross, Law and Keeler place

themseles within the texts they produce and make explicit reference to their own
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impacts on the outcomé have already talked about the incptions of this for this
study. What it points to more generaliy that these ethnographies involve a dialogue
with performers and that through this the voices of both the academy and the field
are heard.

In discussing th& ethnographies, am signaling some of the conclusions this
ethnography makes. Namelthat skilled performersare now more collectively
instrumentain defining the form andth managing an icon of identity which wasce
publ i cl y Otbahog dhe ;tradiionall form ikhandled, processed and
understood, by performers, by audiences and by bookers, tells us somethindgp@bou

contemporary, latenodernrelationship with the past.

| have discovered that the show plays a different cultural function from what it did
when | was a child and from what it did when the last major study was carried out.
There seems to be in Britain at the end oftthenieth century and the beginning of

the twenty-first, a more mediated relationship with the past. Perhaps this is because

0t he pastdé has been commodi fi ed, turned
because audiences have come to notice what was alwagsate e , t hat Ot he
alwaysin some sense (re)constituted. However it is, the show is more often used now

to signal an acknowledgement of the past whose very acknowledgement also signals

a disjunction with the past. Performers are more reflexivelgnted towards the

tradition than they seem to have been a few decades ago; the show is placed in more
reflexively oriented contexts, too. This increased reflexivity had a bearing on how |
was positioned by the Punch ¢oammanuaniist y . I
simpl est , rbadankthirgevhich hwgll angye @ a particular characteristic

of the posttraditional mode of being (Gidddens 1990:3%.

The study, then, is of the contemporary form. Although it contains some historical
backgound, it is primarily concerned with Punch and Jagyit existed in England

and Wales at the time of the study, between my first mestitigthe performers at
Aberystwyth in August 2006 and the Paigpn meeting in March 2009. The
geographical focus haome about both because there are almost certainly very few
performers elsewhere and because the cultural currency of Punch seems to be

different in those other placé&s.
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The shape of the thesis

In Chapter Oné describe how técurrent sense of identityas come about and how

it contrasts with earlier conditiond. go on in Chapter Twoto look at how the
organizations seek to manage this sense of identitghapterd hree, FouandFive

| considerthe part that individual performers play in constitgtithe tradition,
through bringing their own experiences and needs to it, experiences and needs which
often differ from those of px@ous generations of performerseté | consider how

these impact on the material and dramaturgical aspects of thelfo@hapter Six
introduce the notion that context plays a critical part in determining what constitutes
the form, both through how it is read and situated by audiences and bookers, and
through how performers respond to those pressureShapter Seveh extend this
interrogation to include the more general cultural situatedness of Punch and Judy and

how performers are negotiating its reception, particularly in and through the media.

Writing styles andconventions

A degree of shaping takes place in the gsialand writingup of research data, and
discussions about the hermeneutics of wrHipg ocupy much ethnographic
thinking; notablyt he val uesaofur @a etdldom\gad matt e doda utt
(Geertz, 1988: 9) is greatly debated. It is my intentioruse a variety of modes
appropriate to the content. Some will be analytical, as far as pogsilsioving
myself from the text;at other times, when | am involved in a dialogue with
performers, or implicated in the production of discourse |llb@ morevisible inthe

text This will involve subjective descriptio In the process of writingp, key
members oftie College, Glyn Edwards and Clive Chandler (as well asicagiemic
supervisoy Matthew Cohenhave been shown drafts of chapters and their reggon
have influenced what has been said and Howeeking to respect both the demands

of academic rigour and the desire amongst the Punch community that the document

should be O6readabl ed, I have sought to s

Two terminologtal conventions need to be mentioned. Firstly, the gendered pronoun.
To avoid gender bias it has been my practice, except where determined by context, to
randomly use O6hed or shed,; however, it

0s hed i mandthis eeflettsethetpreponderance of men in the field. Secondly,
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and partly for the same reason, lgenerally e t he ter m mtRenthamh per
the more conventional OPunchmanto. This r
they felt this mighsomewhat limit perceptions of them as they do lots of other things
besides performing. More importantly, as was put to me by Clive Chandler,
Operformerd | umps the best and the wor st
individually create their stvas and exhibit a smaller degree of mere replication
implied by the term. Whilst | understood his concernswookable alternative was

found. t needs to be stated, then, that the term is used when referring to them in their
role as Punch puppeteer, whaeuvhat role encompasses, and especially when
distinguishing them from other types of puppeteer. It is hoped that any generalisation

is avoided through talking about specific cases.

Notes

1 Commentators disagree over the derivation of this term, thowgh performers believe it

comes from the supposed practice of money being collected in a bottle during the
performance. This woul d p,rfrenv staaling anyh & theiro|l | e ¢
earnings. The bottle was then smashed to retrieve the ton&upposed elaborations on this
practiceinvolved the bottler holding a live fly in his hand. If the fly were alive at the end of

the performance, it would suggest the bottler had not opened his hand to pilfer the takings.

2 This loose figure is baseth membership of the Punch and Judy Fellowship, conversations
with performers and a survey of Yellow Pagdenrik Jurkowski was confident in 1998 that

the number was around 300 (1998: 195). This difference does not indicate a decline so much
as a problemin getting any kind of accurate figure. Some of the difficulties in estimating
numbers may have to do with the anonymity of performers. Glyn Edwardading Punch
performerand someone who was instrumental in setting up the College and thhdaJief

me he thinks the number is around 300, but did not challenge my assertion that it could be
nearer 150.

3 The term 6populard is contested, especi a
6cul tured. I use it i n t hescussioy of Petrashk&heat r i or
di stinguishes O0popularé from &éhi dadnebd, an
carries the sense thaiits | ess concerned with O6i mmedi at e

is with éremot9e originsé (1990: 8

4 1 hawe seen shows by two female performers, Katey Wilde (Professor PeanuBrasd
Pettit (MrsBackto-Front). Wildeis the daughter of Glyn and Mary Edwards and uses the
performingname of her late grandfather who waprafessional magician. (Glyn Edwards
and Katey Wildewill be furtherdiscussed belowPettit performs shows mainly for younger
children.l have spoken to anoth@&amale performerMiraiker Battey but | have not seen her
show.Two important female performers have stopped performing iratalecade, Caroline
Frost (Professor Cazvho is mentioned by Robert Leacho@b: 141) and who contributed a
paper toThe Slapstick Sympmm (see below), and Wendy Wam who workeda pitch at
Swanagen Dorset.Rosa Peasley of Wolverhampton, now in F8s, continues to perform
(see Edwards 2009: 5).
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5 Punch and Judy, Icons of Englishnesbsite:
http://www.icons.org.uk/theicons/collectionm/punchandj(aiycessed 18 Decemi#906)

6 Brewer 2000: 99

7 For a distinction betweeobjectandpracticeasa means founderstanding a cultural form
see Williamsl1973: 16.

8For a discussion of the raenldatdtomesGiiffopgde Ibded we
Geertz (1988).

96l nterventiond is akin to Richar &b:78dhHsec hner
involves the deliberate reconstruction of events or practices.

10 Anthony Giddens contrasts how traditions and cultural forms are more consciously shaped

in the late modern period with how in pmeodern times they were shaped by local and less
considered forces, such as the seasons, harvest and relations with the immediate community.
This, he suggests, has considerable beannthe whole idea of traditiorio the extent that,

6l n oral cultures, traditiarne itshenomo sktn otwna dis
(1990: 37).The break with the embedded sense of self which this suggests, as it is currently
experienceds explored in Bauman 2008.

11 This reversal is not unheard of in recent ethnograpghlyas been explicitly ackmdedged

in work with Native Americans amongst otherswho have employed ethnographers to

further a particular caus@hese ethnographies sometinbesneu nder t he term 06a
6daé¢ ond ant hr op b9P6GoagdyPaynesled8). Bennet t

12Theoftenqubed exampl e of this is Geertzbs init.
in dDeep Play: notes on the BalingS® ¢ k f 19g3).t 6 (

13| saw a more graphic example of the control of discourse later on when@otiege

performer who held very differentasvs to that of The College was invited to a Coltegk
workshop on the grounds, as Edwards graphi
standing on the inside of the tent pissing
analogy fora Punch performer

14 The termdiscursive formatio@is borrowed from Foucau(tl972: 3140). Lidchi (1997:

191) gi ves a woé]khe lsystematt epeiation of isevaral diséofiree
statements const it utwhitlgworktogdtheotd gonsoutt a kpeaifievl e d g
object/topic of analysis in a particular way, and to limit the other ways in which that
object/ topi c nhayanbes ucgognessttiitnugt etdhdéa.t it is O&ésy
as a wholeand increasingly, at thglobal economic level.

15 For a clear analysis of the emerging cultural studies perspective at this time, and a
discussion of the complexities to which it gave rise and of which it is necessarily composed,
see Stuart Hal|1980.

16 This needs to be stinguished from the more familiar theatre studies understanding of
performance theoryhich is a broader term perhaps most familiarly discussed in Richard
Schechner's book of the same name (2003). There are similarities in that Schechner is
interested irhow the notion of performance extends beyond conventional theatre boundaries
and how context iconsidered to contribute to its meaning; but in folklore studies, the term
has a more precise definition and-pies Schechner's use.

17 See also, Bogatyre(d999), Danforth (1983), Foley (2001, 2004), Kamenetsky (1984),
Keller (1959), Malkin (1976), Myrsiades and Myrsiades (1988), Ozturk (2006), Sherzer and
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Sherzer (1987), Smith (2004), Solomonik (1992)d Virulrak and Foley (2001). This list is
not exhauswe, but it gives an indication of the range of rethnographic writing about
traditional puppetry forms.

18A1l t hough Leach says that O6Scotland never s
Judy [ é ] 185:(113),recent unpublishedesearch suggtsthat there were quite aw

performers there in the pastam in correspondence with Martin MacGilp who has made

some very thoroughunpublishedstudies of local library and newspaper archives in Scotland

and is uncovering evidence of shows which hage been reported in the more available

puppet journalgsee MacGilp 2009)He has found mention of several families performing in
Scotland for a number of generations, including the Morrisons and the Codonas. From
approximately the 1930s to the 1950s,0Gege Peat had o6five units
Scotland with Punch. However, as MacGilp suggests, Punch wauldnbkely to be
considered aiton of Scdatishnessas it has been of Englishne$ainch also appeared in the

British colonies, certainly aftehé SecondWorld War. Bruce Maclod, an important Scottish

performer toured Australia, New Zealand, India, Ceylon and South Africa. There are still a

few Punch performers in Australiane, Chris van et Craatshas told meltere are three or

four. Paul M@&harlin was involved in thproduction of a number of Punch shows under the

New Deal in the USA in the 1930s (see Hayes, Hig{Howard,2006).
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Chapter One: History, historiography, association, organization and festivalthe
formation of an identity

In this chgter | map a history of Punch and Judy from its earliest days to the
formation of the Punch and Judy College of Professorsrder to lay foundations

upon which to talk about the contemporary situatiims takesus up to the moment

where the last major study left off. I lay out the cultural conditions under which the

form developed and suggest that the emerging dominant culture during this period
strove to O[ €] reorganize ptgefihitensandul t ur
forms withinamore inclusive ange of do mi IB&ln223)lfaguethatd ( Ha
this shaped the performersé perceptions
function and content of the show. | go on to suggest thatcontrast,in recent
decadegerformers have become active beardrtheir own tradition, taking charge

of their own narratives. The thesis argues that this more than anything else accounts
both for the varietyandthe consistency of shows which are currently qrengd. It is

in analysing this taking chargiat the actual human beings, their motives and
contesing personalities rather than historical processas more easily bseen |

conclude with a description of an event where this combination of human

intervertion and historical process finds expression: the Covent Garden Mayfayre.

Rhetorics of celebration andsubordination in the histories

It is difficult to separate the actual history of Punch and Judy from the writiiig of

history. Gross argues thatWh euppet theaters enter the intellectual discourse we

can detect the processof selei on and r e s hhaspiocess begdn2edy0 1 : ¢
early on in the history of the glove puppet form of Punch and Judy. For reasons
particular to the time it emergediet show very quickly seems to have become
appropriated within a developing midetlassdiscursive formation which served to
construct an identity for the workingass. Most Punch historians have remarked

on this relationshiphowever Scott Cutler Sheshow (1994, 1995) an&osalind
Crone (2006) do a very thorough thegb of

suggest is mutually constitutive construction of identity.
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Fig. 3 Cruikshank illustration frorhe PayneCollier transcription of Piccids Pun c h
and Judy showJudyis belabouring?unch(1828: 1®)

The marionette Punch had been mentioned by Pepys in his diary on 1662, and
appearances at shows were documented by, among others, Sir Richard Steele in 1709
(Leach 19852 2) and i ni al ppween, b &tAweden Mad Mul |
by Jonathon Swift in around 1730 (ibid: 2&arly writings abouthe glove puppet
showweredistinct from these, however, in that they appear to have deddrerately
produced for an educated audientlis mayreflect developing notions that such an

audience existed.

JohnPayn€€ol | i er 6s 1828 transcription of a s
octogenarian Italian performer Giovanni Piccini, with engravings by George
Cruikshank (Fig. 3), is prefaced by@ hi st or y6 of pluhpspauxr y i n
literary style and extesive footnotes, some in GreéRhe book was reprinted many

times and is still availablé&peaight suggests that Collier produced the text more as a
Greativédthan a documentary a(970: 82), and in reading it we need to be aware of

the special nature of the performanPé&cini wasbrought ow of semiretirement to

perform andthe showwas haltedseveral times so that Cruikshank could sketch the
principal incidents. This is less potematic, as Leach suggestshan t he o1 i
overtones o6 o &text, heebelievesximpossiblete pldy with the swazzle

(1985: 15). The transcription may welhlso contain episodes and dialogue Collier
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remembers rbm seeing the show as aild in Brighton. It is a fascinatingout
unreliable glimpse of the showerformed by perhapsits earliest exponent.
(According to Leach [1985: 145the script was the basis of a revival of a more

subversive trend in prmance in the 1970s and 80s.

Some 30 years latethe exoticism of the siw seems to have remained central

interest for the educated classda. John May hewd s 1851 interv
OPunchmané, the showman is positioned w
thus controls his otheess.The i nterview is part of Ma

account of t he cLangan tLabdudand thenLdnelan PdédBome e s |

i ndi cat i orsopmibnisMlaay fnoenthé fact that he places the showman in

the category ofi ntche fd&mammatdhbdseabtimmelfard,ti z e d
1981: 312)He is not given a name, he is a kind of exotic puppet within the frame of
Mayhewods account ; an account t o whi c h,
Mayhew o6added col our o ftantly,ithrepuppeteedcceffets 9 7 1 :
to his being cast in this role. We should not be surprised by this; these men were
trying to make a living, and, anyway, as McCormick &d at asi k poi nt oL
cases the showmen accepted patriarchal values withouicquasad believed in the
status quodé (1998: 11).

Twentiethcentury writers, Speaight (1955970) and Byrom (1972), although they

of fer histories, do not o6l ocate fAPunch a
and cultural transmission at a padiiar g r i od 6 (194: &27.sLkachagoes

some way towards doing th{d995: 30648), butin raising Punch to the status of
working-class heroheignores the fact th&unch is entirely self e e ki ng and 0]
no sense represents liberation forgsam d t i t ul ar ¢ hE85al6T).er 6 (
It is as if, like other working | a s s MdtherCouwagdr Shweyk for example,

or indeed Richard Holggast 6gsléiy Bundhlisiawo 7 R i
victim of his own charisma, individualisrand desire for immediate gratification.

These celebratory accounts which valorise Punch in either direction construct

narratives which only reconfirm the process of assimilation.
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The perf or meGesrge Speaight or i an,

The account to which performsethemselves are most attached is that of George
Speaight . Gl yn Edwards in his obituary o
Punch and Judy tradition as it has curr
history of the tradition so that we mighta k e i t and help it b
S p e a i Hystoty dfsEnglish Puppet Theat(@955), whilst in print, was the most
comprehensive source for those interested in Punch and English puppetry. The
research he did was thorough and painstaking, and $ssopafor Punch and Judy led

him to hold an influential position. He was frequently brought out in defence and
advocacy of the tradition, for exdmple
birthday celebrations in Covent Garden where he was inteedidwy Glyn Edwards

for his 1987 television documentaryys Pleased as PunclBSpeaight was an
articulate, enthusiastic and fondly regarded advocate.

Fig. 4George Speaight as Samuel Pepys at th& Bhday of Punch, Covent
Garden (from the collectioof George Speaight at the V&A)

But his was a partial and paternalistic view; one which is evident when we consider

how he distinguishes between the marionette and the -gigveet. He sees the
marionetteas@ n act or in miniatudedf (1R&AWOWATI
sophisticated(ibid: 10), and the gloveuppetas @& peci es on i ts own:¢
world of dhe simple-t he pure at hearto (ibid: 16) .
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ot herwise disparate communi&@ryt:i sd e aasnadnt |
(ibid); a community deeply imbued with an English and bucolic sensibility, albeit one
which has been grafted onto an urban environment, and one which sees Punch as
drawing his vitalihtey Efnrgd m sthh e2B)oBwealghtt(ii don d
situates Punch as an intrinsically English creation. It is a view which locates the
origins of Punch not in the changing urban landscape of the late Regency period, but

in an idealised prindustrial environment Whilst it is easy to see hohe can place

Punch among the aesthetic of other vernacular English fdfiggreheads of ships,

and the flamboyant horses fairgroundr o u n d a b9@0u 119),6ve Ihust consider

that that notion oEnglishness mighitself be a construction, andne made from a

particular (class) standpoint.

| take a diffeent historiographical approach.hilst acknowledging the complicity of
performers in the construction of class identities, and the fact that the writings
constitutemuch ofthe meaning of the formof performers, | seek to separate the

actual chronology from the discoussa an attempt to account for its absorption into

the fabric of the bourgeois discursive formation of whlp e a i 6ghhitsdétsor y 6 wa

product.

Early Chronology of Punch

Some cormmentators @e an ancient ancestry in Pun&lyrom and Speaight draw a
very faint line back to the @tk figures of the Dorian Mimeshis may derive more
from conjecture than hard fact.olWever, most commentators are agreed that the
character oPulcinellain thec o mme d i rée, wthiehImlaydhave been a descendent
of those Mimes, was the forerunner of Punch, the name being an angloighe
original (see Rudlin994)?

How the Commedia figur@ulcinellatransformed evw&ually into the English glove
puppet Punch is a matter of some debate. We know that Punch was a very popular
marionette from the latseventeentttentury, having been brought to England as
Pulcinellaby Italian puppeteer Signor Bologna (Pietro Gimonde), very soon after
1660, following he interregnum Samuel Pepysirote of seeing a performance with
Punch in it by Bologna in Covent Garden in 1662, and in the next few years recorded

shows by other Italian puppeteers. Punch, the marionette (in this case with a rod into
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the head and strings wiresto the limbs), soon became a regular character in the
thriving puppet theatres of the eighteerténtury, often providig comic relief.

According toPhilip JohnSteadhe wasf i ndi ng hi s way Ointo e
showd (1950: @ite) then ¢hkedJ@am daterbdi fer sophisticated
audiences on the stages of the leading puppet companies of the time, those of Martin
Powell and Charlotte Charke (Speaigh®70: 5159). The puppet also appeared in

shows in fairground booths around the mioy. Speaight suggests thglbve puppets

were sometimes used as welll, appearing (
the larger marionette shows inside (1970: 72). Contemporary illustrations support his

view (Fig. 5).

Hogarth, 1733. Two glove puppet figures can be made out above the box to the left of

the hobby hese, apparently crossing stickeets gn above reads &6Pun
It is unclear whethethese glove puppeerformances contained Punch, or to what
extent thg resembled the show as it later becaBeaight believes they did, but his
evidence is scant (Speaight 1995: 20Ry. the end of theeighteenthcentury
however,Punchhad compldely transformed intohte glovepuppet booth form we
know today. In this form it retained many of the features of the marionette, show
among t heshrevidsh wife,,wian he regularly beat, and his encounter with

the Devil. The show gradually introduced new features includifige dog,Toby, a
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Hangman, a Clowra Policeman or Beadl@and later, &Crocodile.Severalof these

originally purely puppet charactecame to beassociated witlactualfigures of the

day. Scaramouch became Clown Joey afteryJeamaldi; the Hangmartame to be

named after Jack Ketch, the most famous hangman of thersaglyenthcentury;

andt he servant, ONi gger 0, or oOShall aball a
blackface musiehall character performed by.O. Rice in the 1830s (see Fisler

2005).

It is difficult to know the exact state of marionette puppetry in England at the end of

the eighteenticentury, though it seems to have been in decliWhat is clear is that

glove puppetry started to become more visible. McCormick and PratasileStuipgt

this was due to another continental inflaixkT he Napol eoni ¢c peri od
roads of Europe a wave of showmen (especially Italians), with their simple booths

andsmall troupes of glove puppéts ( 1 9 9 8 : 114) .

Fig. 6 Samuel Colhgs: The falian Puppet Bow (Leach 1985: 38)

Among theseshow peoplavas Piccini who arrived in England in 1779. It was shortly
after this that the first records of the shappearedn the form of paintings and
drawings. In these, the show is depicted in theetrevith an audience comprising a

wide social spectrum, and a mixture of adults and children, though predominantly
adults(Fig. 6). It is unlikely that the subsequeastablishmenof the form was due to

one man, and though Piccini is the only performewbbm we have any certain
record, the seemingly rapid spread of the show suggests that it was taken up by others

very soon after his arrival. Since Punch was already a popular figure, it is not difficult
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to imagine puppeteers seizing on the idea. Thetliattthere were probably a number

of different versions alongside the one we know today adds weight to this view
(Leach 1985: 3-A7). Speaight is reluctant to give much credit to Piccini, arguing
instead that existing showmen hit upon the formula for sscaknost by accident:

[ é the puppet showmen were reduced to performing where and when they
could in the streets, wherever people passed and could be induced to listen

[ ] they stumbled unawares wupon the 1
stop who wouldchot have gone in to see a sh¢1950: 180181)

In being thrown out onto the streets, as Speaight puts it, the show became very
closely associated with its alfeo audience and their concermsotder to keep the,
literally, passing trade, the show haal reflect their interests. At this stage of its
career it reflected deep anxieties about marriage and the law, satirically expressed.
The exaggerations of violence towards -amether, child, Beadle, Doctor and
foreigner may have been a kind of widtlfilment amongst people whose lives were
daily characterised by thesatationsand anxieties

What is interesting in England the degree to which the figure was adapted to an
already existing charactevhilst remainingconsistent to its original. Puhds only

one of severalé d e s ¢ ¥ n dddlainella, but in other European countries, and
presumably through the same process of showmen crossing borders and
intermingling, the character took root but transformed more radically, or came to be
ousted by neer popular figures or already existing ones. In German speaking areas,
for instance the role wastaken over by Kasperlen Holland by Jan Klaaen, in
Hungaryby Vitez Laszlo Speaight suggests that only in the countries not defeated by
Napoleon didthé Pul ci nel |l a character survi’e in
A question arises from this: if popular puppets or puppetry responded to local
conditions, what were the local conditions which meant that in England Punch
remained, at least outwardithe same? think the answer lies in the second part of

my enquiry: how Punch became assimilated into the bourgeois discourse.

Historical context of the early form: assimilation by middle-class audiences

Piccinids arrival mation & thg shawnigto aaglowpuppeh e  t r @

coincided with a period of deep and rapid social and cultural upheaval. We might
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think of the resulting change in terms ¢«
(2006: 36), from one set or expression of social relatio another. The impact on all

cultural forms and their ability to represent the emergingeh®ny was called into
question. Bch had to find its own new place, adapt or perish. As James Walvin
suggests, human beings were entering unknown territory, ] hcomplex,
interrelated forces of urbanisation and industrialisation had produced a society which,
by the 1840s, was qualitatively differen
The laxities and excess of the Regency period were being replackd bgliriety,

industry, regularisation of work and moral uprightness (at least outwardly) of the
Victorian. This inevitably wrought changes on popular forms of culture which were
often subject to suppression. However, attempts to suppress popular forms and
activities were not as straightforward as might be supposed and the changes often
seem to reflect a sense of regret toward their passing, so that many remained in some

residual, appropriated or even reinvigorated form.

Robert Malcolmson (1982) suggestbat where popular forms and activities did
survive, this was usually because they accorded with some economic or (middle)

class interest, or were made to. So, for instance,

[...] those fairs, especially the smaller ones, which blended pleasure with
business were usually much more resilient than those which were strictly for

pleasure; when a fair became economically redundant (and many did during
the Victorian period) itwvas much more liable to atta¢klialcolmson 1982:

34).

Where class interests were leshrectly bound up with economics, other
considerations were invoked. The gentry hunted, but the {dpods of the working

classes were frequently outlawed. The basis of this type of discrimination was usually
presented as moral. The Society for the Seipgion of Viceone of a number of such
organizations which came into being in the early part ofntheteenthcentury and

whose purpose was the improvement of public moals,gued t hat o[ é]
greater benefit cannot be conferred upon [the lowassels], than to deprive them of

such amusements as tend to | md82a41x® t hei r

New laws wereput in placeand old ones revived to regulate behaviour in public

places. The vagrancy lawsriginally introduced in thesixteenth and seventeenth
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centuries to deal with the threat of armed gangs then roaming the countweside
re-instituted by a parliamentary select committee in 1821, along with a number of
other laws, with the intention of the moral reformation of the peoplwas clegr
though,that these lawsauld be directed against itinerant performers, and objections
were raised in Parliament by me.OheeMPs who
hopedd é] that my friend Mr Punchwldbeasts wel I
for show, will not be included in the list of vagrants by this law, as they are sabject

great and general amusenigetted in Wilson2007 390)

Feelings about Punch were indeed mixed. On the one hand he was the most
ubiquitous example foentertainments considered to encourage idleness, and which
therefore should be shunned in an age whose industry was largely prompted by a fear
that the fruits of industry could easily disappea fear made the sharper by the

reality of revolution acrasthe Channel and on the other hand he represented a time
when t he 0 &Wilson, md&eevef2008adnrthe 1820s, according to Ben

Wi |l son, 600l der people |l ooked back at Pun
wanted befae the moral police caen  a |.”Bunah dvas an especially acute reminder

to thenineteentc e nt ury bourgeoi s of, O0[ €] what i
really alived KHeSepresertddalghe Kingl @f plainspéakirgand

lack of hypocrisy on which the Engh had prided themselves and which the new
respectability was in danger of destroying. He was a repository of a particular kind of
folk-memory which was held dear, but was no longer deemed entirely acceptable.
The show continued to be played in the strelets increasingly performers adapted

themselves to the new conditions. Crone describes the changes succinctly,

It was a sense of nostalgia that prompted early Victorian micaie upper

class men to invite Punch into their homes. They had found imnense

the show during their youth as young
reflection of the pleasurable elements of Regency culture, including hedonism
and misogyny. The process of street clearing and the increasing regulation of
public space imespectable neighborhoods helped to fan this sentimentality as
respectable men feared that Punch shows wetebfscoming a relic of the
past(2006: 1071).

This ambivalence with its confusions, regrets and possibilities was part of a larger
process of @ation of classdentity occurring at this time (see Williams 1958: xiii

XX).
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Fig. 7Punch in the Victorian dwing roomc.1871(Speaight 1970: 119)

Wilson suggestshiat in this different landscap&ew economies were operating

(Reeve 2008a)lf Punch was to survive it would survive in a new way; as the
purchasing power of the midd@#asses increased, so they came to control the market

and define the culture along the lines of the new respectability. Punch was cherished,

but seen as vulgar. Its invikan into the middleclass drawing rooms in the middle

of the century was suggestive of two cousitgrdencies. Firstlyit reminded the

newly arrived petibourgeois of the pleasure they had had as children when they
watched the show in the streets andbethey had drawing rooms to seek shelter in,

and secondlyit was a means by which they could control and emasculate the
vul garity of which Punch was t hMayhkve enest
1949[185]: 437-438) makes a distinction between theshs he per f or ms
street,wpbeoalteddal lanfdon hteh & sod oktsidmniE ftoal wh
obliged 6 t mreform [sic] werry steady andver ry sl ow [ é] spi l
performance entirelyo. He elbdedtma&dapgndt he m
indeed the economic prosperity at the beginning of the century produced a class of
upwardly mobile families which were radically changing the rgkeof society,
demanding better education and loateiheng an
willing masseso6 (Wilson 2007: 316) .

Along with this came the now economically viable insulation of childhood. Crone

suggest s, 0The devel opment of the Punch
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