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Welcome to Independent Dance. This talk is part of our digital library, which houses an extensive collection of material to 
read, watch and listen to, drawn from ID’s programme over the past decades. This talk is part of the Crossing Borders 
series, which ran between 2008 and 2019 and featured dance artists in conversation with people from other fields, 
including philosophers, scientists, geographers, and architects. The entire library is free to access at 
independentdance.co.uk/library.  
 
This is a field recording of variable quality with a live audience at Siobhan Davies Studios.  
 
 
(2018 audio or video file begins)  
 
Maddy Costa 
Oh, can we start with the word change? Yeah, hello. Yeah, let's start with that word. I mean, 
there' big change. I think we'll get to that. Let's think about change in relation to We Are Fucked 
first, I'm going to do a tiny bit of describing partly so Jo doesn't have to and partly for the benefit 
for anyone who maybe didn't see that work. So I saw two pieces by Jo. I think they were both 
called We Are Fucked weren't they? No, the first one. No, but the IBT provocation wasn't had a 
different title. But yeah, but it was it was kind of that thematically was what you were saying  
 
Jo Bannon 
I think that was called How To Unfuck The World. 
 
Maddy Costa 
That's it? Yeah.  
 
Jo Bannon 
Which is a pretty bold claim to make 
 
Maddy Costa 



yeah. So that's February 2017 saw Joe, do this provocation. It's maybe about 20 minutes long. 
How can we unfuck the world? Thinking about the fact that we are fucked, that kind of politically, 
climate, so many things, and talking about what happens if we fought back? And that I kind of 
really held on to that, because it was such a sort of striking provocation. And had really, I had 
really interesting conversations with friends about it, some who were in the room, some of you 
weren't at the time, and then went to see We Are Fucked kind of assuming that there would be 
a really direct and by direct, I think I mean, more or less exactly the same just expanded by 40 
minutes relationship between how to unfold but how do we affect the world and we all thought 
and they were absolutely dissimilar. So we are fucked involved three performers, Jo, Rosana 
Cade and Louise Ahl. 
 
Jo Bannon 
We've got very rudimentary PowerPoint thing on the go. So you're going to see a bit of scrolling. 
 
Maddy Costa  
And, and it was entirely wordless. And, and some of the gestures were more representational, 
some of them are more ambiguous. And, and it took, it took my brain a little while to kind of go, 
this isn't what I was expecting. And then there's something about that relationship between 
expectation and change in in relation to just a single work and then what we kind of bring to our 
relationships personal and political. What we think we can what we kind of the journeys that we 
have to go on, to absorb change and be able to move within it just as human beings. So let's 
let's start with the macro. Let's start with the journey from that provocation to where you ended 
up. My impression of the provocation was it was quite aggressive, partly because what you 
were invited to give was a provocation. And we are thought was actually less so it was much 
quieter and more hesitant, more anxiety in it. So can you talk to us a bit about the journey 
between those two? And maybe some of what happens in that 18 months between the two?  
 
Jo Bannon 
Yeah, well, I think, well, there's something interesting, which probably don't have time for to talk 
about the idea of provocations, which I think are quite sort of, often part of symposiums or 
festivals or things. So that symposium, everyone was asked to speak on, think the question 
was, how can live art unfuck the world? And yeah, my instinctual reaction to a question like that 
about how art can do something that's so kind of measurable, in some ways is, I feel a bit 
suspicious about trying to give a clear answer to that. But I suppose I'd already started thinking 
about this project. And without a kind of TMI moment, it did come out of a very particular point in 
my life. I think the work that we ended up showing a couple of months ago, yes, is 
autobiographical in ways but isn't kind of explicitly. But at that time, I was having lots of 
questions around a feeling of fucked-ness. So I had left a very long term relationship, which 
meant that my home and my kind of relationships with other people, everything was kind of in 
disarray. And I was also starting to date again, or have encounters sexual, or not even explicitly 
sexual, but kind of sexual relations with heterosexual men, for the first time in like a decade. So 
that was an eye opener. And on a kind of much larger scale. The Scottish referendum had just 
not gone through. And Brexit, which way round, did it happen? At some point, either Brexit 
happened or Trump happened, whichever one happened. But why don't happen. So Brexit 



happened and Trump was about to happen. And I think maybe because of those personal 
circumstances of feeling like my and being in my kind of mid 30s, having this kind of 
disintegration of the structures that I had in my kind of personal life, that really had a ramification 
in my artistic life, and this provocation about what art's job is and what an artwork can do. And 
then the toil of being an artist and feeling quite often quite sort of ineffectual and neutered and 
everything being kind of hard. Yeah, I suppose I had a sort of artistic crisis about whether that 
was the best vehicle for getting done what I want to get done. So that provocation that I made at 
that festival, was a source of like raw, angry, raw. That was something about and maybe then 
this carried on through was about this sensation of feeling fucked and overwhelmed and sort of 
relentlessly penetrated. And that came out of a few different kinds of experiences of the world, 
one of which is presenting as female and having all kinds of subtle and unsubtle harassments 
and complicated relationships. One is being a disabled woman, and a woman who has albinism 
and has a sort of weirdly public or unusual identity that people feel sometimes free to comment 
on. And looking at those two things and never knowing how they how you could ever and 
intercept them. So not sometimes knowing whether someone is looking at you or touching you 
or approaching you. Because you have albinism or you're a woman or you're just seen as kind 
of public, a public body. Where am I going with that thought? 
 
Maddy Costa 
Sorry coming out of How To Unfuck The World how can live art unfuck the world? And moving 
towards We Are Fucked now. 
 
Jo Bannon 
Yeah, so this feeling of like, sort of relentlessness or relentless penetration. So I experienced 
those kind of moments of people commenting or appropriating me as a kind of penetration, 
these kind of sometimes quite small microaggressions. And I started thinking about that in 
relation to a body, and what it means to have these kind of, to feel very permeable, unwillingly, 
permeable, unwillingly entered by a gaze or by a touch or by an encounter. And, and living in a 
female body, this idea, or thinking about how female bodies are often referred to as sort of void 
spaces. And feeling like, there might be well, feeling that there are many ways to penetrate. And 
it's not always with a protruding object into a vacant object. And, you know, I'm talking quite sort 
of rudimentary about these things. And so in that provocation, there was something that was 
about desire. So can a void space, penetrate? Yeah, there was a question about where is the 
space for desire to have the same effect, as maybe violence and can desire penetrate back, so I 
can't really remember how that provocation kind of structured itself, but I think there was some 
kind of call to use desire as a weapon to kind of penetrate back and fuck the world back. Yeah 
and wanting to somehow flip this idea of something that is inert, or that it might have the same 
sort of power. But then, you know, it's this thing of having an idea about somethings that you 
care about, while you're thinking about what you're trying to make work about. And then the 
journey of making something which Yeah, I suppose the beginning of the idea, there was this 
real burning fire. And actually, for me, I think it was useful. Well, an artwork had to be made. So 
that means you go on this quite mysterious, circumventory journey that takes you in all kinds of 
strange directions. And so it is a surprise to me, maybe. But the work as manifested two years 



later was, I don't know weirder and quieter, but maybe more unsettling, less like a sort of angry 
cry. 
 
Maddy Costa 
But there's also something I find really interesting in there that certainly the conversation that 
was having about the provocation was that what, what happens when the language of the 
desire for change is the same language as what you want to change from? And this obviously is 
something I think about a lot as a writer, the fact that I'm kind of stuck with this incredibly tainted 
language, that was fixed at a time of kind of rising empire and, and has so much of prejudice 
kind of impacted into it and inequality. How what can you do to you know, I mean, there are 
there are tiny little interventions I make like I do not use the word seminal ever no work of art is 
ever seminal in my presence, you know, but there are other ways in which maybe you can't help 
expressing yourself with the violence of the person you want to you want to change away from 
and so then that becomes the fact that then We Are Fucked is wordless, becomes really 
interesting to me. Like what what is it possible to say without language to say with just the body 
which might feel like a kind of coals to Newcastle question in a dance studio, at which point it 
probably becomes useful to kind of swing back momentarily to Jo's work prior to this one. So I'm 
thinking about a piece called Exposure, which I don't I don't know, I don't remember if you speak 
during that, but there's certainly storytelling. 
 
Jo Bannon 
Listen is my voice yeah it's recorded.  
 
Maddy Costa (15 minutes) 
Yes, there's lots of storytelling about about your growing up in your experience of being looked 
at, by people as as a person with albinism, and then there's another word called Deadline that 
you didn't actually perform yourself, but involves lots of conversation with specialists on death. 
And then I'm also thinking about the amount of literature that has always come with your work 
as well. So, so Deadline, and Alba had kind of gold standard programmes with them, you know, 
kind of the kind of, sort of sweep of background storytelling, especially with Alba which is about 
your Catholic upbringing. So there's, so I associate your work with words. And to suddenly not 
have them and We Are Fucked was kind of unmooring in a really interesting way. 
 
Jo Bannon 
Yeah, and I think, well, I, it's that thing of like, the benefit of making an artwork rather than 
having to write policy or all the other thing, all the other ways you can make change in that. 
Yeah, more and more and valuing kind of mystery and ambiguity as a way to counter or 
encourage like multiplicity, I suppose. So we have to have loads of writing kind of underneath it, 
if you think of it like an iceberg, that work is the top bit. But there's, you know, when I tried to do 
my homework, I read quite a lot. And I wrote quite a lot and for a time there was going to be we 
experimented quite a lot with vocalising, male hate speech, like not male, men's rights activist 
hate speech, and certain quotes from Trump and certain kind of, because I was interested in 
maybe what you're touching on this kind of violence of language and how, you know, I can kind 
of hear the idiom of Trump saying, You can do whatever you want, you can grab them. Even 



aside from the words, I can kind of hear the rhythm of his voice in my head, because we've 
heard that so many times played and played. But as whenever we were working with words 
directly in the studio, it felt well, it felt very reductive. And it felt, well, immediately, we started 
trying to break those words apart. And this is one thing that kind of manifested in the work by 
the end of the piece, we do start to use our voice and we've been sort of voiceless up until that 
point. But we start to sing but by vibrating the throat. So what I was really interested in, well, one 
main language in the work is this constant vibration. So there's three performers in a in the 
round on a white floor and the audience are all around. And we kind of have this intention to 
kind of charge up the space. We're also with these. We all have our lovers. These utility objects, 
so I have a measuring tape, and Louise has a blue extension cable. And Rosana has shop vaj 
which is shop vac, a hoover. So this kind of vocabulary arrived, which was about vibrating and 
shaking, which came as a kind of answer. What I was really interested is not talking about but 
trying to manifest and experience of relentlessness or penetration or what it feels like internally 
to that sort of feeling just before the panic attack hits. And that feeling just before you come, that 
feeling when you've heard Jordan Peterson speak and you can't quite rid it from your body that 
is kind of invisible on the outside but it's a kind of well for me, it's a kind of internal shake. And 
then going back to that idea of like a roar versus a whimper, which isn't aren't your words, but 
for me that sort of relentless internal whimper, or agitation is more violent than the kind of 
punching your head off a wall or something. So this vocabulary of shaking came about. And so 
then at the end of the work, that shaking kind of goes into our bodies and into our throats. And 
there's another reference in there for me about opera singers and sopranos and how a voice 
can be very strong, that is constantly in flux, that this idea of weakness or negative space, is 
that true? Or can something that is never solid, be as strong? And can you break? So we spent 
a long time trying to break glass with our voices. And watched loads of YouTube videos there, 
the top tip for you that is a night in watching people break glass with their voice. Yeah, because 
there was something in this idea of glass, which is this incredibly fragile material, but kind of 
structurally or molecularly, it's quite strong. But it can break very easily because it has a certain 
resonance. And if you if your voice makes the same resonance as the glass, then it internally 
shatters. So it's not that something outside makes it break, but it structure kind of disintegrates. 
And, and of course, it's that thing of like opera singers singing glasses. So there was something 
in there about the tension of watching. Maybe I was more interested in that moment of like, 
trying to break something than because actually, once something breaks, it's almost a release. 
And it's quite, in some ways, it's quite an easy answer to some of the problems that I'm trying to 
call into fruition with each other. So something about this kind of mounting pressure of the glass 
on this breaking. And you can only really break glass, if you have a very high frequency. So 
often, children can do it because your voice is of a really high register, or yeah, a lot of training, 
which we didn't get around to. So yeah, something about a kind of inherent or what's the word? 
Not innocuous. Like a this sort of foreboding violence, which is actually the the violence that I 
often come into contact with, which isn't sort of explicit, but is implicit, an implicit threat. I can't 
remember what you asked me. But the yeah, there's something about the journey from explicit 
to implicit. Yeah, yeah.  
 
Maddy Costa 



Yeah also language to wordlessness. Yeah. Yeah. I'm also really interested, though, in that 
metaphor of the glass internally shattering, because one of the things that I find myself saying a 
lot at the moment, the problem is not the person the problem with this, is the structure around 
the person. And when I think about this idea of change, the social changes that I'm looking for, 
is that it's around, it's about kind of shifting blame away from the personal so that we can 
identify the structures be the neoliberalism or kind of Theresa May, whichever way, you know, 
where along the spectrum, you want to kind of identify it. And I feel like you know, I guess the 
thing that I've got in my head at the moment is the obesity campaign. And the ways in which the 
obesity campaign blames individuals for their poor eating and exercise choices. And so there's 
nothing about the conditions of poverty in which people live that that might be contributing. So 
that's that might feel a bit tangential but yeah, there's something about that metaphor of the 
glass that that from the outside seems perfectly fine. Because you can't see the effect of the 
pressure on internally until it ruptures. And I guess where this is moving towards, in a really 
what might seem a really sort of curious and reductive way, I think it's also to do with 
conversation that I had with someone today about care for her disabled mother in law, and how 
her mother in law cannot access care, until she breaks once she breaks. And I don't know what 
the decision is around kind of what happens. So that means she's broken, classified as broken. 
Yeah, exactly. Exactly. So I think what I guess what I'm moving towards is a conversation about 
kind of words that also labels. I think I've also had the word 'We' in my head. And it's, and it's 
that it's partly to do with the word 'We' in the title, partly to do with an awareness around kind of 
change, that the change I want in the world is not the same as the change that someone who 
voted to leave the EU wants. We both want change, just we're poles apart. And it's also to do 
with we are fact being presented at Unlimited. So a festival, of disability arts. So I'm now asking 
you three questions at once. But they all hinge on on the single word disability, I guess, and 
what your relationship is with that word. What, what affordances are, are within it for you? What 
is shut down by it for you? Yeah, maybe take it whichever direction you want? 
 
Jo Bannon 
Well, I think I've been thinking a lot. That word 'We' is in my mind a lot, too. I think I think I do 
stand by the title. But I've had a long set of conversations with myself. And then when the work 
was shown with other people. The friend was talking about their kind of anxiety before going into 
the work that they may be asked to sit in a position of 'We' as a that was a cisgendered woman 
that they may not identify with that I might speak for them. And I might also not speak for others, 
which is of course, absolutely true. And in the making of the work, there were a lot of questions 
about how do you say? How can you say something? And who is saying it for and the worry, the 
big worry, for me is not saying anything at all. But I think well, and then the work just got 
stranger in terms of where it was going. And actually a lot of this vocabulary. The reason why 
would these utility objects is there felt like this kind of labour, like fundamentally we're bodies on 
stage working. And there is a kind of constant demand of labour, and of working and repetition 
and of yeah, relentlessness that perhaps for me speaks to a wider structure of product and 
capital that we're in. And people work in different ways and genders work in different ways, 
statistically and care is, you know, that there is kind of, I suppose I started getting excited when 
images started to speak of many of these levels at the same time. But maybe it comes from 
making that really crude provocation. But there is a sort of like, dig there of like wanting to say 



we actually because maybe I see more individualism happen all the time, like you're talking 
about where we blame a person not structure, or we hold up a person while not holding 
someone else. And certain decisions about having this kind of circle and people sitting in round 
and three. Yeah, there's something there about trying to multiply maybe unsuccessfully. But 
wanting to claim a 'we', actually, rightly or wrongly actually wanting to claim 'we'. And in terms of 
my relationship, also 'we' is a very problematic word for me because a very noticeable 
characteristic of me is my colouring, which is related to albinism, which is very rare, like one in 
20,000 people in the UK have albinism. So you know, I think I was like 12, before I'd ever like, 
actually met another person that albinism like, in my orbit. And even then, there's like a sort of 
strange thing I always think of it's like, you know, VW drivers, beetle drivers have sort of secret 
wave to each other. And no one's done a study on this, which is unfortunate. But I feel like 
there's a sort of secret like look, or like, not between people with albinism that I've experienced, 
which is also, I see you, but I'm not going to come into proximity with you, because it's already 
pretty scandalous that there's one of us here. But now if there's two, then that's a real 
hullabaloo. So I don't know where I'm going. That just came into my mind. But this idea were 
'we' isn't that comfortable a concept for me, in some ways. And I don't I think it's important to 
have nuance and not say that everything's the same and that things are hugely complicated and 
intersectional. But also, there are some very big uniting factors. And yeah, I had a, someone 
interviewed me about this work before, it was shown, and they were writing for a publication that 
focused explicitly on disability. And she said, also, this isn't a disabled, you're not interested in 
disability anymore. Because it wasn't in the copy, maybe or, but I thought that was a really 
curious thing, because this is not a thing that can leave my body or identity. And like I say, I find 
it confusing, on a day to day basis to know whether the interaction I'm having is happening. 
Like, there's a complication in a body. That's many things for the so it's working class, and it's 
female, and it's disabled and it's this tall and whatever. So yeah, I don't know if I'm always super 
comfortable with something being labelled as or not. I mean, I don't even like that word, 
because disabled is in the 'dis' bit is in relation to able. So it's already a binary, and it's kind of 
construction. But at the same time, there are sort of excess bodily experiences, like the shaking 
also comes out of having a visual field that shakes so I have nystagmus. So the world is not 
solid to me, like it wobbles. So I don't know, it's like, feels impossible to trace the, the kind of 
intricacies of my personal relationship to a bodily experience, and it's kind of wider ramifications. 
But I suppose it felt important that that work had a I mean, our kind of way of moving in the work 
is to do things, we had a sort of instruction that we were doing something as making it as 
difficult as possible. So Louise unfurled, that 10 metre extension cable, you know, instead of 
coiling it like this, she's like, doing this for like, 40 minutes. Which speaks for me, which speaks 
to disability, but it also speaks to like the hardness kind of slog of any kind of living experience. 
So I don't know, I think, I think sometimes it's hard to know, how you're disabled and what you're 
disabled by. And yeah, I mean, it's certainly a thing that I return to, but then how could I not 
return to it? 
 
Maddy Costa (30 minutes) 
There's something running through that. It's been running all the way through. You've used the 
word intersection, intersecting intersection twice. And, and I think it's kind of that's it. That's such 
a key, although it's a very old word, relatively speaking, in the lifespan of feminism, it feels like a 



very current word in feminist discourse. And I think it that it's part of, it's also related to sort of 
conversations about privilege, conversations about who has a platform who hasn't got a 
platform. And yeah, so kind of what you were just talking about in terms of the 'we' like that it 
feels like there's a real problem in feminism at the moment, not least with the word, because the 
word itself doesn't feel expansive enough to hold all the women who might be supported by it. 
But also, because it suggests that feminism is about boosting women, rather than change for 
everyone changing all of society. This did feel like an explicitly feminist work to me, you know, 
for the kind of obvious and reductive reasons that it's three women on in a stage or in a sort of, 
in a circle being watched? And just curious about what, maybe you've talked about some of 
them already, but I wonder if there's a bit more unpacking to do about the, how you chose your 
collaborators? What that how that kind of intersects with feminist discourse? There's lots of 
there's lots of kind of problematic around white feminism in particular at the moment, you know, 
and you are three white women on stage. So yeah, I was 
 
Jo Bannon 
It's super murky. And yeah. And hard, like. I mean, aside from well, this is part of how you make 
work, like, who's in the room and who isn't in the room? What that brings, and if it's not in the 
room, what it can't be one. Yeah, it felt like one of the hardest things to do in the work, which 
was not really choose, because that's not really how it happened, but a mass, a team, and of 
course, some of the team are not on stage. And I think that's where I found it really problematic, 
because sometimes my thinking was very reductive, where it felt like there was a pressure to be 
reductive about how these bodies would be read, which is not necessarily what those bodies 
are. So there are many invisible levers and experiences that that go unread. And then kind of 
reality of like, so there can be three people in this work. That's what we can make happen. And 
how if the intention, which I think it wasn't really, but if the intention is to try and speak for all, I 
mean, I, that's impossible. But what if the retort comes back, that you're trying to speak for all? 
And that's just not possible with three bodies? I mean, it's probably not possible with 100. I 
mean, really, that the collaborators, it was about conversations that I've been having for years 
with those two women, I suppose there was a clear choice that it was women, but by women, I 
mean, people who identify as women. Because, yeah, because the start of the project was 
definitely trying to look at that lived experience of female identity. Although now Yeah, I don't 
know. Like, maybe this work could expand. Could it hold other bodies? Could it hold other 
genders? I don't know. It's a question. Yeah, it just felt really, I don't know if I have a clear 
answer. About how the idea of representing and how possible it is, I just don't know. I just don't I 
suppose. I also question not just who's in the room on stage, but who's in the room? I mean, we 
kind of explicitly make this room, a circle. And for parts of the work, the audience are quite 
visible. So it's also like, who's in this room, this big room? And who isn't? In this room? And? 
Yeah, I don't know, that's a big one. That's a very unclear answer. It's unclear to me, it's really 
unclear. 
 
Maddy Costa 
But I'm really interested in that, in that, in the that sort of brief allusion to the invisible identities in 
your collaborators bodies, and the kind of difference between an expectation to speak clearly as 
one does and a provocation and the ambiguity that you present and kind of, we talked earlier 



about a kind of spectrum of responses, where, you know, people who wish it were more overt 
and direct and expression and I know people who wish it were more ambiguous and think it's, 
it's saying too much too, clearly. And how does, when dealing with a politics, that states itself, 
so you know, as kind of obscenely directly, as say Trump does, or I don't know, we have such a 
fascinating spectrum. You know, there's Trump's directness, but then there's the sort of 
insidiousness of Theresa May's policy policies in the home office that just kind of went invisible 
for a lot of people for a long time. So there are really interesting ways in which you're dealing 
with visibility and invisibility, with audibility, and auditability. But also, making an open invitation 
to people to read into the work, what they want, and how risky that is. 
 
Jo Bannon 
And it feels really risky. Like it's really good to have this moment, kind of reflect on the work 
because we showed it about two months ago. And it's, I always have this when I make a 
project, but this is like an extreme version of it where, you know, normally I have to leave it 
alone for a bit, but I just can't quite look at it. And it's not, you know, I feel quite proud of this 
work. And it's not that it was anything wrong, but there's a sort of, I've lost my train of thought.  I 
think it is probably one of the more open ambiguous works. And therefore it feels really 
complicated to try and take it in as a whole. Which, in some ways, for me means it worked, or 
it's working, because I can't understand it either. Fully. And maybe I'm just in the aftermath of 
those responses coming in and not knowing what I think. Yeah. But I do think, well, I know it's 
myself resisting the kind of looking directly at it. Yeah, and I suppose when I think more broadly, 
I think about well, I think I fear a sort of lack of nuance happening in terms of, certainly in terms 
of politics, and also in terms of journalism, and how we're speaking about things. And actually, 
argument seems to be getting more and more reductive, and more and more binary. And, of 
course, we all want sort of meaning and the clear, a clear line of thought. And I do too, which is 
why I feel funny about looking at it or thinking about it because it's like gnarly and complicated. 
So yeah, I struggle with the ambiguity of this work too. Which doesn't, I think mean that it's 
vague. I don't think it's vague in any way. I was. I was listening to Contra points who has a 
YouTube channel. And she was talking about Jordan Peterson. He's a real like. I did a lot of 
reading and watching of him and you have a sort of trauma response when I think but she was 
saying, in, in contrast to Trump, who may be just sort of has says the thing, however stupid just 
kind of has this kind of public image of being really direct. She was talking about Jordan 
Peterson and how actually his danger is that he's always alluding to the thing. So he'll say, he'll 
draw sort of comparisons, but not do the middle section, because that would be hate speech. 
So he'll say, but in the animal kingdom, in the lobster should know about his lobster theory. You 
know, there's an inherent hierarchy in lobster culture. And that will be in response to someone 
asking him about equal pay. But for the general the agenda, so he doesn't ever explicitly say 
that the value of a woman's work is less than a male, he draws this loose comparison. And then 
when he's asked to clarify, he says he's hounded by the journalist or the media. And I think so 
this, they feel like two pole is to me one is like, inciting. And one is proclaiming. And maybe I'm 
interested in, not his tactics, but something about like calling things into orbit with each other, 
but not sort of pinning down like the solution. Because I think and also, I suppose that the 
structure of this piece is deliberately frustrating, and cyclical. And I started doing loads of 
reading around. Like narrative structures. And I use the term male here, not in terms of male 



bodies, but this kind of ejaculatory  structure that a lot of films and literature and things have that 
things rise to a point, peak. And then there's a sort of outro. And I was interested in, I suppose if 
we want to talk in these binaries, a sort of female orgasmic structure of like, becoming, or 
maybe coming in becoming again. And that is inherently frustrating. as, like, to me it's 
frustrating, because I'm, I'm also happiest when someone sort of has a beginning, middle and 
end and then tells me what to think. Yeah, so there's something about that friction, of wanting to 
create more frustration almost or more complexity. Whilst that being really uncomfortable thing. 
Yeah, it's hard in the aftermath. Make something and you don't yeah, still quite know what it's 
doing. I got so excited by your intro. Yeah, I forgot to say that kind of, we do a bit of talking, and 
then kind of invite questions from everyone here. But it's probably a good point, if anyone's got a 
question that they'd like to ask. 
 
Audience (45 minutes) 
Yeah, hi. So obviously, you've, you've performed it two or three times so far. I was just 
wondering if you know yet what the life of this piece is going to be? Are there any confirmed 
things? Are you still thinking about it? Or is it done? 
 
Jo Bannon  
Yeah, I hope it's not done and over with. But it's sort of done and over with for now, because it 
was like, because the commissioning structure of like, have a date before you know what it is, 
is, like terrifying. So I tried to minimise that by doing four shows. But we will tour it next year. But 
I would like that's partly why I say I've sort of kept it at distance, because I know there will be 
this period where I go back to it with the team and maybe not change it at all, but kind of just 
look at it in, you know, performance is really murky anyway because you never quite know what 
it's doing and what it is until it's there. And then fuck there's people in the room watching it 
happen watching it become. So in my mind, the interesting thing is returning to it and seeing 
where you wrote really beautifully about the work that you talked about aftershocks and 
earthquakes. And I feel like there was enough kind of energy it put into the work to make the 
first shake happen. But now there's a kind of settling. I'm excited. I'm more excited about going 
back to it and watching what the settling process might be. And maybe maybe there's a more 
potent, you know, the thing with earthquakes is you often don't know they're coming. So the 
major shake you're just dealing with, but then that threat of the aftershock is the thing that's 
more terrifying to me. So I'm kind of interested. That's a very obscure answer. It will be touring. 
Yeah, but this is sort of wished to return to the aftermath. Yeah. 
 
Audience 
You were talking about the use of anything about microaggressions. And the kind of vibrating 
versus the having a something larger in a way and I'm thinking about how they, how they feel in 
a different way, how they disturb, and I wonder whether some of the disturbance that they cause 
which is in relation to the size of them, is in part because they are externally they look small. 
And thinking about my own reaction that makes it difficult to really come back, because it's kind 
of small, and they don't feel right to go across the rows, it can be really difficult to get back with 
something that isn't very worked. But then we will experience many of them over the course of 
whatever it is depending on, maybe it's just once a week, four weeks. Yeah. So I wonder if that's 



part of the because you were very clear about this. And I kind of relate to the vibrating which 
isn't the kind of shocking, big thing. 
 
Jo Bannon 
Yeah, and what what's going on in that? It's maybe also, for me, and I wonder for you about 
both of the dislocate of the kind of you're never expecting it are you? No matter how many times 
it happens. And so there's a sort of, I mean, I think the body is going through a shock response, 
which is maybe why it can feel so large, like on a kind of body level. But also, I wonder, there's a 
sort of provocation about like, what if you really did react? How you need it, too. So when I was 
a kid, the they weren't microaggressions they were macro aggressions, because kids are pretty 
blunt. They're not subtle. So it would be like someone shouting at me across the street. And I 
would run over and try and hit them. And in a way that felt like a healthier response. And I think 
when I was about 15, my mom took me to the side and she was like, you'll get arrested if you 
keep doing that. This is not the tactic that you can continue with. And in a way, I feel like I've 
never found a good enough tactic ever since. Because, yeah, because actually, the sort of 
purge back can be very useful to yourself. But it's also remarked upon, isn't it? It's not just you 
policing that behaviour, but it's also the people around you, or, you know, sometimes if I really 
call someone out on some, something that someone said, it's often like the person that's with 
me that thinks it's too much or, you know, so then what do you do with that feeling? It just stays 
there. Yeah. 
 
Audience 
And it also doesn't change the other person. Because they don't know, unless they're 
wonderfully sensitive to either in a creepy or in a good way, and if it's in a good way then why 
did they do that? But then it gets difficult to make that change. It feels like it also creates a sort 
of double violence, which is your own self censorship becomes a sort of violence to yourself of 
censoring yourself in response, or noticing your response and only allowing yourself to be able 
to be shocked by it. So it's sort of it's an internalised violent thing. 
 
Jo Bannon 
Yeah, and actually, for me, there's sometimes a choice of like, well, I took the first hit, but I'm not 
taking the second, which is sort of me my own. But then the choices tend to like, push it back. 
Or well, there's a constant question about there must be another way, what is the other way? 
But yeah, I suppose in my experience is sometimes also these people are incredibly unaware of 
what they're doing. And so when you push back, there's a real like defence and shock and 
anger. And so yeah, that that transaction does feel very violent, whatever it's scale, really. Yeah, 
 
Audience 
I just, I guess, thinking about what the alternatives might be. And then, you know, you're saying 
that you wanted to kind of charge up space? And what kind of questions about the we, I guess? 
I'm curious, you said something, kind of, in passing that I was kind of, like, I don't understand 
that. You said something about if there are two people with albinism in the space, it's like 
scandalous. And I was kind of just going why is that scandalous? And I guess, then I'm 
wondering about like, you know, it seems like there's something in the work, which I 



experienced, which was a kind of like, uncomfortable but also quite mutually cathartic kind of 
solidarity experience. And like maybe I resonate with your vibration and then I don't feel so 
alone. Yeah, I'm just curious about like, you know, in your lived experience, you know, when 
you said so like to identify with someone who shares it with experience seems like a benefit. But 
then it sounds to you like you then feel like to have multiple people who have that shared 
experience is also a threat. 
 
Jo Bannon 
Oh, not a threat but I think well, just in terms of I suppose because it's having albinism I have a 
very, like present relationship with being looked at. And so it's not like for me, but it's like I 
already feel incredibly visible in a room and so then if I'm with someone else who has albinism I 
think it is like use what is it the square? The cube? It does become that's what I mean about 
scandalous it becomes a sort of spectacle but the idea of I mean, that's to me what I found so 
fascinating in the shaking so when we were kind of first improvising with this vibration I would 
often be out of the work watching Louise and Rosana you know, when you watch someone 
shake, you kind of start to shake or like you know, if I'd sat here the whole time shaking like this, 
you would either do it too or you would kind of feel it and yeah, my kind of answer about who's 
in the work and who's not in the work I don't mean it to be a cop out in terms of like there's the 
whole audience or we're in a circle. I kind of mean we we really were in treating the space as a 
whole space and trying to yeah, like charge up that feeling so there felt something very useful 
about our kind of animal reaction to watching someone do some shake that you feel like you're 
shaking too and a big question for me in making the work was like you're touching on with using 
language like so I want to talk to these things that are problematic, but by bringing them into 
orbit with each other, do I create more problematic? To talk about violence do create more 
violence? Yeah, this kind of question about what is the role of pain in social change that kind of 
stuck with me all the way through? And yeah, the work can be quite painful to be in at times or 
like um, maybe cathartic, but like it's uneasy and even for me it feels uneasy to know that I've 
made a work that creates a room full of unease 
 
Audience 
It was also really sexy though. Actually my primary experience was that it was super sexy and 
so and then I found that confusing because I was like, oh, am I like, feeling sexy about like, the 
fucked state of the world? 
 
Jo Bannon 
Good, good. Good. Yeah, I know we've kind of gone on one tangent. Yeah. There is also for me 
a lot of desire in the work. Yeah, yeah. I mean, there's a whole scene of them. Yeah. Well, 
Louise gets a whole kind of Timotei advert. 
 
Audience (1 hour) 
Yeah, actually, I was going to, it kind of goes on from that, and that image because I haven't 
seen the work. So it feels a bit, yeah but it seems like there's a real intensity between a person 
and an individual person and an object. And I was thinking about touch and I wasn't seeing your 
body, like when you're demonstrating things kind of both of you are doing these actions. I was 



thinking about touch, how I embody that. And then I can kind of get a sense of empathy, as well 
as touching another person. And I was wondering what your decisions were or conversations 
were around, touching the body maybe in relation to the way that you're talking about. And then 
this image came up and I thought oh they're in much closer proximity to what I'd imagine from 
the images. 
 
Jo Bannon 
But this is like a really rare moment in the work. Yeah. So there is some kind of weaving but 
even here, Rosana doesn't touch Louise, but the air touches her. I don't think we ever touch. I 
mean, that came from a few different sources. But well, that was a really beautiful phrase, 
kinaesthetic empathy. Yeah. I mean, it comes from like, I'm very tactile, because vision is not a 
like, primary sense for me. So there is a kind of yeah and touch is a very empathetic language, I 
think. But it also I mean, it really originated from this documentary called Object Sexuality. Has 
anyone seen that documentary? Yeah. Which is a documentary about people who have 
romantic and sexual relationships with objects. And it isn't entirely, but it is mainly women that 
have these relationships. And sometimes it is a small object. There's a woman who's in love 
with her and she's an archer, and she's in love with her bow. And she god she's amazing. She 
becomes a kind of a Olympic level Archer. But then she falls out of love with her bow. And she 
can't shoot her like ranking just starts plummeting. And she falls in love, part of her falling out of 
love is because she falls in love with I don't remember which one. I think it's the Brooklyn 
Bridge. It's a monument. It's San Francisco bridge  
 
Audience 
Have you seen, Married to the Eiffel Tower? 
 
Jo Bannon 
Well, there is a woman on that document. I haven't seen that one. But there is a woman who is 
that does marry the Eiffel Tower. So maybe it's the same person. And so that's like, I'm sort of 
doing the thing that I'm about to critique, which is a kind of like, sensationalist reaction to, to this 
relationship. But in watching the documentary, it seems very clear to me that this is a real 
relationship that these people are having with these objects. And there's something about like, 
who we are or who am I, to mock the form that desire takes? 
 
Maddy Costa 
I think I said exactly that. Okay. In writing. Yeah, yeah. 
 
Jo Bannon 
And so, you know, there are moments in this work where Louise kind of swirls a cable and I 
think he wrote back that some people think that flat self harm or kink or, and I think, yeah, all of 
the things but then also labour hurts us. You know, my day job used to really hurt me. But yeah, 
so there's this sort of, we kind of joked about it, but it wasn't I don't think it was ever a joke that 
there was this kind of relationship performing with these objects. Like my tape measure just 
came with me all the time. I had it in my bag. I felt weird about not having it with me. And yeah, 
because I think when I would watch Louise and Rosana the thing that I found most exciting was 



when it was slipping, you couldn't I couldn't tell whether they were moving it or it was moving 
them. And there was this kind of yeah, energetic circuit going on. And you know, those objects 
are really fucking incredible performers. Like they can do extraordinary things with a bit of 
investment. And then I think about my body and what investment it takes to give it pleasure and 
make it sing and make it do the things it can do. So, you know, that extension cable just can do 
these extraordinary things that you wouldn't know it could do. That's another tangent I've taken, 
but I think yeah, in some ways, when I think, Oh, God, are we dueting with objects? And are 
they domestic objects? And is that the most naff idea? I mean, they're not I would argue they're 
not domestic, they utilitarian. They all come from B&Q. It's not a hoover you'd have at home. It's 
a sharp hoover. But yeah, there's there is some. Yeah, there's objects feel really full of all the 
problems, and also all the possibilities, like they're full of labour, but they're also full of desire. 
And yeah, I don't know. We have very significant relationships with objects. 
 
Audience 
did each dancer choose their own object? 
 
Jo Bannon 
Pretty much  
 
Audience 
You went to B&Q and chose them? 
 
Jo Bannon 
We all went to B&Q. Yeah, well I mean, there were some first loves that didn't make it into the 
show. You know, there was some infidelities. And but yeah, and actually, we don't know what to 
do now. Because Rosana's hoover, on the last show, it broke in the middle of the performance, 
and our production manager had said we should buy a spare and I thought that will never 
happen. Oh, yeah. I mean, she just, she was amazed because she's like, that's, that's like part 
of her body. It's like fine, I'm going to get I get the spare. Spare isn't as good. And it just she 
pulls the hose out at one point and the hoover screams and the new one doesn't scream. We 
don't know why. So yeah, there's some multiples Yeah, that was a really good clothes dryer. But 
that just felt someone came to run through early run through and said it looks like 80s Feminists 
bear rip. Because it was like washing no women and washing and yes, so there were there 
were ones that could that were great, but couldn't be in 
 
Maddy Costa 
the thing I wanted to just pick up on the fact that we've moved into talking about desire, and I 
didn't go there at all, which is really interesting, because that initial IBT provocation came from 
thinking about desire as well. And I guess I'm also thinking about writing around the queer 
revolution, you know, the idea that that kind of if we this such again, sort of like the intersections 
of patriarchy, capitalism, but also kind of hetero institutions like marriage, the so kind of 
intertwined. I was explaining to my kids on the weekend, why don't wear my wedding ring. And 
it's to do with that intertwining and it being a really tiny way, in which I can resist minuscule and 
something about kind of desire being very easily dismissed, actually as a route towards as a 



route towards change. Sensuality being to be reductive and binary, a feminine quality that that 
can't have any traction in, in this cold and violent world.  
 
Jo Bannon 
I know totally agree, but then I also think that's really weird, isn't it? Because desire. I mean, 
generally we do what we want, or we sometimes not able to do what we want, but as kind of 
animals we're generally like, we have drive. I mean, I guess that's like, sex drive comes from 
that sort of like human drive. So it seems strange to me that desire isn't more of a driver of 
change. Or maybe. Maybe it is. But we're talking about a kind of sensual sexual desire which to 
a degree we could kind of basically talk about as feminine. But I mean, I think I read quite a lot 
of in the making of this work. And he talks quite a lot about desire as a mechanism of change. 
And desire is an opposite of hate, and fear. And yeah, I suppose I feel like there's lots of 
theorists who write about using desire, what I struggle with. And it's not because it's maybe isn't 
happening, but thinking of like examples of that bringing about significant change. That isn't just 
like a lot of sort of shouting and burning stuff down. That might be about slowly building 
something up. Yeah.  
 
Audience 
Like second wave feminism? 
 
Jo Bannon 
What do you mean, by second wave feminism? 
 
Audience 
I mean, just like, I guess, I mean, it's all well, basically just the 60s. You know, it feels like that's 
a category that became kind of acceptable, in a new way. And that was kind of connected with 
the development of feminist discourse, which is, you know, accepting that the desire in female 
bodies is a positive thing, as opposed to a threat. 
 
Maddy Costa 
I wonder if that got subsumed by the strand of second wave that was about giving women 
access to the workplace. And so in Yeah, in the same way that this discussion has not really 
looked at the aspects of desire in the work, it's looked at the other stuff, and, you know, the 
legacy of second wave feminism isn't? It kind of and isn't that that kind of sexual freedom. And 
I've just started reading a book called the Mother of all Myths, that, that talks about how it's 
actually a very narrow period of time, sort of the 50s, to the 70s, that this idea of the perfect 
mother was really in force. And that's really what second wave feminism was fighting against. 
But that wave dealt with a whole bunch of stuff, but didn't deal with the myth of motherhood. 
And, and it's still and it's still has a really tight hold. I mean, this book was published in 99, or 
something. But she's basically writing about today, in my experience. And it's and it's because 
feminism is still hasn't dealt with it adequately. And so lots of there's there's sort of lots of writing 
about reproduction in relation to the trans body. That is still grappling with this myth. And one of 
the points that she makes it's really brilliant and obvious, is that lots of people who are in power 
now were children at that time, so they were absorbing that idea of the perfect mother, and have 



held on to it into power. Yeah, I don't know. I mean, something that that kind of I'm really aware 
of, is that I also grew up with a legacy of second wave feminism. And so you know, I'm in my 
early 40s, you're in your late 30s, but close enough in age to, for that to have been the case and 
kind of that's, that's part of the yeah, who is this way? Because there are ways in which I am not 
the same way as a 20 year old, fourth wave feminist at all. But you know, I'm I'm within the 
enemy. And that that becomes a really interesting dialogue. If one can access that dialogue, 
because there's not a lot of space for it happening. 
 
Jo Bannon (1 hour 15 minutes) 
Yeah, yeah, I think there's a well, I don't know if this is probably off topic, but I feel like a sort of 
growing, muting, of like, trying to unpick those waves of feminism and like, look at them and 
have conversations with friends and yeah, isn't it interesting that we're already sort of put putting 
ourselves in a certain framework of feminism because of our age and because of yeah, and I 
suppose I'd say that having like, just made this work and thinking what shit am I going to get? 
For this say one thing and not all the other things and me having read these books, but maybe 
not these ones are just embodying certain ideas that I grew up with, in innocuous like, I can't 
think of that word, but you know what I mean, when something's happening, and you don't 
know. Yeah, but how do we then like, make that the case, which is for everyone, everyone is 
partial and has partial knowledge. But how does that open up conversation rather than stop it? 
Yeah, I don't know. That's a big one. It's really interesting. Never thought about those politicians 
as children. Most of them I mean, they tend to be similar age or within an age range. So they 
Yeah.  
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