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  I trained as a director at East 15 Acting School on a directors’ course that didn’t really exist. East 15 was founded in 1961 by Theatre Workshop actor Margaret Bury in order to pass on Joan Littlewood’s principles and techniques to a new generation. Joan had disappeared to Nigeria and the Workshop company had no idea when or if she was going to return. I arrived at the school in October 1967 without a clue about what to expect or what I was doing there. It turned out there were only two directing students, and the notion seemed to be that the pair of us would join in with the first-year acting course, as well as absorbing directing wisdom by stage managing the third-year shows and painting the sets. After that we would play it by ear.




  The acting course consisted of classes in Acting, Speech, Laban Movement, Commedia dell’Arte, Singing, Fencing and Dramaturgy. Acting tuition was based on Stanislavsky’s An Actor Prepares and was built around a variety of improvisation exercises, which now might seem commonplace, but back then were regarded as revolutionary and possibly subversive. The majority of the exercises were aimed at either breaking down actors’ inhibitions or encouraging spontaneity. Most of them were what are now often categorised as ‘theatre sports’ or ‘theatre games’, and were similar to the work pioneered by Bill Gaskill at the Royal Court and Keith Johnstone with Theatre Machine. There were trust exercises and status exercises and exercises involving a fair amount of compulsory and fashionable Sixties groping. There was a propensity towards instant characterisation and the quest for the witty punchline as featured decades later in countless ‘improv’ clubs and on television in Whose Line Is It Anyway? There were also extensive role-playing exercises, in which students spent several weeks living in unrelieved poverty and misery as peasants, or similarly downtrodden unfortunates in meagre hovels constructed in the school orchard. And then, in the third term, Mike Leigh arrived to direct a production of Thomas Dekker’s The Honest Whore.




  Mike used improvisation in a completely different way, seeing it as a way to get to the truth of character and situation. In addition to The Honest Whore, Mike devised what he then called ‘an improvised play’ with third-year students. He uniquely began by creating three-dimensional characters with the actors based on people or combinations of people they knew, and letting the narrative unfold through their interaction. The resulting play, Individual Fruit Pies, had an honesty and integrity that I had never seen before, and I decided that I wanted to make the same kind of theatre.




  So, in a way, East 15 was a great training.




  After East 15 I assisted Mike on his play, Big Basil, with the Manchester Youth Theatre, and played Norman in both the theatre and film versions of his Bleak Moments. Because it was as an actor that I learnt the devising technique, I still consider it imperative that anyone who wants to direct must have had the experience of acting in a play and appearing on stage. Only by going through the process yourself will you understand what an actor needs.




  In 1971 I started my own company, Hull Truck. For the next ten years we toured the country with a series of plays I created through character and improvisation. The first part of this book, ‘Making It Up’, describes the various techniques I evolved to devise them. I have used my play A Bed of Roses to illustrate the process, and the section includes the full text of the production.




  A Bed of Roses was devised over twelve weeks in Hull in the summer of 1977 and opened at the Traverse Theatre, Edinburgh, as part of the Edinburgh Festival Fringe. The actors were Colin Goddard, Kathy Iddon, Robin Soans, Mia Soteriou, David Threlfall, Heather Tobias and Alan Williams.




  After Hull Truck I worked as a freelance director in theatre, film and television. I was Artistic Director of the Bush Theatre in London from 1996 to 2007. The second part of the book, ‘Blinding Gloucester’, shows how I have adapted the character-building techniques used in devised plays for work on written texts. To illuminate the process I have used Jack Thorne’s play When You Cure Me, which I directed at the Bush in 2005. The section also includes the text of the play.




  There are as many ways to direct a play as there are directors. There are no hard-and-fast rules and there is no mysterious alchemical process. There is no Philosopher’s Stone.




  Using Mike Leigh’s devising techniques will not make you a great director any more than borrowing Harold Pinter’s typewriter will turn you into a great playwright.




  There are as many different ways to prepare for a performance as there are actors. Actors, like politicians, are magpies. They nick stuff from everywhere and use what they need. The director’s job is to coax them to give the most truthful performances they can. Personally, I have found that working organically through character and subtext is the most likely way to make this happen. I don’t profess to have a method and, also being a magpie, I freely confess to nicking stuff from everywhere – but there are techniques that I frequently return to.




  These you will find in this book.




  Having said that, it’s not a matter of how you do it; it’s more what the punters experience when they watch what you do with it.
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  There are as many ways of devising plays as there are directors, actors and companies that devise them.




  It is equally true that every time I have devised a play for stage or television my working method has changed depending on the project, the actors, the time available for rehearsal and the nature of the story I find myself telling. So what follows is a rough guide, if you like, to how I do it and a general outline of the basic principles involved in creating a play through improvisation.




  Improvised Plays




  As far as I am concerned, there are two kinds of improvised play – those that start out with me having a general idea of the territory I want to explore and those where I haven’t a clue what is going to happen. For example, the television play I devised for the BBC in 1980, Games Without Frontiers, was always going to be set on the midnight ferry between Harwich and the Hook of Holland, and I would imagine that Mike Leigh had Gilbert and Sullivan firmly in mind when he embarked on Topsy-Turvy.




  On the other hand, A Bed of Roses, the play I am focusing on here, falls into the latter category, in as much as I had absolutely no idea whatsoever what the story would turn out to be. I only knew that it probably would be set in Hull because we were going to rehearse it in Hull. One would reasonably imagine that a journey into the complete unknown would engender more fear in the heart of the director than a play with even the most rudimentary predetermined theme, but, in truth, one always sets out with the same mixture of trepidation, exhilaration and abject terror.




  In practice, the length of rehearsal time is a major factor in determining how much pre-planning I do. With the major Hull Truck plays I allowed myself twelve weeks’ rehearsal, so I could start with little more than a glimmer of an idea. With the television plays I had between four and six weeks, so had to go into rehearsals with a certain amount of knowledge as to what the final tale might be. Either way, the story really begins with the casting.




  Auditions and Casting Workshops




  In the early days of Hull Truck I worked with pretty much anybody who would turn up, but even then I was aware that I was looking for actors and performers with humour, imagination and an ability to tell the truth.




  They had to have a gift for observation and a willingness to set out into the unknown. They had to trust the working method, or it wouldn’t work; and they had to realise that it wasn’t about them. There are no star parts. It is a collective process. I recruited the later companies through a series of interviews and workshops.




  After advertising in The Stage and Time Out, I sifted the hundreds of replies looking for people who seemed on paper to have the right attitude towards the work. After a couple of rounds of interviews, during which I chatted to the actors about their backgrounds and anything other than theatre, I set up a series of workshops. The actors had to arrive having created a character based on somebody they knew, who could be living alone in Hull or London or Manchester or wherever the workshop was taking place. The basic rule was that the character had to be roughly the same age, the same gender and the same pigmentation as they were. And not an actor. During the course of the day I would take them through an abbreviated version of the character-building process, allowing them time to work alone and allowing me time to observe how well they could concentrate. The workshop culminated in a group improvisation.




  During the course of the day I had introduced the notion that each of these characters had seen an advert in Time Out inviting them to an introductory evening for a Lonely Hearts Club and decided to go along. The actors then went out in character through the streets of Hull or London or Manchester or wherever, and when they came back, the workshop space had become the Lonely Hearts Club. One of my company played the part of the organiser, introducing the characters to each other. There was a bar and dancing. The purpose was to see who could sustain character truthfully without either showing off or manufacturing some kind of melodramatic event.




  The workshops taught me who I thought could do it and who I thought had the imagination to come up with something truthful and interesting. The actual selection of actors is the first determining factor in the shape of the play-to-be.




  I am, of course, stating the bleeding obvious, but if I choose three male actors and three female actors there is a strong possibility that the play might be about three couples. This was the case with A Bed of Roses, the play I’m using as an example in this chapter.




  If I were to choose two actors in their fifties, two in their thirties and two in their twenties, it’s a fair bet that the final play might involve either family or generational conflict. If I have a more specific idea or theme in mind I will select actors that I think will be capable of coming up with characters who will fit into the general parameters of the tale I am going to tell. For example, I made a television piece for Channel Four called Chains of Love which I knew was going to be set at an Ann Summers party where women would buy sex aids. Accordingly, I cast six women who would create characters who could possibly go to such an event. If I wanted to set a play in Belfast I would cast actors who came from there or who at least had a working acquaintance with the city and the lives of its people.




  Another factor in casting is class. This is not to say that actors are not capable of playing characters from different strata of society than the ones they grew up in, but if I were to make a play about, say, ex-public schoolboys, I would need actors with at least a passing knowledge of the psychological consequences of such an education.




  Choosing the Characters




  Before rehearsals start I ask the actors to come up with a list of people they know or that they have met, who they may be interested in playing. This is not to say that they are going to be asked to impersonate someone they know, but rather the selected character provides a target to aim at. I may provide them with brief guidelines – in the initial stages of A Bed of Roses, I asked Robin Soans and David Threlfall to choose characters involved in communication in some way – or I might leave the choice entirely to them. I begin working with each actor individually, in conditions of total secrecy. This is not for any wanky, holy or mysteriously conspiratorial purpose; it is totally central to the whole process that each actor only finds out information about other characters when organically necessary. Put in most simple terms: if you were to find out that you are playing a policeman and someone else is playing a villain, you would make a value judgement about what your possible relationship with the other character might be. If the actors talk to each other about who they are playing, it is inevitable that each of them will try to second-guess what the play might be about and their character’s role in it. This can lead – and indeed has – to an actor trying to gear the improvisations in a particular direction to suit his imagined scenario for his character. Mike Leigh used to hang a wartime poster on the rehearsal room wall that read ‘CARELESS TALK COSTS LIVES’. And he meant it.




  For the first few days I sit with each actor individually and we talk about the people on their list.




  This is a time for storytelling. If an actor has a list of six people we will discuss six individual stories. In preparation for A Bed of Roses, Robin Soans was interested in, amongst others, a visionary architect, a Vietnam War photographer and a vicar. David Threlfall came up with either someone who worked in advertising/marketing or was a journalist who told jokes. It is not the profession of the character that is most interesting; it’s the psychological journey of how they got to be who they are. Over several days we excavate their lives and find out what makes them tick, why they behave like they do. I am looking for something that excites the actor and the idiosyncratic kind of detail that I think might serve the drama, whatever that might turn out to be. If I have six actors and they each have brought six characters to the table, I am now juggling thirty-six lives and looking for possible connections and potential relationships and conflicts between them. The secret is not to panic and go for the first, easiest or most obvious choice; you have to trust your intuition and see where it leads you. Always go for what you find dangerous or unpredictable.




  In the case of A Bed of Roses, the first choice I made was to go with Robin’s vicar. This was partly because I was interested in examining the nature of vicaring, but mostly because of the duplicitous qualities of the man Robin wanted to base his vicar on. I also encouraged Kathy Iddon to develop one of her characters who had spent time doing Voluntary Service Overseas, as I felt that this would in some way connect with Robin’s vicar story. These sort of decisions influence the choices I make about the characters that the other actors will create. I do not have a plot or even a plan in mind, but I am looking for the potential for future interaction between them. The next step is to build the characters we have selected. We start by creating life histories.




  Life Histories




  Again working with each actor individually and in secret, we create biographies for our by now fictitious characters in minute detail. I begin with the character’s parents, grandparents and the first house they lived in. I take them through their earliest memories, school days, puberty and adolescence from the moment they were born up to the time of the play. We always work chronologically. Each new piece of information feeds into the next. I concentrate on everything from education, religion, financial situation, morality and sexuality, to their interests in art, literature, popular culture and eating habits. We discuss everything from childhood illness to ghosts, nicknames and bullying. We explore the character’s fantasies and ambitions and their secrets. These sessions provide the bedrock on which the characters are built, and in addition provide me with potential material to be explored in the final play, as well as material for the actors to explore in future improvisations.




  Throughout these discussions the actor must always refer to his character in the third person: ‘His best friend at primary school was Eric Boocock.’ ‘She won a Blue Peter badge for saving a Bedlington Terrier from drowning.’ This forces the actor to maintain a degree of objectivity about the character. They are playing a part. We are rehearsing a play. This is neither psychodrama nor behavioural therapy.




  At the same time as we are creating background histories, the actors will often be engaged in character research. In rehearsals for A Bed of Roses, Robin Soans spent weeks finding out about the training involved in becoming a vicar and interviewing most of the clergy in Hull about their pastoral duties. His discovery that most of the churches were kept locked eventually provided the idea for the character’s sermon, ‘Who is your house open to?’ David Threlfall went to work at the Hull Daily Mail. An actor playing someone who works in a factory should spend time discovering what it is like to work in a factory. The director, as part of the rehearsal process, should devise exercises to explore the daily workplace rhythms of the character’s chosen profession and what it entails, be he either a barrister or a fish-gutter.




  Visualisation and Solo Exercises




  The next step involves a series of visualisation exercises. The actors sit comfortably and close their eyes while I take them on imaginary journeys through aspects of their life history. I ask them to imagine the first house they lived in, their parents, their journey to school, their first job, their first sexual experience, a wedding or a funeral the character has attended. The list is endless and varies with every character and every project. The idea is that they play the movie of the scene in their head. The purpose is to enable them to begin to think themselves into character as opposed to thinking about the character. Character is biography in action.




  The final visualisation exercise involves the actor creating the room in which the character spends most time alone. We then create a version of that room in the rehearsal space. Part of the stage manager’s job when working on a devised play is to provide a comprehensive kit of chairs, tables, beds, sofas, etc., with which we can create character environments. I also use hospital screens to delineate areas and the dimensions of the space. I then set up the circumstances in which the character finds him or herself in this particular room at this particular time on this particular day: She has come back from work. She has a cold. She is going to meet her boyfriend. She doesn’t like him much.




  The actor’s job is to inhabit that room in character. They have to begin to think how the character might think. Again, the secret for the actor is just to let things happen and resist the temptation to be interesting, impressive or entertaining. It’s also important to dissuade them from making imaginary telephone calls to other imaginary characters or invent mimed business. As we used to say in Hull Truck, ‘When in doubt, do nowt.’




  The purpose of this solo work is twofold. It gives the actor the opportunity to work on aspects of characterisation in isolation, without the pressure of having to interact with other characters. As part of the process we spend time working on the physicality of the character. Are they light or are they heavy? Fast or slow? Direct or indirect? How is their physicality determined by their job, environment, social status? It’s also an opportunity to experiment vocally with accent, timbre, etc.




  By now the actor will also have assembled a rehearsal costume – a simple change of clothing which they wear when in character. It could involve wearing a suit, or a different length skirt, different shoes and different make-up. How do they present themselves to the world?




  The lone improvisations also provide material for me as a writer/deviser. After each improvisation I question the actors about what they did and felt, and their answers can often determine the direction in which I decide to take their characters. We discuss each character’s hopes and fantasies and these revelations will often give me the basis for the subsequent plot. For example, in an earlier play, The Knowledge, I discovered that one of the characters was a compulsive liar. The final play revolved around her mendacity.




  We repeat the solo improvisations over a number of days, working chronologically and reinventing the background scenario each day so as to analyse how the character’s behaviour changes with variations of mood and circumstance. Eventually we take the characters out for a walk.




  The actor, in costume, sets out with a given set of circumstances and completes a task in character. It can be as simple as buying a newspaper or a lottery ticket; it can be going to the park and feeding the ducks; but the purpose of the exercise is for the character to exist in, and interact with, the real world. When Robin Soans as Alex, the vicar, walked round Hull in character and costume he discovered that he was treated in a completely different way by members of the public. They either greeted him warmly or quickly crossed the road. He discovered that his entire bearing changed when he wore the dog collar. Mia Soteriou had created a semi-vagrant character called Mel, who was based on someone she had seen busking in Oxford. Mel indulged in a little light shoplifting so I sent Mia out in character to do some robbing, having first tipped off the shopowner that she was coming. Not only did she successfully nick stuff from the forewarned bookshop, she got away with shoplifting from several innocent stores as well.




  Character Interaction




  So we now have a number of characters who exist in isolation with developed backgrounds and life histories, and actors who have now reached a stage where they can get into character convincingly. During the process so far I have been looking for clues as to which character should interact with which. The next job is to begin to explore the potential relationships between them. Again, there are a number of ways of going about this. The way I put together A Bed of Roses illustrates several of them.




  David Threlfall’s character Philip had moved to Beverley with his parents and worked as a trainee journalist on the local Hull newspaper, compiling the questions for the quiz page and reporting on dog shows. In background discussions we had decided that Philip was a joker who communicated almost exclusively in funny voices. Heather Tobias had created Julie, a prim secretary who lived in Belfast. I determined that the two characters should meet. Together, Heather and I created the circumstances in which Julie found herself moving to Hull to escape from a broken relationship. In Hull Julie applied for a number of secretarial posts. One of them was for the Hull Daily Mail. There she encountered Philip. I set up a series of improvisations in which they saw each other from a distance walking round town, and then in the rehearsal room I set up a scene where they met for the first time in a coffee bar at lunchtime. The initial meeting was unspectacular, but she thought he was funny and he quite fancied her, so we had the basis for exploring a relationship between them. The first improvisations where people meet are notoriously loaded, as the actors know what they are in the improvisation for (to meet each other), and the results are obviously predictable. There is also a tendency for the actors to come out with all the biographical detail they have been preparing for the previous three weeks. The Philip and Julie relationship was initiated through a naturalistic improvisation.




  The relationship between Alex, the vicar, and Meg (Kathy Iddon) was arrived at by different means. Kathy had decided that Meg had spent time doing VSO in Africa after leaving university. I nudged Robin in the same direction, so Alex went off to Africa as well. Rather than setting up jungle improvisations, we sat around the table and discussed how they met and how their relationship developed. We would, however, set up key scenes in their story. For example, we would improvise their first date together. I would then talk to the actors individually (and confidentially) about what they thought had happened in the scene. Meg wanted Alex to kiss her. Alex thought she didn’t want to be kissed. We would then discuss what happened next until we arrived at a point that required a naturalistic improvisation to provide the actors with an actual memory rather than a constructed event. I knew that Alex planned to ask Meg to marry him. Meg, of course, had no idea that this was going to happen, so the reaction she had when it happened in an improvisation was far more grounded than if the proposal had happened in a discussion round the table. We slowly moved the relationship forward, discussing their return to England, their wedding, their sex life and their lives together in various parishes until we located them ten years later in 1977 – the time of the play – living in Hull in a loveless marriage. We worked on a year at a time, devoting one day to each year using both discussions and naturalistic improvisations in the rehearsal room and on location.




  The Philip and Julie story was explored in the same way, but more often in naturalistic improvisation because the time frame of their relationship stretched over eighteen months rather than ten years. An important aspect of their tale was Julie’s reluctance to sleep with Philip. We constructed a series of improvisations and exercises to emphasise Philip’s frustration. Eventually he took her away for an idyllic weekend at a B&B in Robin Hood’s Bay and ended up reluctantly getting engaged. So in 1977 they were living in Hull, Philip still at home with his parents, and planning their wedding.




  The investigation of a character’s sexual history is an integral – if delicate – part of the process. I am not convinced that it is either possible or desirable to have an improvised fuck, so there are several ways to approach the matter. The first is to set up a visualisation exercise, which involves the actor imagining the encounter. The second is by discussion, making sure to check each of the participant’s individual version of the event separately and secretly – e.g. Philip thought it was great, Julie thought it was crap.




  The third is to use an exercise I nicked off Mike Leigh, who adapted it from Jimmy Roose-Evans, who nicked it off Lee Strasberg.




  In my version the actors sit facing each other with their hands on the table in front of them. They are given a set of circumstances. It could be, for example, that they are sharing a room in a B&B in Robin Hood’s Bay. They focus their character into their hands and let the hands play out the story. One person will approach the other and the other will join in or draw back. One will close up into a fist; the other will stroke their partner’s hand. What you get is a representation of the physicality of the relationship in the chosen circumstances, but told abstractly. You then discuss with the actors the implications of the story that has been played out by their hands. It’s not an exercise about miming a shag; it’s an exercise that can illuminate intimate aspects of a relationship that cannot be explored with a physical improvisation.




  Alan Williams had created a character called Trevor, who was a borderline lunatic and part-time criminal. He claimed to have a metal plate in his head, which enabled him to received messages from Johnny Cash and dead people. He also dabbled in amateur Satanism. Kathy Iddon had decided from her research into vicars’ wives that one of Meg’s pastoral duties was visiting prisoners in jail. Alan created a scenario in which Trevor went house-breaking. I decided that he got caught. He got six months in Hull prison. I set up a series of improvisations in which Meg visited Trevor in prison. Meg, way out of her depth, patronised Trevor, but he didn’t notice. Despite the fact that they had nothing in common whatsoever, they forged a bond together, and Meg determined to see Trevor after his release to see how he was getting on.




  Mia Soteriou’s vagrant character Mel was bumming around the country aimlessly. Late one night she gets a lift to Hull and ends up being dropped at the railway station. Trevor hangs around the station late at night. They meet up and Mel, having nowhere to crash, goes back to Trevor’s bedsit. She stays, and a weird non-sexual relationship develops between them, based on mutual need, loneliness and petty crime. I set up this encounter as an improvisation on location. We dropped Mia at Selby Fork, and she hitched back to Hull in character. Her instructions were to get to the station when she arrived, as that was the only place where you could get a cup of tea at that time of night. She did not know who she was going to meet or indeed if she was going to meet anybody. Alan, as Trevor waiting at the station, did not know that Mia was going to turn up. Obviously the whole encounter was manufactured and the actors inevitably felt beholden to interact in some way, but the location and circumstance in which the characters met, and the seedy nighthawks in the Hull Station diner, permeated their entire relationship and gave it a quality that I don’t think would have been achieved if the improvisation had taken place in the rehearsal room.




  We now had the six central characters from A Bed of Roses living in Hull at the same time and all interacting with each other. The play would eventually chronicle the disintegration of their relationships.




  There are other ways of bringing characters together.




  Working on Ooh La La! – an earlier play set on a university campus – I realised that the characters created by actors John Blanchard and Bridget Ashburn would work as father and daughter. Accordingly, we set out creating a joint background, reinforced by naturalistic improvisation at various points in their common history. Importantly, Bridget’s character, Monica, was only ever given the information that her father Tony would have shared with her and vice versa. The characters kept their own secrets. Thus Monica’s discovery of the truth behind the circumstances of her mother’s death became a central plotline in the eventual play.




  Occasionally it becomes necessary to realign the character backgrounds in order to explore a particular relationship.




  In my play Oh What!, actors Cass Patton and Rachel Bell had created two diametrically opposed characters, Mandy and Celia. As part of the backstory I had decided that, several years before the play took place, they had been students together living on the same floor in a halls of residence. After a series of perfunctory improvised encounters it became obvious that the characters couldn’t stand each other. There was absolutely no likelihood of them staying in touch after university and even any contrived future meeting seemed unlikely. The only way to keep the characters joined at the hip despite their mutual animosity was to make them sisters. Accordingly we realigned their biographies, creating a shared background, parents and family. In the final play, Mandy, who lives in London and works as a fashionista at Cosmopolitan magazine, visits pregnant hippy Celia in her country cottage, having been dispatched by their father to sort out Celia’s life. The motor for the piece was the clash between their opposing philosophies and lifestyles.




  Telling the Story




  The next part of the devising process is to set up the improvisations on which the play will be based.




  At this stage in the proceedings I usually have an indication of the direction in which I think the play might go. In the case of A Bed of Roses I had three couples whose relationships were in flux, and I wanted to see where they would end up. I also knew that Alex and Meg, with their Christian zeal, would end up becoming involved with all of them.




  Improvisations move forward consecutively, and the results of each improvisation suggest which aspects of the story to explore next.




  In the Philip and Julie story, Julie is pushing ahead with plans for the wedding and Philip is reluctantly going along with them. We improvised a number of scenes in which Philip became increasingly less enthusiastic about Julie’s plans and was unwilling to name the day. I then set up a scenario in which Julie had arranged to meet Philip in a bar after work so that they could go house-hunting. Heather, playing Julie, had previously visited several bona fide estate agents in character and provided herself with a sheaf of property details. Unbeknown to Julie, Philip arrived in the bar an hour early and met up with his infantile hairdresser mate, Wayne (Colin Goddard). By the time she arrived they were pissed and fooling about. Julie eventually persuaded Philip to go house-hunting with her after a vague promise of sex, but the evening ended in tears.




  After each improvisation I talked to the actors individually and monitored what had happened between them, what the subtext of the scene was and what direction they felt the characters were going in. After the ‘house-hunting’ improvisation, Heather felt that Julie would break off the engagement. This was a development that it would have been impossible to foresee, but I decided to go along with it to see where it would lead. Accordingly, I set up a phone-call improvisation in which Julie dumps Philip. She was surprised when Philip readily agreed to call the whole thing off. I then worked with Philip and Julie on their individual reactions to the break-up. Julie was upset and angry and in her anger decided to stop taking the pill. She realised that she manufactured the split in an attempt to force Philip to commit. Her strategy had backfired, but she is too proud to call Philip and make up. Philip was initially happy about the situation and could spend more time (in more improvisations) getting drunk with Wayne. But eventually he became lonely and, wanting some sex, called Julie up and the relationship was back on again. This led to the next naturalistic improvisation, which found them fooling about in bed together after they had made up. Philip tried to have sex but Julie stopped him, as she was no longer on the pill. She pretended to have forgotten to take it. Philip got angry. They had a row. Philip had an asthma attack. Then they made up.
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