
Cue is an independent magazine 
published bi-monthly by 
Twynam Publishing Ltd. 

Available on subscription 
£7.50 per annum (6 issues) 

Overseas subscription rates see page 28 

Managing Editor 
James Twynam 

Editorial Advisory Board 
Anthony Pugh 

Francis Reid 
Jeremy Twynam 

Edi torial, 
Advertising and Subscription Office: 

Twynam Publishing Ltd., 
Kitemore, Faringdon, Oxfordshire SN7 8HR. 

Telephone 0367 2 11 41 
Telex: 44226 

Above Osbert Lancaster by Osbert Lancaster 
whose design for Cranko's Pineapple Poll, 
Sadlers Wells 195 1 is shown on the front cover. 
On page 16 Anthony Pugh describes a conversa­
tion with Sir Osbert at a Retrospective Exhibition 
of his work at the Redfe rn Gallery last month. 

Autolycus 4 

Sound as an artist 's medium 
by Philip Clifford 6 

Whither Student Drama? 7 

A Myth No Longer by Francis Reid 14 

Osbert Lancaster and the Littlehampton 
Connection by Anthony Pugh 16 

Give us the job and we'll finish 
the tools by Ray Da Silva 18 

Be Prepared by Dorothy Tenham 21 

Product News contributed by 
Adrian Dightam and John Leonard 23 

Letters to the Editor 30 

Between Cues by Walter Plinge 31 

Technical Theatre Review 
4. March-April 1980 

' 'For we that live to please . • • 

With - is it ten? - West End theatres dark, the horror 
musical VAT still running, minimal casts, and minimal staging 
becoming de rigueur . . . but contrariwise, new theatres and 
new kinds of audiences rising and flourishing in pubs and 
bubbles, and a new wave of student drama breaking over the 
stage of the Collegiate Theatre . . . one doesn't know whether 
to feel like poor gloomy Jeremiah or poor silly Pangloss . 

On the whole, perhaps, to behave like Pangloss is the better 
bet. He was certainly the first of the marketing and advertising 
men with a firm belief that the customer, if not always right, 
was always convertible - specially if he or she was wooed and 
cosseted and made to feel comfortable. 

The new (or found again) idea that management is all about 
filling a lot of seats rather than filling a few heads with foolish 
fancies is all very well as far as it goes. But it begs the question 
of how management and front and back stage people should 
collaborate to identify and present a product that sets out to 
give pleasure rather than punishment. 

To adopt Puritan or Roundhead philosophies in these deci­
sions can easily breed much more repelling disincentives than 
VAT (a Leveller, if we ever met one). But to be Cavalier in the 
elitest sense is just as bad. We would have thought, for 
example, that many of the Royal Court's continuing problems 
stemmed from the fact that, for a period, its ceremonies and 
rites and levees became as intellectually privileged and inaccess­
ible as those of royal courts usually are. 

There may be some sort of moral in the successes now being 
enjoyed by dance and ballet groups which, at a shamefully low 
subsidy rating compared with that, say, for 'experimental' 
theatre, easily manage to produce 80% - 90% capacities in 
quite large theatres. Maybe, in a drab age, Terpsichore and 
Euterpe do seem more attractive propositions as muses than 
Melpomene and Calliope. 

A question that some artistic directors, all managements, 
and even some technical people may need to ask themselves is 
'am I working to please other people - or am I working to 
please myself?' 
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