  
[image: A black text on a white background

Description automatically generated]  
 
  
 
University of Wales Trinity Saint David   
  
MA Applied Theatre: Community, Education, Wellbeing  
  
 
Reflective Writing Journal- Submission Three
 
 
Critical Facilitation
ADPA7009
 
  
Kiara Sullivan  
1701519  















Reflective Journal Entry Three – Workshop Three with Penrhys Drama Workshop
This reflection examines the third session with Penrhys Drama Workshop where there were 3 participants involved. Two were regular attendees familiar with the session’s structure, while the third was new and presented with high-support autism, reportedly non-verbal outside the workshop. Despite this, the participant engaged by sharing their name, expressing feelings, and participating in activities, primarily through mirroring peers. This raises questions about imitation as a pathway to agency and inclusion.
Applied theatre scholarship situates such practice within socially engaged contexts, prioritising accessibility and empowerment (Prentki and Abraham, 2021). Predictable frameworks are widely recognised as reducing anxiety and fostering confidence, particularly for neurodiverse participants (Brenner, Ceraso and Diaz Cruz, 2021). In this sense, the session’s structured design acted as an ethical scaffold, enabling participation without imposing rigid control. Hughes and Nicholson (2016) argue that participation should not be understood as mere presence but as relational engagement, a collaborative process of dialogue and shared meaning-making. This perspective frames the session as a site for co-created experience, even when communication was primarily embodied rather than verbal.
The cultural and ethical context also demands attention to trauma-informed and neurodiversity-affirming principles. Facilitators hold responsibility for creating spaces that balance predictability with flexibility, ensuring safety while enabling agency. This dual imperative shaped my approach to sequencing, language, and embodied cues.
My facilitation choices centred on maintaining attention and reducing cognitive load through clear verbal instructions and complementary gestures. Predictability emerged as a key empowerment tool; regular participants anticipated activities, while the new participant mirrored actions confidently. Brenner, Ceraso and Diaz Cruz (2021) emphasise that structured environments support psychological safety and incremental risk-taking, which was evident as participants engaged more fully over time.
However, structure alone does not guarantee agency. Prentki and Abraham (2021) stress that applied theatre should move beyond inclusion toward dialogical processes that invite participants to shape meaning. To honour this, I embedded choice points and encouraged peer-led variations within the structured frame. This mitigated potential power imbalances inherent in facilitator-led design, aligning with Hughes and Nicholson’s (2016) call for ethical attentiveness to relational dynamics.
Embodiment played a critical role. Non-verbal strategies: gesture, rhythm, spatial orientation, became essential for sustaining focus and validating diverse communication modes. Recognising mirroring as interpretive choice rather than passive imitation reframed the autistic participant’s engagement as agentic. This resonates with applied theatre’s emphasis on embodied learning and co-presence (Prentki and Abraham, 2021).
Emotionally, the session felt steady and relational. Observing the new participant’s rapid engagement through mirroring was both affirming and instructive, challenging assumptions about verbal communication as the primary marker of participation. Intellectually, I experienced a shift from task management to embodied listening “reading the room” through movement and energy rather than words.
Participants’ responses signalled enjoyment and readiness; regular attendees demonstrated anticipatory competence, while the new participant’s consistent involvement suggested psychological safety. These dynamics echo Nicholson’s framing of participation as co-authorship of experience (Hughes and Nicholson, 2016). My own responsiveness, slowing tempo, simplifying language, amplifying gesture, illustrates the dialogical stance advocated by Prentki and Abraham (2021), privileging adaptability over transmission.
Several strategies proved effective. Structured sequencing supported confidence and reduced anxiety, while embodied instruction enhanced clarity and inclusivity (Brenner, Ceraso and Diaz Cruz, 2021). Relational engagement fostered shared meaning-making, affirming Hughes and Nicholson’s (2016) argument that applied theatre thrives on co-created dialogue.
Nonetheless, refinement is needed. Future sessions should deepen co-governance by co-designing signals and transitions, redistributing facilitation power (Prentki and Abraham, 2021). Expanding multimodal entry points, visual schedules, gesture lexicons, opt-in roles, will legitimise diverse communicative repertoires. 
These adjustments align with ethical imperatives in applied theatre; to balance structure with flexibility, safeguard wellbeing, and amplify participant agency. As Brenner, Ceraso and Diaz Cruz (2021) note, applied theatre with youth is most transformative when it combines predictability with opportunities for creative risk-taking. My evolving practice seeks to embody this principle, ensuring that facilitation remains accessible, responsive, and accountable.
The CARE framework (Contextualise, Analyse, Respond, Evaluate) is a reflective model I designed to support critical engagement with practice. It encourages practitioners to situate experiences within their cultural and social contexts (Contextualise), interrogate decisions and dynamics through theoretical and ethical lenses (Analyse), explore emotional and embodied responses alongside participant reactions (Respond), and assess impact to inform future practice (Evaluate). This cyclical process promotes accountability and reflexivity, aligning with applied theatre’s emphasis on ethical, dialogical, and socially engaged facilitation (Hughes and Nicholson, 2016; Prentki and Abraham, 2021).
By applying the CARE framework, it illuminated how predictability, relationality, and ethical responsiveness co-produced access and agency in this session. Structure functioned as a stabilising frame, while flexibility enabled improvisation and participant-led variation. Informed by current discourse, this reflection underscores the necessity of ongoing critical evaluation to sustain inclusive, empowering applied theatre practice (Brenner, Ceraso and Diaz Cruz, 2021; Hughes and Nicholson, 2016; Prentki and Abraham, 2021).
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Appendix One

Penrhys Drama Workshop- Workshop Three
 
Date: Tuesday 18th November 2025 
Time: 6:00-7:00pm
Facilitator: Kiara
Aim:
· Create a safe, supportive, and creative environment for participants to explore self-expression
· Strengthen social-emotional skills such as empathy, confidence, and collaboration
· Use drama and improvisation to encourage imaginative thinking and problem-solving
· Build group cohesion through shared reflection, play, and positive feedback
Objectives:
· Provide structured opportunities for participants to check in with their emotions and reflect on their feelings
· Develop focus, listening, and concentration through interactive games
· Encourage spontaneity, creativity, and risk-taking in a safe space via improvisation activities
· Explore real-life social scenarios (friendship, bullying) through role-play to build empathy and awareness
· Foster a culture of encouragement and respect by sharing work and giving compliments
Intended Outcomes:
· Participants feel valued, heard, and connected within the group
· Improved confidence in self-expression and ability to think creatively under pressure
· Enhanced empathy and social awareness, with greater understanding of how to respond to challenging situations
· Strengthened collaboration and communication skills through group exercises and scene work
· A positive, uplifting end to the session, leaving participants with a sense of achievement, belonging, and joy

	 
	Exercises, Key points, Questions 
	Resources 
	Time 

	Reflection Circle

	Name, sound or action of how you are feeling

Aim: To understand how the participants are feeling through an action or sound.

	  
	6:00

	Concentration Game

	Sequences with Bean Bags

Aim: To pull concentration in and to work on focus and intention
	
	6:05

	Improvisation Game 1

	What’s in the box?

Aim: To continue encouraging the participants to use their imagination, their quick-thinking skills and to use their body and facial expressions to gesture what is inside the box
	
	6:15

	Improvisation Game 2

	What are you doing?

Aim: To support participants to use their body and facial expressions while being told what they need to improvise
	
	6:25

	Improvisation Activity
	Park Bench with Scenarios

· Someone is new to the school and doesn’t have any friends
· Someone is being picked on and you don’t know what to do
· A birthday party and a relative you haven’t seen for a while comes 

Give each other feedback after each scenario to support positive reinforcement

Aim: To continue to bring together all of the elements from the previous sessions to see how well they are able to use their imagination within improvisation
	  
	6:35

	Reflection Circle 
	Name, sound, or action of how you are feeling

Aim: To understand how the participants are feeling through an action or sound.
	 
	6:55

	Reflections on the workshop/facilitator notes:

· 3 participants- one different participant to the usual group
· The new participant in the group is someone who has a high degree of Autism and has been described to be mute outside of the session
· They are able to communicate with me by telling the group their name, how they are feeling, participate in the games and exercises. This tends to be through mirroring what their peers are doing, however, none of the less, they are participating and able to take direction from me
· The other 2 participants are regulars and are getting used to the set-up of the session and are anticipating and reading what is about to happen next within the session
· Through continued structure, the participants are developing in their confidence and are coming out of their shell more and more every week
· Within the sessions, I have found that I have been reflecting in action about what I need to be doing in order to maintain my participants attention, concentration and focus
· I have been reflecting on how I need to phrase my instruction and also make use of clear actions and direction
· Reflecting after the workshop, I found that the session ran smoothly, and I saw that the participants were really enjoying themselves which in turn allowed me to really be present within the session and indulge in the fun
· These sessions have really allowed me to relearn how to be in the moment and how to take facilitation back to the basics 


 

Appendix Two: Reflective Framework Proposal: The C.A.R.E. Cycle
C.A.R.E. stands for Contextualise, Analyse, Respond, Evaluate, a four-phase reflective cycle designed for practitioners in applied theatre, especially those working with specific cultural or demographic groups. Based on: Gibbs Reflective Cycle, The Schön Reflective Model, Brookfield’s Four Lenses.
	Phase
	Description
	Prompts

	1. Contextualise

	Situate the experience within its cultural, social, and demographic context.

	- What was the setting and who was involved?
- What cultural or demographic factors shaped the experience?
- What contemporary discourse (e.g., decolonisation, trauma-informed practice, accessibility) is relevant here?

	2. Analyse

	Critically examine your actions, decisions, and the dynamics at play.

	- What did I do and why?
- What theories or models informed my choices?
- What power dynamics or ethical considerations were present?


	3. Respond

	Reflect on your emotional, intellectual, and embodied responses.

	- How did I feel during and after the experience?
- What surprised, challenged, or affirmed me?
- How did the participants respond?

	4. Evaluate

	Assess the impact and plan for future practice.

	- What worked well and what didn’t?
- What would I change next time?
- How does this inform my evolving practice and accountability?
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