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Abstract
In response to contemporary social anxieties, performances have been 

used to recall the past and to invoke collective memory.  Such cultural pro-
ductions and their consequential events provide a space of experience that 
re-creates cultural meanings and re-shapes memories.  The Huashan Event 
was initiated by the theatrical performance Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan by Golden 
Bough Theatre in 1997, a cultural response to the political incident 1996 
Taiwan Strait Crisis, and followed by a series of cultural and social events in-
cluding a police raid, protests, and finally turning the performing space, a de-
serted government winery, into a public artistic space, known as the Huashan 
1914 Creative Park nowadays.  Thereafter, numerous deserted government  
properties have been transformed into public spaces.  Through making 
the Taiwanese government return spaces to the public, the Huashan Event 
seemed to gain a triumphant result, but the struggles for Taiwanese iden-
tity that initiated the whole event kept linger on.  By applying the cultural 
materialist approach alongside with discussions regarding memory and 
social production of space, this paper focuses on the interconnection of 
performance, inscription of memory, and the spatial production of cultural  
meanings in the Huashan Event, and argues that this cultural event re-
defined its contemporary context and further contributed to produce new 
meanings and memories that redefined a sense of Taiwaneseness in both its 
artistic and social aspects.
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On the third weekend of September in 2014, Huashan 1914 Creative 
Park, previously the deserted Huashan Winery that dated back to Japanese colo-
nization years, launched the “A Winery Tale: Huashan 100 Creative Exhibition” 
to celebrate the 100th year of this heritage site.  Purposefully choosing the same 
weekend of 2014 European Heritage Days in France as the opening day of this 
exhibition, the administration of Huashan 1914 Creative Park emphasized the 
cultural heritage value of these buildings.1  However, this prosperous heritage  
site we see today was once a deserted ruin, and without the remarkable the 
Huashan Event in 1997, it would not have become such a popular art venue 
and recognized as a heritage site.  The Huashan Event, a series of unexpected 
disturbances that critically altered the prospects of Huashan Winery, was initi-
ated by the theatrical performance Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan taking place at the de-
serted Huashan Winery.

Listed in the 1997 Top Ten Performing Arts by The China Times, Troy, Troy . . .  
Taiwan by Golden Bough Theatre turned this ruined winery into the doomed 
locus of the Trojan War in Greek mythology.  It was an allegorical adaptation 
of the Trojan War to its contemporary Taiwanese context, merely one year after 
the well-known 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis.2  The sovereignty of Taiwan has been 
a long-standing controversial issue due to the country’s historical and political  
entanglements with China, but the advent of the 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis 
was the first time after the repeal of martial law that Taiwan faced the threat  
of war and doom for protecting its own sovereignty and freedom.  The im- 
plication of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan was clearly stated, although eight years later, 
before its remake in 2005, the director Wang Rong-Yu enacts the tragedy of 
Troy through Taiwanese opera performing style “to reflect the sorrowful fate  
of Taiwan, which has been haunted by various intrusion and wars for four  
hundred years” (Wang, “Linking the Maritime Tragedy to the Fate of Taiwan”).  
This performance was thus the materialization of the collective fear of war  
and doom echoing to its contemporary social atmosphere, and the deserted 

1	However, there are significant misunderstandings of European Heritage Days on the exhibition 
website.  Firstly, the introduction of this exhibition mistakes 2014 European Heritage Days in France as 
World Heritage Day, and it also wrongly regards France, in lieu of the Council of Europe, as the initiator  
of European Heritage Days, which is in fact held respectively by members of the Council of Europe in 
their own countries and in any weekend of September. 

	 The exhibition webpage: http://www.huashan1914.com/huashan100.php 
	 European Heritage Days: http://pjp-eu.coe.int/en/web/ehd-jep/home 
2	China deployed hundreds of missiles aimed at Taiwan and conducted missile tests in the narrow 

Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China to deter Taiwan from declaring “independence.”  The fears 
about the impending war were so intense that US aircraft carriers were sent to patrol around Taiwan.  
(Hsu; Huang; Wang, Analysis)
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Huashan Winery became a symbolic battlefield where the Taiwanese fought 
against China’s military intrusion.  The spatial meanings of the ruined site  
thus transcended its materiality and were encoded with contemporary social 
conditions.

However, what caused an uproar and formed the whole the Huashan 
Event was the unexpectedly consequential developments following the premiere 
of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan.  On the day after the premiere, the police raided the 
ruined site and charged the director Wang with “trespassing,” which induced 
artists’ protests and politicians’ negotiations, and finally resulted in turning the 
deserted Huashan Winery into an art center for the general public.  A pure 
cultural performance in response to a political crisis surprisingly turned out  
to be a social event involved with political intervention and controversies  
about deserted government-owned properties.  From inciting fears of another 
political suppression to the liberation of public space, the Huashan Event  
staged, both inside and outside of Huashan Winery, a dramatic event the  
resonated with its contemporary anxieties and the collective fear of suppres-
sion.  On top of that, the resulting transformation of Huashan Winery displays 
the changes of cultural meanings it represents, and furthermore manifests it  
as a contested space of collective memories.  With the cultural materialist 
perspective, the production of cultural meanings through the process of the 
Huashan Event is the focus of this essay.  The inscription of memory and repro-
duction of cultural meanings of space are central to the analysis of the theatrical 
performance Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan as well as the transformation of Huashan 
Winery.

Production of Cultural Meanings: Performance, Memory and Space

Ric Knowles in Reading the Material Theatre introduces three primary  
elements for the analysis of theatre within the tradition of cultural materialism:  
performances, conditions of production, and conditions of reception (3).  Cul- 
tural materialism insists that aesthetics should not be the only focus in the 
analysis of art.  Performances, as a form of art, are not excluded from the 
process of cultural production; rather, they work in tandem with all the sur-
rounding material conditions.  The content and aesthetics of the performances 
certainly offer ways to understand the message being delivered.  However, the 
material conditions, the background, and the social and cultural conditions 
in which the performances take place are just as pivotal in locating the mean-
ing and the performances’ effects on the construction of human societies and 
civilization.  Drawing from Stuart Hall’s influential 1980 articles, “Encoding/ 
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Decoding” and “Cultural Studies: Two paradigms,” Knowles links Hall’s works 
on audience response with cultural materialism by extending Hall’s concept of 
“encoding/ decoding” and “production of signs/relations of reception.”  He then 
further completes his triangular model with Hall’s paradigms that emphasize the  
conditions of historical and cultural context.  Hall’s concept is concerned with 
the politics of performance in which the ideologically coded material condi- 
tions produce symbolic signs in the performance context and also affect the  
way those coded signs are received, encoded and interpreted.  Knowles uses 
Hall’s concept to expand his triangle formula with an emphasis on the impor-
tance of larger contexts, that is, the historical and cultural moment of produc-
tion that “frame the entire theatre experience” (19).  An individual’s perception 
of something is greatly influenced by what the person is going through at the 
moment.  How the performance is decoded depends on the circumstances of 
the society.

As the historian Paul Connerton has noted in his influential book How  
Societies Remember, “We experience our present world in a context which is 
causally connected to the past events and objects, and hence with reference to 
events and objects which we are not experiencing when we are experiencing 
the present” (2).  The performance of the past offers its spectators a simulated 
milieu to experience past events and a way to make sense of the present.  This 
is not passive participation by the spectators.  As Gaynor Bagnall suggests in 
“Performance and Performativity in Heritage Sites,” the visitors/spectators tend 
to actively participate in the performances in heritage sites by applying experi-
ences from their daily lives to enable the emotional and imaginary mapping of 
the sites.  The spectators show their performativity not simply through their 
physical participation, but also through their interpretation based on their daily 
experience.

This also echoes Connerton’s view regarding the ways in which memories 
are inscribed through bodily practices.  Connerton suggests two social practices 
that help memory be amassed in the body: incorporating practice and inscribing 
practice.  Incorporating practice postulates that every bodily action performed 
by individuals, either intentionally or unintentionally, conveys information 
and meanings coded by the societies they belong to; inscribing practice refers 
to the bodily practice of applying devices to store and hold those information 
and meanings for later retrieval.  Individuals in any given society remember  
the social convention through their bodily practices in daily lives, and the col-
lective memory is inscribed by each member’s bodily practices of the social  
and cultural codes.  Incorporating practices deliver messages that reinforce the 
mutually understood codes, and the inscribing practices preserve those codes 
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and meanings by making the body remember through actions.  Although Con-
nerton’s concept of inscribing practice is elaborated through examples of material  
inscription such as the writing system and film making, he mainly emphasizes 
the action that forms the bodily inscription of memory in the process of actions.

Connerton’s example of the institution of the cinema offers a specific 
elaboration regarding inscribing practices.  When singling out the dissimulta-
neity of the actors and spectators’ presence during the shooting and also in the 
cinema house, Connerton notes that “the rules of looking specific to cinema” 
are based on the ocular convention that the spectators have expected: to identify 
with the camera’s omniscient view.  Therefore, scenes that are created by rotat-
ing and panning the camera or editing with jump cuts do not cause confusion 
for the spectators.  Instead, they enjoy the special effects provided, because the 
cinematic ocular convention has already been shared and mutually understood  
by the filmmakers and the spectators.  Connerton concludes that it is the  
incorporating practice of the spectators that makes the inscribing practice of  
cinema possible (78).  But what he has overlooked is the inscribing practice of 
the spectators, that is, the action of becoming involved emotionally or imagi-
narily in the performance by acting out incorporating practices.  Spectators’ 
incorporating practices of adopting the camera’s omniscient view form their ex-
periences of watching films.  However, it is the overall experience, not the incor-
porating practices, that forms the memory.  Theatre is what the anthropologist  
Reinhart Koselleck calles “the space of experience,” in which the “experience is 
present past, whose events have been incorporated and could be remembered” 
(272).  In other words, when the spectators incorporate the cinematic ocular 
convention by viewing, it is the experience of the entire process of watching 
films that inscribes the ocular convention onto the spectators’ memory.

Extending Connerton’s concept on bodily practices is helpful with regard 
to recognising the memory inscription on the spectators during performance.  
Similar to the audience of cinema, the spectators of theatre performances act out 
the incorporating practices according to certain ocular conventions.  But it is 
surely different from the cinematic convention of the omniscient view.  Instead, 
the theatre spectators are following the convention of being the witnesses exist-
ing in the same time and space with the event but refraining from intervening 
in the proceeding of the performances.  In the cases of theatrical performance, 
the spectators’ presence makes them a part of the scenes as the events unfold.  
The spectators are not only the witnesses in theatrical performances, but they 
are also placed in a previous time they never experienced, which activates their 
emotional and imaginary mapping of the past and the present simultaneously.  
During the performance, the spectators are experiencing the process of inter-
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preting and decoding the past with the present historical context.  The narrative 
of the past is no longer simply a story told.  It is what Connerton calls “a cult 
enacted,” and the time and space being experienced is not unequivocally of the 
past but of a “metaphysical present” (43).  The result of the entire experience of 
decoding such equivocation is the inscribed memory of a new narrative with a 
reference to the present by the spectators’ part.

The “metaphysical present” does not exist merely through a performance 
about the past.  The space in which the metaphysical present enchants the 
spectators is also involved in the process of inscription of memory.  Memory 
takes roots in various concrete forms, including ruined space like the deserted 
Huashan Winery in 1997.  In contrast to the established or restored heritage 
sites where distinct ideologies are emphasized, ruins are ambiguous and un-
settled.  The decayed ruins are the remains of the past, but are not assigned a 
representative meaning for society to commemorate, nor is there a dominant 
ideology to oppose.  They are neither demolished nor restored.  In other words, 
they are in limbo with the past memories that have been abandoned and forgot-
ten, and become the concrete existence of collective amnesia.  Nonetheless, the 
silent and ignored past embodied in the ruins can be brought to life to produce 
new dynamics in the constant process of production of cultural meanings, 
and alternative interpretations can emerge and unsettle the present.  However, 
memory is selective and locates itself in its social frameworks, as Maurice Halb-
wachs demonstrates in his On Collective Memory.  People have to forget in order 
to remember otherwise.  Forgetting is an inevitable part of the process for col-
lectives to select memory in order to provide a usable past (Wertsch 37).  This is 
where the contestation of memories arises and continues till the representative 
memory gets selected and used for the present needs, and the ruins, the space 
embedded with memories, are thus contested and unsettled during the process 
of reproduction of meanings and transformation.

Reproduction of cultural meanings cannot happen if it is not tangible for 
individuals to perceive.  The unsettled nature of ruins cannot be recognized 
without the materialization of collective memory relating to the past of the re-
mains.  Memory is intangible and there are gaps to fill to transform collective 
memory into something accessible and for individuals to take possession of it  
as a part of their memory.  Pierre Nora’s concept lieux de mémoire, realms of 
memory, suggests that memories are held in various “sites,” from conventional 
figures and monuments to street names, holidays and even small objects such as 
letters, and are available for cultural decoding in the present.  Those sites exist 
because real environments of memory, milieux de mémoire, are no longer there 
(“Between Memory and History” 7).  The modern conditions and the practice 
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of “scientific” history bring forth a sense of alienation, which emerges while one 
tries to take possession of the past and faces a sense of discontinuity.  To reduce 
such a sense of alienation, making the past vivid again is a way to turn the in-
tangible memory into a concrete sensation.  Ceremonial rituals in heritage sites 
are thus the most obvious examples in Nora’s influential collection Realms of  
Memory and many other studies.  Heritage sites such as museums and monu-
ments are frequently regarded as contested spaces that reveal the tension among 
conflicting ideologies and are discussed in theories of space and site-specific 
performance.  Among others, Joanne Tompkins applies Henri Lefebvre’s spatial 
theory and examines various Australian theatrical performances at monuments 
and historical sites, and analyses how the phantom of the past presented in those 
performances haunts and unsettles the memories embedded in those heritage 
sites.

Space, as a social product, is both a physical entity and a conceptual 
construction of values and experiences, as Henri Lefebvre elaborates in his in-
fluential work The Production of Space theorizing the relationship between the 
production of space and social relations of production.  He develops his analysis 
of the production of social space from the conceptual triad: spatial practice, 
representations of space and representational space.  Spatial practice is the expe-
riential deciphering of space, determined by the social network, and it “ensures 
continuity and some degree of cohesion” that guarantee each member of a given 
society a solidified relationship to that space.  Representations of space is the 
conceptualized space of the authorities, through which a society’s relations of  
production of its social power or authority are reinforced.  And representational 
space is defined as the space of the users, a passively experienced space in which 
“the imagination seeks to change and appropriate,” and thus it overlays physical 
space with symbolic links to “the clandestine or underground side of social life” 
(33).  For Kevin Hetherington, who extends these concepts to temporal situa-
tions and events, representational space “opens up the possibilities of resistance” 
within society (22).  When memorial activities are constantly held to remind 
the participants of the collective memory embedded in the heritage sites, those 
unsettling spaces, though being dominated, are appropriated and transformed 
symbolically into contested spaces that deliver messages resistant to the domi-
nant power and produce possibilities of alternative interpretation and reproduc-
tion of meanings.  In the same vein, the performance in the ruins is part of the 
process of constant reproduction of meanings and social apace.  The ruins, as 
representational space, are regarded as useless leftovers by the authorities and the 
abandoned existence by members of its society.  However, when a performance 
re-occupies the ruins and symbolically makes use of the memories embedded,  
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i.e. the social meanings the deserted space once possessed, resistance to the 
dominant ideology can emerge and reproduction of cultural meanings is thus 
possible.

Combining Connerton’s concept of bodily practice of inscribed memory, 
Lefebvre’s production of space, and Knowles’s triangle model in the tradition of 
cultural materialism, this essay is concerned with the dynamics of the Huashan 
Event, by which the collective memory and space are reinterpreted and new 
cultural meanings emerge as responses to social anxieties and crises.  The ele-
giac site-specific performance Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan was first staged in 1997 in  
Huashan Winery as a response to the 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis by the little-
known experimental theatre group Golden Bough Theatre.  The unexpected 
consequential developments (a police raid, an arrest, protests, and the renova-
tion of the site) along with Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan formed the famous Huashan  
Event that entirely changed the prospects of Huashan 1914 Creative Park.  
This essay focuses on how the performance of trauma unsettled and re-defined 
its contemporary context, and how the Huashan Event contributed to the 
reproduction of cultural meanings and memories in the shadow of the 1996  
Taiwan Strait Crisis.

Metaphysical Present: Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan

The adaptation of Trojan War in Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan was truthful to the 
original depiction in the Iliad by the ancient Greek poet Homer, and the nar-
rative, the characters and the locations in the Iliad were enacted and presented 
in Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan.  But, there was an obvious and significant difference 
that made this performance not a mere duplicate: the performing aesthetics of 
Taiwanese opera, aka Gezaixi or Koa-a-hi.  Without changing any names or 
scenario, the Greek story unfolded entirely through the body movements of 
meticulous gestures and martial arts that characterize Taiwanese opera.  Also, 
the specific performing aesthetics of Taiwanese opera were entirely displayed 
through the chanting, singing, operatic tones and the poetic language in Tai-
wanese vernacular alongside the sophisticated costumes featuring a strong sense 
of Taiwanese folk culture.  Given that the director of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan, also 
the founder and artistic director of Golden Bough Theatre, Wang Rong-Yu, was 
raised in a Taiwanese opera troupe and the son of the very famous Taiwanese 
opera singer Hsieh Yue-hsia, the aesthetics of this performance seem to be the 
unsurprising result of the legacy of his upbringing.  However, as an avant-garde 
theatre director strongly influenced by the methods of the significant western 
experimental theatre director Jerzy Grotowski, Wang’s emphasis on Taiwanese 
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opera was not just an artistic choice for producing an intercultural performance.  
One of the most influential concepts of Grotowski’s actor training theories is 
the emphasis on exploring the elements inside the actors and the audience from 
the essence of human movement, chanting, dancing, rhythm, language struc-
tures, and the incorporation with the surrounding space (376, 380), and this 
profoundly influences Wang’s approach on inventing a new breed of Taiwanese 
avant-garde theatre.  For Wang, the elements that inherit and impact the ac-
tors and the audience of Taiwan are the Taiwanese culture and environment 
that shape their bodies and minds, and thus the implementation of Taiwanese 
Opera was in fact Wang’s reflection of body and mind in relation to Taiwanese  
grassroots culture (Liao 303).  More than a theatrical experiment combining 
Grotowski’s concepts and western stage conventions with performing aesthetics 
of Taiwanese opera, Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan was staged with the intention of ideo-
logical subversion that dominated Taiwanese avant-garde theatres in the 1990s, 
and also as a means to defy the oppression of Taiwanese culture by the previous 
émigré regime from China.

The strong orientation toward Taiwanese plebeian performances in Golden 
Bough’s works has a profound connection with Wang Rong-Yu’s background.  
His mother Hsieh Yueh-Hsia has been well-known and admired for her acting 
as a male protagonist in an extensive repertoire of Taiwanese opera.  And for 
a long time that Taiwanese opera was regarded as merely a plebeian entertain-
ment, those Taiwanese opera artists could hardly gain proper social respect, even 
though they won roaring admiration among the folk.  Therefore, Wang Rong-
Yu’s background is absolutely of the lower social class: having a Taiwanese opera 
actress mother and a gangster father, Wang Rong-Yu himself was also a gangster 
in a junior high school notorious for mustering Taiwanese native juvenile gang-
sters, in comparison with another local school infamous for mainlander juvenile 
gangsters.

Traditionally, Taiwanese opera has a fixed repertoire with a specific set of 
ancient libretto and music that goes with the stories.  But as an avant-garde 
director renowned for his “New Opeila” style (Silvio 342), Wang prefers his 
works being named “alternative modern theatre” rather than “modern Taiwanese  
Opera” (Liao 304), and intentionally opts for the opeila style, a deviation from 
Taiwanese opera, to emphasize the connection with the contemporary society.   
The term Opeila, borrowed from Taiwanese vernacular language, means “free-
styled graffiti,” which foregrounds Taiwanese colonial past and the gist of this  
sub-genre: abandoning conventions and improvising with contemporary popular  
culture to achieve tremendous entertaining effects (Hsieh 165, 167; Yu 88, 91).   
It emerged in the early twentieth century of Taiwan under Japanese colonization  
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when the fierce competition among Taiwanese opera troupes made them create 
novel ideas for survival.  In order to captivate the audience, tension, novelties,  
and spectacle were tremendously vital and thus the traditional patterned rep-
ertoire could no longer produce dazzling excitement to entertain the audi-
ence.  Therefore, myriads of spectacles, colorful stage crafts, gaudy and glittery 
costumes, dramatic but simple plots, and meretricious and hyperbolic acting  
thoroughly pervaded those extremely commercial-orientated productions, 
whereby the coeval popular songs, slang, vulgar jokes, and various entertain-
ments were inserted and improvised by the performers (Hsieh 159, 164).  Lin 
Ho Yi, a scholar of Chinese traditional theatre, criticizes the immaturity of 
Golden Bough Theatre’s previous opeila style production that makes a self-
conscious attempt at producing “Taiwaneseness” through learning from “the 
underclass” (54-55).  It seems indeed a paradoxical situation if “the underclass” 
is the only source of “true” Taiwanese culture.  But the position of cultural class 
is inevitably associated with the history of being suppressed and subjugated.  
Throughout the history of Taiwan, we can see this island has always been sub-
jugated by one foreign regime or another: Dutchmen, Spaniards, the Chinese, 
and the Japanese.  While denying the legitimacy of all those regimes, the “pure” 
Taiwanese culture can only exist in the plebeian lives that reflect the real living 
conditions of Taiwanese people.

Although Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan was absolutely not aiming at purely enter-
taining effects and was rather serious and poetic in most parts, the influences 
of opeila style were still visible, such as the sudden intrusion of a motorcycle 
and the gaudily dressed dancing lady.  Such spectacles and glittery costumes 
were certainly kind of entertaining trademark of opeila style, but this infusion 
of opeila in Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan served for the contrary effect: visualizing  
the chaotic displacement of deaths, wars, and cultures through apocalyptic  
juxtaposition of the Trojan War and the Taiwanese traumatic past.  The vigour 
and the effects of making the audience confront the plebeian culture in Troy, 
Troy . . . Taiwan cannot be denied.  To revive an “old-fashioned” performing 
style in Taiwanese culture was not only a reminiscence of the past, but an in-
vocation of the awareness of plebeian culture that had been overlooked by the 
Taiwanese populace tamed by the KMT government’s imposition of Chinese 
identity.

In an interview before the remake of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan in 2005, Wang 
Rong-Yu made it clear that “ ‘Mourning for Troy’ (the Chinese title) actually 
means ‘mourning for Taiwan’” (Wang, “Linking the Maritime Tragedy to the 
Fate of Taiwan”).  He also explicitly expresses his intention that “. . . I aim to 
display the ‘beauty of the spirit.’ This spirit is the persistence of defending our 
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home, our motherland; it is stimulated by the tough determination and confi-
dence against the ‘malignancy’” (Golden Bough Theatre, 2006 Programme).  In 
the context of 1997, it was not simply the year after the Taiwan Strait Crisis, but 
also the year China officially took over Hong Kong and demonstrated its de-
termination of “to take back” its territories.  The “malignancy” Wang mentions 
refers to the Chinese missile threats and China’s intention to take over Taiwan.  
The playwright of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan, Yu Hui-fen, emphasizes the similarities 
between Troy and Taiwan:

Just like Troy, Taiwan has been the target of intrusion and wars because of its fertility, 
vitality and its geographic importance for military value.  In the history, Taiwan has 
been facing threats and intrusion for many times.  Therefore, I cannot stop widening 
my imagination on Troy. . . .  It is a civilization under siege of violent threats, thor-
ough destruction and the overwhelming devastation.  (Golden Bough Theatre, 2005 
Programme 17-18)

Troy’s doomed battle against the Greek intrusion in Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan 
was intentionally produced to evoke the strong anxieties of the Taiwanese audi-
ence regarding the Chinese intrusion.  This performance was an enactment of 
the Greek myth.  But in the context of Taiwan in 1997, it was made to contex-
tualize the collective fear and to create a “space of experience” that shaped the 
memory in the historical moment of 1997.

This “space of experience” of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan was not a typical theatre  
space.  The proscenium stage to which the audience was accustomed was not 
used.  Instead, without the presence of a boundary between the actors and the 
audience, the entire space of the winery at once became both the stage and the 
auditorium.  It was the site at which the tragedy occurred and also the space  
at which it was witnessed.  The audience moved and watched according to the 
random locations where events were taking place.  The actors would suddenly 
lurch from one corner to another or unexpectedly leap into sight from another 
spot on the other side of the main performance area.  Occasionally, the action 
could take place in a dark corner without any warning, drawing the audience’s 
attention with only sudden sounds or the actors’ voices.  This compelled the  
audience to pay full attention to the actors and the entire environment while 
waiting for unexpected events to happen in any direction.  With the cracking 
surface of its dirt-covered walls, irregular interior arrangements, and bare beams 
across its roof, the ruined space resembled a haunted house.  The audience 
seemed to have been placed inside an ancient dream and became part of it, ex-
periencing the characters’ lives, destinies, and agonies as the action proceeded to 
its eventual doom.  The audience’s role of the witness formed their experience 
of remapping the whole space, the imaginary involvement, and the inscription 
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of their memory that made sense of the present through the re-enactment of 
fear in the past.  The story might have been about Troy, but with the addition of 
Taiwanese imagery and the Taiwanese vernacular that informed the context of a 
suppressed culture, this tragedy became an allegory for the past and the present 
predicaments of Taiwan.  The space surrounding the actors and the audience 
became the devastated battlefield of the Trojan War while recalling the haunt-
ing fear of KMT suppression.  The performance was no longer simply about the 
Trojan War, it became the “metaphysical present” of the collective fear of the 
Chinese military intrusion.  The doom of Troy and Taiwan was enacted by the 
actors and the audience, and also by the ruined space with its suppressed memo-
ries of Taiwan.

Through enacting the doomed fate of Troy in a ruined site dating back to 
the colonized years under Japan, Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan echoed the overwhelming 
fears of war with China by making the remnants of Japanese colonization the 
last shelter of defending against the powerful Chinese intrusion.  Troy, Troy . . .  
Taiwan took place in the ruined Huashan Winery, which was erected by Japanese  
sake company Yoshi Winery in 1914 and was the most successful and profitable 
winery during Japanese colonization.  It was renamed “Taipei Winery of Taiwan 
Province” when Chiang Kai-Shek’s KMT government, the Chinese government 
at that time, took over Taiwan after WWII.  The abbreviated name Taipei Winery  
was kept in use, along with Huashan Winery, even after the KMT government 
moved the factory to a suburban area and left the site deserted in 1987, also the 
year Taiwan was finally liberated from the KMT government’s suppressive mar-
tial law.  The history of Huashan Winery where Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan took place 
succinctly illustrates modern Taiwan’s history of subjugation: Japanese coloniza-
tion, KMT’s dictatorship, and the lift of martial law.  The memories associated 
with this historical building start with the prosperous era of Japanese rule and 
stop in the year Taiwan obtained its freedom.  The connotative cultural mean-
ing of performing Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan in Huashan Winery is thus intriguing.  
The director Wang Rong-Yu has emphasized more than once the “Taiwanese 
memory” represented by the space of Huashan Winery (Liao 278).  During the 
years of Japanese colonial government, this building was a successful winery 
demonstrating Taiwan’s economic value as a colony of Japan, and after the KMT 
government took it over, Huashan Winery was well equipped with “a huge play-
ground, a big garden, a cafeteria, a convenient store [sic.], a hair salon, a public 
bath and a common room.”  Given that the whole Taiwanese society continued 
to suffer from poverty and poor living conditions before the 1980s, Huashan 
Winery was arguably a luxurious environment to work in and was a space that 
represented certain “privileges” (Chen 55).
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For a native Taiwanese growing up in difficult conditions with a Taiwanese 
opera troupe, the director Wang Rong-Yu was certainly not impressed by the 
“privileges” Huashan Winery represented under the KMT government.  Thus, 
Wang appears to have come to regard Huashan Winery as a site full of Taiwan-
ese memories due to its history during Japanese colonization: It was during 
this colonial period that the KMT/Chinese government did not participate in 
Taiwanese history, and this is the fact that most distinguishes the differences 
between the Taiwanese and the Chinese peoples.  Such attempt to resort to 
Japanese colonization to accentuate Taiwaneseness is not a rare and individual 
perspective on Taiwanese society’s process of seeking a solid Taiwanese identity 
after the lifting of martial law in 1987.  From the former Taiwanese president 
Lee Teng-Hui receiving Japanese education to the provocative black metal  
vocalist Freddy of the world-famous Taiwanese black metal band Chthonic,  
Japanese influences associated with Taiwanese culture have been continuously 
emphasized since 1987.  In the case of Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan, this ruined site of 
Huashan Winery, the remnants of the former glory under Japanese coloniza-
tion, was set as the “homeland” of Taiwan, where the horror of wars was re- 
enacted.  It was turned into a site of reliving the traumatic massacres that 
echoed the reality outside the performing space, that is, the fears induced by the 
Chinese missile threat.  This ruined site, therefore, served as a site of inscribing 
contemporary Taiwanese memory in 1997 fusing of the recollection of Japanese 
colonization with the defiance toward Chinese intrusion.  The cultural meaning 
of Huashan Winery was thus transformed and became the symbolic defiance in 
response to the 1996 Taiwan Strait Crisis.

Such transformation of cultural meaning of space echoes the concept of 
social production of space by Henri Lefebvre.  Huashan Winery has been as 
different representations of space in various eras.  At first, it was the representa-
tion of the economical success of Japanese colonization, and after the KMT 
regime took over Taiwan at the end of WWII, it became the representation of 
privilege that the KMT government enjoyed.  Before the performance Troy, 
Troy . . . Taiwan was staged, it was the ruined space representing the abandoned 
and forgotten memories of Japanese legacy and KMT oppression.  With the en- 
actment of the Trojan War and the traumatic Taiwanese history, Troy, Troy . . . 
Taiwan symbolically transformed Huashan Winery from the concrete amnesia of 
traumatic past into the representational space that negotiated and produced cul-
tural meanings in opposition to the threatening Chinese intrusion.  The possi-
bilities of alternative interpretation and production of meanings were produced, 
and the reproduction of meanings was thus created through Troy, Troy . . .  
Taiwan.
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Reproduction of Space:  
The Transformation of Huashan Winery

The reproduction of meanings, however, was not limited within the per-
formance.  Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan unexpectedly induced a series of consequen- 
tial events and finally contributed to the eventual result of turning this urban 
ruined site Huashan Winery into a government-funded art center.  The morn-
ing after the performance’s packed and successful premiere in the evening of 4 
December 1997, the director Wang Rong-Yu was arrested by the police and ac-
cused of “trespassing government-owned property.”  The artistic circle reacted 
immediately and rushed to the police station to demonstrate strong support for 
Wang.  Among those artists and critics, the world-renowned Taiwanese chore-
ographer Lin Hwai-Min and the avant-garde installation artist Tang Huang-
Jen raised the on-going issue of converting deserted government properties into 
artistic spaces for the general public.  After negotiations that lasted eight hours, 
Wang was released without charges by signing an agreement to immediately 
cease performing Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan.  On the surface, this event was about 
artists using deserted space for innocent artistic purposes without the permission 
from the property owner, who happened to be the government.  However, on a 
deeper level, the artists’ act of occupying a deserted government property was to 
demand the government return the properties that the KMT regime had taken 
over from Japan to the Taiwanese public.  It reversed the definition of who had 
“trespassed” the property—making it appear as though it had been the KMT 
government instead of Wang Rong-Yu and his theatre group Golden Bough 
Theatre.  Accordingly, when the government reacted by arresting Wang Rong-
Yu, the clash between the resistance and the authorities was staged with the  
government’s participation, echoing the performance Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan in-
side the deserted space of Huashan Winery.  It became another re-enactment 
of the re-enactment.  Not only did this circumstance re-enact the re-enactment 
of Taiwanese resistance to the ongoing missile threats from China, it also re-
enacted the attempt to challenge the suppression of the present in 1997.  Inside 
the building, the intruder was Agamemnon, and the Chinese authorities were 
merely implied in the performance; outside the performance, it was the KMT 
government from China suppressing the artist, who was asking for the libera-
tion of more space to meet the public demand to “live more freely on this land 
we belong to” (Liao 278).  Ten years after the lifting of martial law, the libera-
tion that the Taiwanese had finally obtained appeared fragile in the face of both 
the familiar suppression of the government and the threats from China.  The 
performance of visualizing the traumatic fear of Taiwan was not limited to the  
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ruined space.  It also took place outside the ruins, becoming a real-life event in 
the public domain and changing the public’s perception of the meanings and  
relations of space.  After two weeks of negotiations and intervention by politi-
cians, the government finally conceded and gradually turned Huashan Winery 
and many other deserted government properties into artistic venues.

The famous Huashan Event seemingly involved “bravery” and had a posi-
tive outcome, much like a successful protest campaign winning both publicity 
and a satisfactory final answer from the government.  This event unexpectedly 
led to various deserted spaces being developed into art venues.  This was a result 
of the conceptual transformation that Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan achieved: that is,  
by re-imagining and interpreting the past through the re-enactment in the 
performance within the specific social context Huashan Winery transformed 
from a place representing the order of the authorities to a representational 
space that challenged the status quo and reproduced meanings and relations 
of space.  Huashan Winery, a space created during Japanese colonization and 
deserted by the KMT government, became a symbolic homeland that had been 
devastated by the suppression related to the Chinese governments from vari-
ous eras.  This building, an inheritance from Japanese rule, appeared to be “the 
most beautiful motherland” praised in the opening monologue of Troy, Troy . . .  
Taiwan, in which the Taiwanese resisted the “malignancy” of China.  In contrast 
to the memories of suppression after 1945 (i.e. the 228 Incident, martial law 
and the White Terror by the KMT government, and the 1996 Taiwan Strait  
Crisis), the tendency to recall the past under Japanese rule as the beautiful old 
days was obvious but also paradoxical.  The fact that Taiwan was colonized by 
Japan seemed to be blurred.  But suppression and resistance against Japanese 
colonization surely existed before 1945.  Such a “liquidation of history,” in  
Lefebvre’s terms, displays the nostalgia that causes the space in question to be 
consumed in more than a literal sense (122).  Nostalgia, as Svetlana Boym il-
lustrates in The Future of Nostalgia, is the longing for the unrepeatable past with 
belonging and “a sentiment of loss and displacement” (XIII).  It is about the 
denial of the present with the “fantasies of the past determined by needs of the 
present” (XVI).  Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan, as a response to China’s missile threats, 
demonstrated a refusal of the current predicament of Chinese oppression and 
created “a phantom homeland” (XVI), in which Japanese colonization was  
romanticized and the space of Huashan Winery was consumed with the quest  
of belonging.  Resorting to nostalgia may be a method of subverting existing 
ideology, but it is hardly a perfect way to establish subjectivity.  Relying on 
memories and experiences under a previous foreign power (Japan) simply ex-
poses the insecurity of the rootless past and the anxieties of a lost identity.  The 
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imposed Chinese identity was challenged, but a solid Taiwanese identity was far 
from being reached.

In the face of missile threats from China during the 1996 Taiwan Strait 
Crisis, the urge to claim a new sense of Taiwaneseness dominated Troy, Troy . . .  
Taiwan.  By visualizing the fear of Chinese intrusion through the metaphor of 
the Trojan War, the collective fears in 1996 and the 1997 present were recalled 
to defy the Chinese identity that had been imposed by the KMT regime for 
more than fifty years.  However, what haunted “Taiwanese space” more was the 
ghosts of ambiguous attitudes toward Japanese colonization.  On the one hand, 
the past of Japanese rule served in Taiwan as a nostalgic memory in the face of 
KMT suppression.  On the other hand, it exposed the persistent lack of subjec-
tivity in Taiwanese history.  This paradox was thus embodied in the ruined space 
of Huashan Winery through the performance Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan.

Nonetheless, the creation of cultural meanings is a continuous process, and 
the quest of belonging is the inevitable process of reproduction of meanings.  
The celebration of 100 years of Huashan 1914 Creative Park in 2014 is a rec-
ognition of the past, including the cultural resistance and reproduction of social  
space the Huashan Event represents.  Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan elicited the collective 
fear of China’s intrusion, echoed the political crisis, and challenged the Chinese 
identity imposed by the KMT government for half a century.  And Huashan 
Winery, a cultural inheritance from Japan, was endowed with a cultural connec- 
tion with Taiwaneseness and a sense of political resistance to both the KMT and  
the current invasive Chinese governments.  In response to the 1996 Taiwan Strait  
Crisis, Troy, Troy . . . Taiwan and the subsequent the Huashan Event revived the 
forgotten memory of Chinese suppression, inscribed memories of resistance onto 
its contemporary context, and became the materialization of ideological resis-
tance that re-shaped the sense of Taiwaneseness.  Inciting the transformation of 
Huashan Winery from a deserted ruin to an art center and a recognized heritage  
site today, the Huashan Event unexpectedly, yet successfully, redefined cultural  
resistance in the historical moment of crisis, reproduced cultural space through 
challenging the dominant ideology behind the spatial production of Huashan  
Winery, and ultimately paved the way for the recognition of cultural heritage of 
Taiwan that keeps producing new cultural meanings of Taiwaneseness.
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華山事件的空間與記憶

摘　要

劇場展演中不乏以召喚過去與集體記憶作為呼應當代社會焦慮的作品，

此種文化產物及其後續事件提供了將文化意義與記憶重新形塑的經驗空間。

1997年引起眾多關注的華山事件乃是由金枝演社的《古國之神─祭特洛伊》一

劇所意外引發。此劇可說是面對1996年台海危機的文化性回應，卻在首演後引

來警方逮捕與藝文界的抗議，最後竟造就了華山酒廠成為台灣第一個由政府廢

棄建築轉為公共藝術空間的代表性園區，也就是現在藝文活動極為活絡的「華

山1914文化創意產業園區」。華山事件，肇始也促使了往後更多政府廢棄廠房

轉變為藝文空間，看似以藝文界的努力與發聲獲得一大勝利作為美好結局，然

而這一整個事件所創造的文化與記憶重塑才是真正呼應引發此事件卻未決的台

灣認同焦慮。本文以文化唯物論的觀點結合記憶與社會空間再製的理論，聚焦

於華山事件中的劇場展演、記憶銘刻與文化意義的空間再製三者間之錯綜關

聯，論證此文化事件乃重新界定了其時代脈絡，並進一步創造出重新定義「台

灣性」的文化記憶與意義。

關鍵字：華山事件，古國之神─祭特洛伊，1996台海危機，華山1914文化創意

產業園區，台灣性


