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Today we witness both the triumph and the explosion of dramaturgy, not only dramaturgy in the sense of dramatic writing, but also of dramaturgical analysis, i.e. the reading and the preparatory work of the literary or artistic advisor of the director, sometimes called dramaturg. An overview of the state and of current methods of dramaturgy, as well as of the numerous types of specific dramaturgies reveals a rich and varied, but also a confused and tormented landscape.
I CLASSICAL DRAMATURGICAL ANALYSIS: SUMMARY AND DEEPENING
>1. Grid of analysis: since the Brechtian and post Brechtian era, roughly since the fifties in Europe, dramaturgical analysis has devised a rather sophisticated method of reading and interpreting plays; it has benefited from the effective tools of human sciences. To do the analysis of a play consists in preparing the choices of the mise en scène, whether the staging is achieved or not. It means—or should we say: it meant—to have recourse to the different disciplines of history, sociology, psychoanalysis, of linguistics or semiology. But it also means to impose the director a grid which she might find too limiting. Hence a certain crisis of dramaturgy, while it is everywhere in a process of institutionalization and it is in search of new ways.
>2. The misunderstandings of dramaturgy are numerous: there are misunderstandings on the purpose of the analysis as well as on the role of the dramaturge. The original misunderstanding , we might almost say the original sin, of dramaturgy, remains: Is dramaturgy a poetics of the dramatic play and performance? Or is it a limited and pragmatic technique to analyze a text in order to stage it in a concrete context? And indeed, can one set up the general poetics of a work without being oneself anchored in history? And, inversely, can one perform the analysis of a text, without referring it to a preexisting theory of composition?
>3. The history of dramaturgy: to judge the function of dramaturgy and of the method of dramaturgical analysis, one would have to give an overview of the history of theatre, to study how each historical period understands theatre and its analysis. We would have to jump from the classical poetics of the Greeks to the European classicism of the sixteenth and seventeenth century, to the textual and scenic dramaturgy of a Diderot or a Lessing, then to the political dramaturgy  of a Brecht or of  a Piscator, and finally to the fragmented dramaturgies of our time. It would remain to be seen if the postmodern and postdramatic forms are still dramaturgical and “dramaturgizable”, i.e. analyzable with the tools of dramaturgy and which tools.
>4. The tasks of dramaturgy: to do so, we would have to agree on the tasks of the dramaturgical activity, as these tasks vary considerably from one country or an institution to the next, and one even could if they have to do with the same trade. In Germany and in France, the dramaturge is in charge of the historical and political interpretation of the play; in the UK, the dramaturge helps with the promotion of new dramatic writing, or she takes part in the collective devising of the performance; in Belgium or the Netherlands, she would often be dealing with performative forms connected with visual arts, etc. A difference of name shows a radical difference of practice: the dramaturge is often connected with the practical work in collaboration with the director, while the literary or artistic advisor is a search of new texts  or an expert in contemporary art.
Rather than enumerating the different tasks of the director, which quickly amounts  to setting up a normative list of activities, even they seem infinitely diverse, we would be better off questioning the function of dramaturgical analysis in the course of history, or considering the mise en scène more than the director, the spectatorial function more than the spectator.
If we want to understand the expression “dramaturgical analysis”, it might be useful to stress the difference with the “simple” individual reading, which is performed with no aim at a subsequent staging.
II. READING GRID AND DRAMATURGICAL ANALYSIS
>1. Relativity of dramaturgical reading
>2. Interpretation and dramaturgy
>3. What is the use of dramaturgy?
>>>a. analyzing and segmenting a scene
>>>b. searching for leaning points
>>>c. establishing the subtext and its variations

>>>d. establishing the score
>>>e. the actor as a dramaturge in action
>4. Dramaturgy of the performance (vs. performance analysis)
III NEW DRAMATURGIES
>1. Devised theatre: is a theatre not so much of collective creation (to use the continental term) as of collaboration. The dramaturge has theoretically no different position from his colleagues: all dramatic and performative functions are open to everybody, particularly and strategically the dramaturgical activity. As opposed to the theatre of text or to performance with a central theme, dramaturges have to constantly adapt to the other collaborators. Every new material is immediately tested, adapted and adopted. No other way of working demonstrates so clearly how dramaturgy is a part of the creative process. Each new production of Shunt, for instance, imagines a new dramaturgical interaction between the performers and between performers and audience. 
>2. Educational dramaturgy  (……)
>3. Dramaturgy of the actor: this expression, was coined by Eugenio Barba in reference to his own art : the actor, actually more frequently the actress, gathers their own textual, gestural, musical and vocal materials, assembles them gradually in individual improvisations during several months.   (………….)
>4. Postnarrative dramaturgy  : Barba’s La Vie chronique or Beckett’s Lessness are possible examples of postnarrative dramaturgy, where texts or performances lack any narrative, any story, drifting away from classical dramaturgy : not only dramatic forms, but also (Brechtian or postbrechtian) forms. The category of the postnarrative, which is a hotch-potch of ideas like the postdramatic,  has been much better researched. It refers to postclassical dramaturgy, which does not come necessarily “after” narratology, but rather stands  as its continuation  and contestation. Postclassical narratology regroups “the various efforts to transcend ‘classical’  structuralist narratology, which has been reproached for its scientificity, anthropomorphism, disregard for context, and gender-blindness.”(Herman, 450)
In spite of a recent return of narration in contemporary texts (in the last ten years or so) (Meyer-MacLeod, 2012), the theory confirms this new phase of postnarrative dramaturgy. However, it rarely makes use of these postclassical theories. For example, Joseph Danan, in his excellent Qu’est-ce que la dramaturgie?, does not refer directly to narratology, classic or contemporary. Attempting to explain the huge transformation of postdramatic theatre or performance, he refers to non-action (p. 46), as in Beckett, to the weakening of mimesis (p.47), to the absence of causal relationships between the episodes of a story (p.4). Thus he does not suggest any reflection 
on narrativity, at least from the technical point of view of narratology.
>5. Visual dramaturgy: this expression, which was coined in the early nineties by knut  Arntzen to describe a type of performance without text and based on a series of images. It could be the “Theatre if images” of a Robert Wilson in his early career, or dance-theatre, or Musiktheater, or performance art, or any  of performative action. The main characteristic of visual dramaturgy is not the absence of text on stage, 
but a stage form in which visuality takes central stage, to the point of imposing itself as the main feature of aesthetic experience. Visuality imposes its own laws, it does not depend on a story, a narrative, it is opposed to them by contrast. Visual dramaturgy and mise en scène are experienced as a visual bloc, which has been put without any comment unto the stage, 
whether this bloc is autonomous or is faced with a more or less audible text.
Using the example of Jan Lauwers, Christine Stalpaert, talks of a « highly visual dramaturgy where images become autonomous structuring devices and along with his material approach to language and text, offer the spectators ‘readings’ of Shakespearean tragedies that go against the grain of the narrative.”(438).
Visual dramaturgy uses sight and the visible where text and aurality used to reign. From classical dramaturgy it has kept the idea that the principle of composition remains valid when analyzing a purely visual and that this visual stage has its own laws and rules of composition, of impact on the audience, of organization of the sensible. The visual dramaturge proceeds as visual artist: she works from movements, images, and also from the unfolding of time. When a text has been kept and remains audible, it is treated differently; it is put into play in a certain space and according to images; it is treated as an aural, rhythmical and musical matter, and not simply as meaning to be consumed. What has changed is the status of the visual: the visual does not accompany the audition of the text, it is not limited to illustrate, explicit or clarify it. It is sometimes about making the text ambiguous or more complex. Space and visuality are a signifying matter, a carrier of abstract and formal spatial relationships, a disposition (dispositif), and thus they are not a signified at the service of text and meaning. The dramaturge, in the sense of literary and artistic advisor, has to be able to recognize these formal and abstract structures, but she also has to convey these forms a cultural, social, ideological and political meaning. She therefore has to connect these forms and visual structure with history. She must also take the changing view of the audience into account.
The attitude of the postmodern and postdramatic spectator has radically changed: the spectator no longer demands to understand everything, to reduce visual representation  to a given meaning. Now it is rather the choreographer, the director and their dramaturge who wonder: “What will they understand?” The audience will probably think: “we understand all this  too easily.” Thanks God, the dramaturge is here to make things more complicated, and often also to make them more beautiful.
Visual dramaturgy is looking for its theory, its laws, its organization. It is thus in search of a special kind of dramaturge and of dramaturgical analysis. Its dramaturge is required to understand this mode of visuality, of the spatial organization of the image. She urgently needs a visual semiotics of the image for which Mieke Bal has established the foundations, albeit mainly for painting and visual arts.
Maaike Bleeker has proposed her own theory of visuality when applied to the theatre. Visuality as “the distinct historical manifestation of visual experience” (p.1) is a precious tool to understand this “visual thinking”. Her idea is to better associate the viewer to what they see, the seer and the seen. That ‘s fortunate, because this is precisely the task of the dramaturge who is always confronted with a world to be perceived. Bleeker’s  « aim is to  expose how visuality consists of an intricate intertwining of the one seeing and what is seen as a result of which we always see more, and always see less than what there is to be seen. Moreover, that this one seeing is always necessarily a body.”(p.7). On this sound theoretical basis visual dramaturgy hopes to devise a system which is as precise as classical textual dramaturgy. Maaike Bleeker bases her research at the same time on a visual and postnarratological semiotics and on a phenomenology of the body, of embodied gaze and of kinesaesthetic empathy. This is, as we shall see, exactly the aim of “natural narratology” as proposed by Monika Fludernik
 (): a new way of telling and a physical experience, what Fludernik calls  experentiality. Thus visual narratology and postnarratology, particularly focalization, would provide the theoretician and visual dramaturge with useful and precise tools. 
Visual dramaturgy leads us directly to a dramaturgy of dance, which has considerably evolved since Pina Bausch and now constitutes a huge part of contemporary performance: the theatre of movement and gesture, physical theatre. 
>6. Dance dramaturgy: is the most serious challenge to classical theatrical dramaturgy, to the usual reading and embodiment of texts through actors. (…..)
How does a dramaturge look differently at theatre and at dance?  The dance dramaturge looks at the non-verbal, and at movement, whereas the theatre dramaturgy would study the dramatic actions and the characters. She strives to read movement, to make it visible and able to tell a story. There is however no guarantee, and sometimes no need, to make the movement readable, visible and tellable. Whenever dance dramaturgy succeeds to visualize the movement according to one or more of these three characteristics, it provides the audience with a feeling of security. The theory goes that a movement made more visible will be more efficient  and memorizable and even memorable. When the visible stands out distinctly, the spectator becomes aware more clearly of its physical position in space and of her body, because on a stage an idea gets only a meaning if it is embodied in moving bodies, singing voices, a physically situated diction. If the “tellable” is accessible as a way of “narrativizing”  the choreography, it acquires an unexpected and transmissible force. In the three cases—readable, visible and tellable--, the dramaturge translates her ideas or hypotheses in sensible forms that the director (or choreographer) tests during the rehearsals. But the dramaturgical work does not end here: the spectators will have to translate the work according to their own interpretation and from the point of view of their own universe. This translation, this transfer of actions and decisions, is the goal of any dramaturgical activity. The production dramaturge (the dramaturge de plateau as she is now French called in French), the one working on the side of the choreographer, explores the material reworked by the choreographer, in order to grasp its conscious and unconscious structures. This is the method used by André Lepecki, when he is the dramaturge of Meg Stuart: “She asks me about what I see happening in a scene, and I come up with what  I call “metaphorical explosions”—where I see relations and connections, etc. Towards the latter part of the process we work together to make it more cohesive”(p.4). The audience, this “invisible ghost” is always taken into account, since “we always keep coming back to asking ourselves: is this clear, how might that be interpreted, etc.”(p.6).
According to Lepecki, the dramaturge does not make do with seeing, judging intellectually, in a Cartesian manner, she engages her whole body, she confronts herself physically with the material: « Dance dramaturgy implies the reconfiguration of one’s own whole anatomy, not just the eyes. (…) I enter in the studio as dramaturge by running away from the external eye. Just as the dancers and the choreographer, I enter to find a (new) body.”(p.7).
Beyond this somewhat mystical transfiguration of the dramaturge, as Lepecki describe it, we still have to determine how the choreographic composition and  analysis are to be performed. Choreography works on movements, and not mimetic actions of actors representing characters. Dramaturgy consists in producing and later, for the spectators, in noticing the compositions of the different rhythms, tensions, changes of positions or attitudes. This is a dramaturgy of the signifier, which establishes formal principles, and not signifieds; it is a “Logic of sensation”(Deleuze), a structure of composition, a discovery of the different dispositions. “Auto-dramaturgy”: “A dramaturgy anchored in the dancer’s body which preexists every project, every construction and every intention.”
Let us take the example of a scene from Wolf, a piece by Alain Platel
. Let us avoid, if possible, to do a performance analysis of this sequence. Let us rather try to imagine how the dramaturge, if there was one, the choreographer and the dancers have structured the scene, how one goes from one performer or from one moment to the next. As soon as one has understood that one of the dancers is deaf, one can follow how each performer tries to give the deafman the sensation of sound and music. Each of them gives their opinion or a piece of advice, but to no avail. Each mini sequence, each motive, inserts itself in a certain continuity. They constitute a series of frames where speech, movement, melodies, etc. coexist. The chain of these frames gradually assemble, they create a continuity and a temporality through the accumulation and succession of the different frames, physical actions and scenes. Mozart’s music and the singing voice soon take over, almost in the literal sense of the expression: for everything happens so to speak underneath the different actions, in the immersion of music. The formation of the different frames, their narrative logic are obviously the result of the gaze of the spectators, on their analytical and synthetic faculty, on their own dramaturgical analysis and construction. The different points of view coexist; there is no real difference between the rehearsal, the conversation of the performers, and the sorting out by the spectators. What is remarkable is that speech, movement, mime, music, etc. which are at first juxtaposed and placed in opposition, quickly are integrated in a coherent whole, in a fusion of different intensities.  These intensities are of different kinds: the one of risk and speed of aerial art, the one of the vibrating voice, the one of the choreography in the background, and finally of the opera. ++++”apparatus” of dramaturgy, fr.19
>7. Other types of dramaturgy: there are evidently many more types of textless dramaturgies. We could mention music, music theatre, performance art, human gatherings, etc. To add other new dramaturgies, it is enough if these arts are made out of a similar non-figurative, abstract matter. The dramaturge who creates them does not have to rely on a story, a narrative ; it is enough if she is able to show and make the spectator experience the formal structure of the piece, its internal order, the logic of the signifier and of the sensation.
These non-textual, non-literary performances have partly renewed the traditional dramaturgical analysis and thus extended the register of stage performances. All these new or emerging dramaturgies are easily accessible and we have a tendency to interpret them with abstract, formal categories, as formal structure cut off from any reality, particularly a social reality. Formal, semiotic analyses do not pose insurmountable difficulties, as long as they remain cut from any reference to the social. We might be at a turning point of theatre, of culture and of society, and even, more prosaically, of theory. The question is thus: should we give up theory as something unattainable and useless, as postmodernist and postdramatic ideology encourage us to do? Or should we, as I would suggest, resume our theoretical labors, not necessarily by enumerating all tasks of the dramaturge, but by looking for the adequate methodological and theoretical tools, in order to think the new situation we are in. At stake might be the future of dramaturgy and its challenges.
IV THE FUTURE OF DRAMATURGY AND ITS CHALLENGES
Methods of classical dramaturgy (of production) are fairly well-known and well-tried. The same cannot be said of the methods of new dramaturgies, the ones mainly relying on the reception of the audience. Theoretical thinking comes from practice, but it is nevertheless important to think about the best suited methods to study new experiences. What are the projects which we, academics and theory-oriented dramaturges, should get started? And can we start them without being ourselves some kind of artist?
>1. A theory of creative subject/object and of author-ity: we lack a theory of production-reception in the theatre: what is the part of the object we describe and the part of the describing subject? We no longer can rely, like in the fifties and sixties, on a theatrical relationship (relation théâtrale), where actor and spectator were supposed to meet and build a relation of exchange, as Grotowski would claim, where the roles of subject and object were neatly separated. This might no longer correspond to a relationship where the receptive side (the spectator) has a much bigger role to play, if the performance is to be if not received and understood, at least re-constituted by the viewer and by a dramaturgy of the spectator.  This new relationship, that of a postdramatic performance or a postmodern non-narrative textuality, must be rethought. Maaike Bleeker reformulates it in terms of visuality and of the physical implication of the spectator. For her, visuality is “our own involvement in how we see what we see.”(p. 3) and this happens at the very moment “when we do become aware of our own being implicated in what we see.”(p. 3). Bleeker shows how the staging is both what the director (and we could add: the production dramaturge) have prepared for us spectators and what we spectator make out of this production  by “taking into consideration our own involvement in how we see what we see.”(). Thus we are reminded that the production dramaturgy (and staging) has to be evaluated from the point of view of a given spectatorship. 
If we apply Bleeker’s view  to the question of the dramaturge, it means: (1) that  we spectators must be aware how the piece has been organized dramaturgically and then directorially ; (2) BUT that we must also, moreover, take into account how we are “implicated in what is  seen”. Thus we must also do a dramaturgical analysis of the seen according to our needs and our desires, our ability to see and to analyze, to draw our own dramaturgical picture in what we perceive. We therefore have to re-think and re-view what we are given to see. 
We could add to Bleeker’s thesis that we even  must perceive the distinction of the idea behind the production/dramaturgy (i.e. what the dramaturge did and wanted us to understand) and the result (i.e. how  director and actors have understood and “translated” this dramaturgy). We are then supposed to be critical how successful they were or what contradicts their system and why it does so.
So we begin to notice the new author-ity of the different dramaturges, us spectators included. The more we are drifting away from a dramaturgy written by an author (according to the classical rules) or created by the dramaturgical analysis (in modern times), the more we will have to “do” our own dramaturgy from the otherwise unreadable performance we are confronted with, the more “author-ity” we will be demonstrating.
>2. The call of phenomenology: what we spectators “draw” from the produced staging and from the successive layers of different “applied dramaturgy”, in a kind of phenomenological Appelstruktur (as Bühler and Jakobson would say, a structure of calling), is, according to similar phenomenological images, what we can extract from the different sediments of various seams/layers/traces/rewritings of dramaturgy. This phenomenological “extraction” can be metaphorically described in different ways. (1) Turner and Behrndt advise us “to find an emerging pattern” (), “teasing out the text’s theatrical potential” ().Peter Brook suggests that the director finds the shape of the mise en scène  from a pre-shape, which results from intuitions and “external” questions which the director (and we could add the dramaturge) asks.  (A solution which I personally prefer to the notion of “theatrical potential”, because in a text there is no specific theatrical potential, only open possibilities which depends mainly on the reader,  on her position outside the text). (3) Martin Seel defines the staging process as an “erscheinen lassen”, letting appear: “Inszenierungen freilich sind nicht einfach Phänomene des Erscheinens, sie stellen etwas in seinem Erscheinen heraus, markieren es, um für eine gewisse Dauer in einem öffentlichen Raum spürbar zu machen”. (“Inszenieren als erscheinen lassen”, Aesthetik der Inszenierung, 57). (4) The concept of embodiment, so popular at the moment in the Anglo-American high performance world, fulfills the same function: a kind of embodied apparition, a ghost becoming human, and in our present case a structure which is visible and strong eough, but discreet at the same time: the dramaturgical framework.  Such an apparition reminds us that the theatre can make us feel our body while watching other bodies, and also feel the movement of the performer thanks to “kinesthetic empathy”. 
>3. Kinesthetic empathy: (….)
Since we can conceptualize movement as well as physicalize and move thought, the dance dramaturge is in a position to foresee and trace the physical, kinesthetic, and motoric reactions of the future spectators. (…)This kinesthetic empathy extends not only to the dramaturge or choreographer, but also to the spectator, or even the critic, whose performative writing, according to Peggy Phelan, is supposed to prolong the performance in the critical writing if using its energy and impulse, which is, says Phelan, a means to “re-mark again the performative possibilities of writing itself.”(Unmarked, 148).  (….)
>4. From classical narratology to “natural narratology”: the classical  narratology, from the 1950 to the 1970, and even more so, the new, “natural narratology”, (Fludernik’s term) is the weak link in the chain of all theories useful for dramaturgy. We may wonder why: it might have to do with the old prejudice that narratology  does not apply for theatre, only for the novel or narrative  in general. Narratology was used a lot in the first phase of semiology analyzing classical plays, but it was voluntarily left behind later and only used for a semiology of performance. It would be however a mistake not to have recourse to narratology, not only because postmodern and postdramatic forms constantly use all kinds of narratives, but because new narratology challenges postmodern, non-narrative texts, which can no longer be dealt with if one has not rethought the usual tools of the analysis of  story,  characters, mimetic actions, representation. For instance, in Beckett’s text Lessness, we cannot tell a story, and thus we cannot use the traditional dramaturgical tools. But on the other hand, as soon as we make use of our individual experience, of our “own envolvement how we see what we see”, as Bleeker puts it (3), as soon as we follow Fludernik’s advice to have recourse to  “natural narratives”, i.e.  to narratives of spontaneous storytelling, we can hope to make Beckett’s text speak, even if this text seemed so abstract and cut off from any story. According to Fludernik, “natural narratives”, i.e.narrative of spontaneous storytelling, cognitively correlate with perceptual parameters of human experience in the process of narrativization, i.e. a reading strategy that naturalizes texts by recourse to narrative schemata.” (Alber, 2). Neo-narratology thus becomes a reliable ally for the dramaturge who feels obliged to tell her disoriented spectators some kind of story. As another kindly bit of advice, Fludernik  mentions the notion of “experienciality”: this means that the reader or spectator must engage physically, in the use of their imagination and their knowledge of the world. This leads us to a physical, embodied dramaturgy, not only a visual or vocal-musical dramaturgy
. 
If the reader and the spectator are promoted to the rank of final and decisive dramaturge, we may wonder if dramaturgy can still claim to rule texts and performances. Would it help then to talk of postdramaturgy? It would only repeat in vain the gesture of the postdramatic: discourage any attempt to find a theoretical explanation for the new forms and experiments. We should rather check if the theory of performativity, particularly dominant in the performing arts, will help dramaturgy and the dramaturges of all kinds to find a safe path back to theory.
>5. A performative dramaturgy?
Not only does theory disappear, for fear of being left too far behind the complex and contradictory performance. Aesthetics and the work of art itself tend to disolve. In L’Art à l’état gazeux, Yves Michaud pointed out how contemporary visual art leaves its materiality and aesthetics aside and becomes a mere individual visual experience for the viewer. For a postdramatic, postdramaturgical performance, this means that the performance loses any substance and aesthetic dimension and is reduced to an event, a personal experience; it dematerializes, becomes “an Art in gaseous state “. The spectator is encouraged to fill in the gaps and secure an interesting experience, far from any attempt to interpret, understand and utilize the work of art. With the metaphor of gaseous art, Michaud seems to describe the situation of contemporary dramaturgy, as dramatic writing and as a method of analysis. Often the performative work of art is totally individualized and privatized, and we are no longer able to share it with other people in a community, no longer willing to criticize it and to use it to change the world, or  change ourselves, even a tiny bit.
But if the situation is desperate, it is not uninteresting and not irreversible. And Michaud’s description only accounts for a post-theoretical attitude. But dramaturgy is by nature a theoretical reflection which merges into a practical activity. Performativity can be turned into an active process to help dramaturgy be an active and creative way of reading plays and performances. What Peter Stamer calls “performative dramaturgy” is a stimulating idea, because it forces us not to project unto the text or the performance a preconceived analysis. It encourages us rather to propose a dramaturgical analysis thanks to the creative work of the dramaturge, who, like the director, tests different possibilities, almost by try and error, and takes the time to be involved in the process of discovery.
This is by no means a new idea to start from a practical work on the text or the performance, in order to elicit propositions or hypotheses on the material to be dramaturged and staged. Vitez was a master at using actors proposing a certain blocking and different staging choices, before deciding on a possible solution. It is fair to say, however, that he refused the dramaturge, as useless, probably because he was himself inventing or confirming “performative dramaturgy”. More recently, as Turner and Behrndt report, a director like Luk Perceval used a similar method to discover the dramaturgy of a play: “Perceval was interested in discovering the dramaturgy of the play through process, and had therefore no interest in developing or defining a predetermined conceptual framework?”(158). The example of Wolf might be a similar way of working in context of devised performance.
In his “Ten Notes on Dramaturgy”, Peter Stamer advocates a similar method: creating the dramaturgical system, instead of being subjected to it or receiving it from outside: “For dramaturgy does not structure pre-given meaning and applies it to the work, but rather creates sense that has not been revealed so far.”(p. 257). Performative dramaturgy, whether visual, gestural or musical, favors a creative approach which will gradually appear “in the making”, as in devised theatre (but not exclusively in this kind of open dramaturgy). Stamer’s performance dramaturgy has emancipated itself from any descriptive and prescriptive theory and gives itself as an artistic activity: « The work of dramaturgy is practice of theory as opposed to analytical theory such as writings of critics or performance analysis. » (p.257). This artistic activity is a production of forms from within, which means from an open confrontation with different readings and interpretations :“Performative dramaturgy does not administrate  sense that is to be applied from outside the artistic process, it is creative by a ‘physical doing of form from within’”(258).
The next step (which I have to keep for next time!) would consist in inventing various dramaturgical exercises which might extract and produce meaning “from inside and outside”. Often actors’ improvisations, or études in the Stanislavsky or Vassiliev sense of the term, will produce all kinds of meaning and proposals, which dramaturge and director will pick up and select for a tentative dramaturgical analysis. Such an analysis aims at producing a visible, sensible and testable structure: “« Both visualizing and embodying by performing the structure itself. Emancipating from an idea on paper by placing the idea into time and space, giving it a body.”(259). Is this not what Platel achieved in Wolf, which in its “final” form bears the traces of a series of dramaturgical notebooks, of exercises, of constant shaping of ideas which are given a provisory  body? 
CONCLUSIONS
>1) A performative dramaturgy: the new methods of analysis of performative dramaturgy, it would seem, are equal to the considerable changes in creative writing and staging. Peter Stamer’s notes offer a remarkable synthesis of the future possibilities of a performative dramaturgy, if only in the open meaning of a creative, practical, experimental enterprise.
>2) A revolution:  This might be for dramaturgy and mise en scène a Copernican revolution. This reversal can be situated in the 1960ies for literary theory and in the 1970ies for the performing arts.  In those years, 1966, to be precise, Foucault or Derrida, Lacan or Barthes announce the death of the author. To the list of the dead, we might add, also in the same post-Brechtian years, the death of the official dramaturge, but we must immediately plan his or her resurrection, metamorphosis, ubiquity and creativity.
Many other types of dramaturgy are conceivable, depending on the creative attitude of the actors, directors and spectators. The traditional analytical dramaturge might lose her scientific aura, but she will gain the pleasure of really producing meaning. An artist amongst the artists, the production dramaturge will no longer be a distressed and depressed person. The spectator, a kind of reception dramaturge, is no less an artist. All the world is a dramaturgical stage.
>3) The evolution of dramaturgy through the history of theatre: let us finish with a survey of dramaturgy in the European, Greek tradition. This is also a way of stating that the function of dramaturgy can only be assessed within an historical framework
I. Classical dramaturgy, in the original Greek sense of the word, is purely textual. No one would then question the laws of its internal composition and, even less,  confront it a performance of it.
II. At least until the seventeenth century European classicism, when a few authors find it more and more difficult to obey the rules which seem to them to no longer correspond to their time
III. From the second half of the eighteenth century on, neo-classical dramaturgy leaves the textual fortress and take the stage  and the staging into account (Diderot, Lessing, Goethe).
IV. The rise of mise en scène, in the second half of the nineteenth century, delegates to the director the right to invent a new reading of the play which depends on a dramaturgical re-interpretation. Ideally, for the director and the audience, dramaturgical analysis must be discreet and be hidden behind the mise en scène. 
V. Brechtian dramaturgy, which is critical and political, is only interested in the proposed staging if it helps expressing its critical, even distanced reading and establishing  of the story (Fabel). “Ideally”, the production coincides with the dramaturgy.
VI. The crisis, in the 1960ies, of the production/mise en scène, as a closed system, the end of dramatic or epic writing, lead us to a postdramatic aesthetics, which does no longer believe and recognizes itself in an explanatory, even conflicting or radical dramaturgical analysis. Postdramaturgy renounces any system, any poetics any normative dramaturgy.
VII. This renouncement is of benefit to the spectator who has no other choice than to put some order in this sophisticated dramatic and scenic chaos. The spectator, as the ultimate dramaturge, builds a system which helps her think and organize her fragmentary perceptions. She has become a dramaturge, no longer in the sense of a literary advisor, but of an author and director.
VIII. In the visual and physical dramaturgy of the last forty years, this spectator only gets a clear orientation through the perception of formal and abstract, sometimes also conceptual and sensible, structures. These structures rapidly become new norms of writing or of composition, which bring us back to a very formal, formalized or even normative dramaturgy.
IX. This visual  dramaturgy thus becomes  a new genre, with its rules and its norms, which, in this respect, remind us of the classical dramaturgy of the beginnings . The only “slight” difference is that this visual neo-dramaturgy, does not seem to feel obliged to refer to the outside world, to establish connections with the real, social world, to change our view if the world, and even less to refer to  the texts and semiotic systems outside there. It is apparently not interested to engage in some exchange or relationship with our world. It does not feel the need, in other words, to begin the cycle of meeting the other, as classical dramaturgy did, in the course of history.
X. The neo-dramaturgy, whether visual, corporal, or rhythmical, has repressed, if not eliminated the good old classical, literary, intentional dramaturgy, a classical dramaturgy reduced to the unquestioned meaning of a text. In a way, it has taken its place, or has returned to the point of departure of classical dramaturgy. It looks like a close-circuit system, self-sufficient, self-reflexive, but incapable or unwilling to open itself to the outside world, the historical and real world of interpreters, unable to establish a relationship between its closed system and the world. Will it succeed in breaking itself against the world, or, more exactly, will we succeed to open it up into the world, so that we can see it and judge it better from our viewpoint?
 It is up to us, readers and spectators, to see if we should not perhaps reconnect with a dramaturgy accessible to analysis, particularly a dramaturgical analysis; to see if we should not distance ourselves from a formal, formalized, not to say “put in formol”, acting and staging style; to see if we should not look for the explanatory theories which make the postdramatic smile so intensely… Should we hope for a new Lessing, a renewed Brecht, so as to get out of a functional, sophisticated dramaturgy, but a dramaturgy closed on itself, as was the dramatic text before the ancestors of our dramaturges decided to open them up and  to let the world get in? Should we return to the humanistic moment when theatre began to be conscious of its powers and invented dramaturgy?
� Towards a “Natural” Narratology.London, Routledge, 1996.


�  (see Internet: platel, wolf, deus domine, zamojska).


� cognitivism Cognitivism, the work of Johnson and Lakoff (in Philosophy in the Flesh, 1999) can be helpful here; cognitivism is not necessarily a synonym for intellectualism; an “embodied dramaturgy” can be political and we need not “move away from a cognitively based dramaturgical method” (Stalpaert, 124)( of course not any cognitivist method applied to theatre, like Mc Connachie). Here we should see how the notions of passion, affect, effect produced can help us understand and rethink the link  between perception and conception, which is a crucial link in the theatre.






