
R O C Z N IK I H U M A N IS T Y C Z N E  
T o m  X X V , z e s z y t 1 — 1977

IRENA SŁAW IŃSKA

MAIN TRENDS IN RECENT THEATRE SCIENCE

Theatrology is a very young discipline still in the process of elaborating 
its tools, theory, systematics and methodological foundations. All im portant 
scholarly centers w here theatre has become the object o f  a serious 
consideration, are concerned w ith these problems. This concern m otivated 
the Catholic U niversity in Lublin to gather a group o f  people representing 
various institutions: universities, research institutes, theatrical journals, 
and the theatre t o u t  c o u r t  for a symposium.

The general methodological situation in  the  field can be characterized 
as p l u r a l i s t i c  and s y n c r e t i s t i c .  A ttitudes and approaches of 
very different philosophical and cultural roots coexist in the  same 
scholarly works: a distinctive effort towards methodological integration 
is evident in theatre science as well as in other fields. These syncretic 
tendencies can be substantiated by the w ritings of Roland Barthes, who 
considers himself to be all together a structuralist, a semiotician and 
a representative of anthropological, psychological and sociological criticism.

These term s call for clarification in reference to the theatre. This 
provides us w ith the opportunity to explain in  more detail the  tendency 
which already has been m entioned: towards pluralism  and syncretism. 
Closer analysis of the various m ethods will show the inherent short­
comings and one-sidedness of each.

Let us start w ith the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l  approach which entered 
trium phantly to the fore in the second decade of our century and which 
was to fall into a would-be oblivion. From  the very beginning, the  theory 
of m yths and archetypes was applied to dram a and theatre. No wonder: 
the fact can be explained by the very  character of the „m ythic outlook” 
or „the m ythic idea of the w orld”. A lready Cassirer 1 stressed the  dram atic 
nature of myths, considering the ’’m ythic world” to be a scene of 
the struggling powers, scene of ’’actions and forces”. The m ythographic

1 A n Essay on Man. N ew  Haven 1944.
2 M ythologies, Paris 1956, Seuil.
3 E lem ents d ’une sociologie du spectacle. Paris 1973.
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m ethod appeared to be quite adequate w ith  regard to Greek tragedy and 
the tragedy in general; it proved also fitting for the analysis of the 
sym bolist and expressionist dram a and for all sorts of poetic plays based 
on great m etaphors. In opposition, realistic drama, such as documentary 
and historical, whose only objective is to render some specific, historical 
reality, resist v irtually  any ’’m ythic” explanation. However, even in 
regard to the  la tte r category the notion of the  m yth was quite successfully 
applied, m yth  being specified as social, individual or historical. In these 
term s was in terp reted  the trem endous success of G reta Garbo or Gérard 
Philipe by Roland Barthes 2 and Richard Demarcy 3. In the la tte r’s book 
on sociology of the perform ance m any a social m yth, among others that 
grounding O ffenbach’s operetta, was revealed.

So far, the m ythic in terpreta tion  of dram a and theatre was concerned 
prim arily  w ith  its themes, action and characters. That methodological 
determ ination m ay be regarded as a legacy of pre-w ar British studies 
(Lord Raglan’s 4 and Maud Bodkin’s 5) as well as of the post-w ar American 
criticism  (Northrop Frye and Francis Fergusson). W hereas the form er 
(Frye) in his Anatom y of Criticism  (1957) 6 did not but touch on the 
problem s of comedy (Mythos of Spring) and those of tragedy (Mythos of 
Autumn), w ithout any m ore detailed exemplification, Fergusson as early 
as 1949 7 started  a close m ythic analysis of drama. His idea of dram a as 
ritua l and as im itation of an action was supported by the close reading of 
Oedipus the King, of Berenice and Hamlet.

All the  categories proposed by Fergusson w ere accepted not only in 
American, b u t in  European criticism  as well. The most basic categories 
are: theatre  as ritu a l and realization of a m yth; action intended in the 
broadest sense such as to be identified w ith the theatrical macrocosm; 
the  hero understood as a scapegoat; the analogy of an action; and the 
tragic rhythm .

New methodological inspiration in this field was brought in by the 
French criticism, first of all by Lévi-Strauss and Mircea Eliade. The 
inspirational power of the Anthropologie structura le8 along with the 
Structures du m y th e 9 is so m anifest th a t it is indisputable. As we all 
rem em ber, Lévi-Strauss undertook an analysis of the Oedipus m yth i.e. 
the w yth  tha t has often served as the point of reference to all mythic and

4 The Hero, London 1936, M ethuen.
5 A rch e typ a l P a ttern s in  P oetry , m. 1934.
6 N. F r y  e, A n atom y of C riticism , Princeton 1957.
7 F. F e r g u s s o n ,  The Idea of a Theater, N ew  York 1949.
8 C. L é v i - S t r a u s s ,  A nthropologie Structurale, Paris 1958.
9 Ibid.
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psychoanalytic interpretations. Again, Lévi-Strauss concentrated mainly, 
if not exclusively, on the narrative construction, on plot and characters.

The impact of M. Eliade’s criticism  10 proved to be no less im portant 
inasumuch as he focussed the critics’ attention on the  problem s of t i m e  
and s p a c e  i.e. on the theatrical potentialities of dram a and the 
tem poral-spatial dimensions of every performance. The problem atic was 
recognized at once as essential; moreover, Eliade encouraged the critics 
to discrim inate between the profane and the sacred spheres of space 
and time.

C o s m i c  m o u n t a i n s  and a x e s  started  to fill up critical studies 
all over the world. The author of the present essay is not w ithout fault, 
either; her only excuse being th a t those categories appeared to be 
particularly pertinent w ith regard to Norwid’s theatre, which she applied 
them  to n .

The contem porary theatre is extrem ely interested in  the problem  of 
space because of the revolutionary changes, still in progress, aiming at 
the full integration of the stage and the auditorium  in order to create 
one theatrical space instead of the previous separation. This common space 
is believed to prom ote communion betw een the actors and the audience.

Interest in spatial problems paralleled tha t in the tem poral ones, parti­
cularly emphasized by Eliade and Poulet. Both authors assumed a close 
relationship between the concept of tim e govering the play and the play­
w right’s epistemology, which, in turn, depends upon tha t of his period. 
Poulet’s many volumes on the hum an tim e (Etudes sur le tem ps hum ain )12 
provided ample evidence of tha t dependence. It does not seem possible any 
more to eliminate these assumptions altogether; they  have gained an un­
questioned authority.

The frontier between the m y t h i c a l  criticism  and the p s y c h o l o ­
g i c a l  is almost nonexistent, at least w hen psychological criticism  is 
considered in the broad sense as in France recently. The confluence of 
the two approaches may be substantiated by such term s as „le m ythe 
personnel” used in  psychological criticism and the new  name the la tte r 
assumed: ’’psychocritique” or ’’nouvelle critique”.

Its recognized proponent, Charles Mauron, applied the  m ethod to the

10 Le m yth e  de l’é tern el retour, Paris 1949, Gallim ard; le  m ê m e ,  Das H eilige  
und das Prof ans, Ham burg 1957, Rowohlt; le  m ê m e  M ythe, rêves  e t m ystères, 
Paris 1957, Gallimard.

11 I. S ł a w i ń s k a .  Z naki p rzestrzen i tea tra ln e j w  „K raku sie” N orw ida , [W :] 
R eżyserska ręka N orw ida, Kraków 1971, Wyd. Lit., s. 210-227.

12 G. P o u 1 e t, Etudes sur le tem ps hum ain, I-IV, Paris 1950-1968, Pion.
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analysis of Racine as early as 1957 13. W hereas he refers constantly, in the 
fram e of depth psychology, to the biography of the poets examined, 
Roland B arthes’ concern may be phrased as ”a kind of structural psycho­
analysis of the tex t and of the characters”, ”a kind of anthropology” 
(Goldmann’s phrasing) u .

A significant event in the developm ent of the French ’’new criticism” 
was the book by André Green Un oeil en trop  (1969) 15 which includes some 
useful methodological suggestions. W hen undertaking ”a psychoanalytical 
reading of tragic authors”, Green turns intentionally to the very popular 
Oedipus complex placing himself under the patronage of the greatest 
authorities in psychology i.e. Freud and Lacan. Moreover, the whole of 
20th century theatre  experience is present in  the book: the experience 
of the post-Freudian period. ”Le théâtre  d’après F reud” — according to 
Green — is a ’’theatre  of passion, of prim itive processes [...] theatre that 
ignores tim e along w ith space [...] th a t defies logic”. It is an extremely 
dynamic and intense theatre  of antinomies and condensation. Against the 
background of this theatre  and in the fram ew ork of its problematic, all 
the great tragic playw rights of the previous epochs are revaluated and 
re-read. The book was judged both revealing and controversial. Its last 
chapter antitied: ’’Oedipus - a m yth  or a tru th ? ” appeared to be parti­
cularly im portant. The hero is defined as a representative of our common 
subconscious (’’notre impensé commun”), not so much for his relation­
ship to his m other as for the impossibility of ultim ate cognition, which 
is a universal flaw.

Goldmann, whose nam e has been already m entioned, should be asso- 
tiated  w ith  the s o c i o l o g i c a l  approach in  theatre  criticism, although 
his most famous book Le Dieu caché (1955) testifies to his psychological 
interests alike. He him self identified his attitude w ith structuralism  
(’’genetic structuralism ”). However, in opposition to the group of critics 
discussed above, according to Goldmann the most instrum ental in shaping 
the w ork is neither ’’the personal m yth” of the author, nor his sub- 
consciousness, bu t ’’the m ental structures” of his social class. Despite of 
this rigid form ula, Goldm ann’s analysis of the interrelations of many 
structural elem ents in a theatrical or literary  work proved very inspiring.

13 Ch. i a u r o n ,  L ’Inconscient dans l’oeuvre e t la v ie  de J. Racine, [w:l 
A nnales de la Faculté des L ettres, A ix  en Provence 1957; le m ê m e ,  Des m étaphores 
obsédan tes au m y th e  personnel.

14 L. G o l d m a n n ,  Situation  de la critique racinienne, Paris 1971, L’Arche, 
s. 108. v

15 A. G r e  e n, L ’O eil en trop. Le C om plexe d ’O edipe dans la tragédie, Paris 
1969, Les Editions du M inuit.
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This can be substantiated by his study on G enet’s Les Nègres 16, w here 
the first 25 lines w ere subm itted to a very careful analysis. A lthough 
the critic adm itted himself to be m uch m ore in terested in  the s i g n  i f i- 
c a t  a than in s i g n i f i c a n t e s ,  his comments on the various theatrical 
signs intended for use by Genet are also very  enlightening. Let us add, 
th a t sociological research in this field is carried out a t the Centre of the 
Sociology of L iterature in Brussels (Université Libre) and in  Paris (Ecole 
P ratique des Hautes Etudes).

Along similar lines, w ith its emphasis on m eanings and designates 
(the signified) the recent Brechtian literatu re  has enriched and refreshed 
the sociological problem atic in theatre criticism. A lthough some studies 
deduced Brecht’s theatre  from  his political and social assumptions, its 
theatrical form p e r  s e  would be skillfully and com petently examined, 
also. Bernard Dort is the most instrum ental in this methodological s h if t17.

However different from  th a t biscussed above, another novel aspect 
of sociological in terest appears also in Duvignaud’s works. Of these, two 
pertain  to the theatre : L ’Acteur  and la Socciologie du théâtre, both publish­
ed in 1965 18. Duvignaud’s concerns are centered on the social functions 
of actors and of theatre  in various periods and w ithin the fram ew ork of 
different socio-political structures. A deep insight, which this disciple 
of Gurwitsch is able to bring to the theatrical problem atic, along w ith 
his ample knowledge of theatrical life, led to m any valuable contributions. 
These concern changes in actors’ e m p l o i s ,  in  the model of the  hero 
in  successive periods, in theatrical space and the like.

No less im portant in this respect are studies devoted to theatrical 
conventions, such as E. Burns’ Theatricality: a S tudy  of Convention  
(1972) 19. Traditional as the title m ay sound, B urns’ methodological propo­
sals should not be neglected.

The most resourceful, however, as far as theatre problems are con­
cerned, is a m odest book by Richard Demarcy: Elém ents d’une Sociologie 
du  Spectacle (1973), published in an inexpensive paperback edition 10/18. 
Its very title  is highly significant and carefully chosen so th a t it  m ay

18 L. G o l d m a n n ,  Le th éâ tre de G enet. Essai d ’étude sociologique; l e m ê m e ,  
M icrostructures dans les v in g t-c in q  prem ières rép liqués des „N ègres” de Jean G enet. 
B oth studies, [in:] Sociologie de la littéra tu re, B ruxelles 1970, ed de l ’Institut de 
Sociologie s. 9-34; 35-52.

17 Corneille dram aturge, Paris 1972, L’Arche; L ecture de B recht, Paris 1960, 
Seuil.

18 J. . D u v i g n a u d ,  L ’A cteur. Esquisse d ’une sociologie du com édien, Paris 
1965, Gallimard; le m ê m e ,  Sociologie du théâtre. Essai sur les om bres co llectives, 
Paris 1965, PUF (the 2nd ed. also).

19 E. B u r n s ,  T heatricality . A  S tu d y  of C onvention  in  the T heatre  and in  
Social L ife, London 1972, Longmans.
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convey its m ain concern w ith  the perform ance itself in opposition to the 
previous studies on the audiences. The presentation on musical comedy 
and operetta  is particularly  interesting in  Dem arcy’s book on account of 
his analysis of the steady stock of their conventions. Such motifs as a long 
j o u r n e y ,  the s u n ,  symbolic c o l o u r s  (golden and purple) are 
discussed along w ith  the  function of feathers and of the stairs in the 
star-system . However well known before, all these elem ents are integrated 
into one structu re  for the first time. Less inform ative are the passages 
devoted to the social prestige of the classical repertoire. Even there, 
however, we m ay come across some very instructive paragraphs: suffice 
to m ention the one on Gerard Philipe’s mythology. G reta Garbo’s face 
became the subject of Roland B arthes’ exam ination prior to Demarcy’s 
book.

The traditional concern w ith the a c t o r/a  u d i e n c e  relationship 
continues to a ttrac t sociologists. For m any years studies on the subject 
have been pursued in various countries, but, primarily, in the German- 
-speaking world. The present proponent of these problems is Heinz 
Kinderm ann, the founder of the Theatre Institu te in Vienna, who sum ­
m arized his life-long interests at a Theatre Symposium in 1971 when 
presenting his p l a i d o y e r  ”fuer Publikum forschung” s0. At the same 
session, a representative of a much younger generation, D iederichsen21, 
introduced the participants into the methodological aspects of the problem.

These aspects are predom inant in the report (by Ravar and Anrieu) 
on the research perform ed at the Sociology Institu te in Brussels 22. The 
authors consider the actor/audience relationship to be based on a m utual 
exchange, and they try  to characterize its very essence using semiotic 
term inology. In semiotic terms, the theatre  public m ay be defined as an 
ensemble of people perceiving various signs em itted from  the stage. What 
the authors are chiefly interested in, is to establish a certain and practical 
m ethod of acquiring, recording and in terpreting the data of audience 
response. The research was carried out at successive performances of the 
Frisch’splay M. Biederm ann et les incendiaires, where the reactions of the 
spectators w ere recorded on tapes. As those responses varied from  one 
perform ance to another, all possible intervening factors — internal as 
well as external — w ere noted, especially a t points of audience’s laughter.

20 H. K i n d e r m a n n ,  Plaedoyer fuer d ie  Publikum forschung, „Maske und 
K othurn”, m 1971, H. 4, s. 293-303.

12 D. D i e d e r i c h s e n ,  M ethodische P roblem e der Publikum forschung, 
„M aske und K othurn”, 1971, H. 4, p. 304-319.

22 R. R a v a r  et  P.  A n r i e u ,  Le specta teur au théâtre. R echerche d ’une 
m éth ode sociologique d ’après’’ M. B iederm ann e t les Incendiaires”. B ruxelles 1964, 
Ed. de l ’Institut de Sociologie.
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A still d ifferent aspect of sociological insight into theatre  originated 
w ithin the context of mass-media. Here theatre research would be a 
specific discipline w ithin the more comprehensive science of the perfor­
ming arts and mass-communication.

Methodological foundations for such an approach w ere provided by 
prof. M argaret Dietrich at the conference m entioned above (1971). She 
proposed a ’’integrativw issenschaftlich koordinierte G rundlagungforsch- 
ung" 23. This complex expression was intended to denote a whole corpus 
of disciplines necessary and adequate for elucidating both the  functions 
and the means employed by the mass-media. This corpus — she specified — 
should include such disciplines as: theory of communication, cultural 
anthropology, psychology, pedagogy, social philosophy. The cooperation 
of so many specialists could create an extrem ely valuable and serviceable 
methodological apparatus, which would be useful to theatre  research. In 
order, to implement the project, an interdisciplinary institu te would have 
to be founded.

Prof. D ietrich is not the only one to realize the necessity of such 
cooperation: the idea seems to ripen in  m any countries nowadays. For 
several years now some Polish critics have examined a theatrical per­
formance as a message w ithin the context of inform ation theory and/or 
as an intersem iotic translation.

When reviewing various tendencies in contem porary theatre  research, 
we cannot omit those due to Roman Ingarden. His inspiration is by no 
means extinguished; on the contrary, it grows in power, challenges 
discussion, urges us to take- a stand in face of the Ingardenian philosophy 
and aesthetics.

As far as the methodology of theatre  criticism  is concerned, an 
ambitious attem pt at creating a comprehensive theory and systematics 
based on the I n g a r d e n i a n  p r e m i s e s  should be mentioned. It was 
undertaken by Dietrich Steinbeck, in Einleitung in  die Theorie und S ys - 
tem atik der Theaterwissenschaft (Berlin 1970). Its m ost significant part 
deals w ith the structure of a theatrical work. Assuming the model of 
a stratified structure, a fter Ingarden, Steinbeck distinguishes d ifferent 
strata and in terprets them  in a d ifferent way. To avoid m isleading 
translations, let us give the or'-ginal phrasings: 1) die Schicht der realen 
Bedeutung, 2) die Schicht der intendierten Bedeutung und 3) die Schicht 
der verm einten Bedeutung.

The three stra ta  come into existence in the process leading from  the 
dram atic tex t (resp. scenic script) to the ultim ate vision, created by the

23 M. D i e t r i c h ,  Sinn und N o tw en d igke it von  in tegra tivw issen sch ftlich  koor- 
din ierter G rundlagenforschung in ihrer B eziehung zur T heaterw issenschaft, „Maskę 
und Kothurn”, 1971, H. 4, p. 275-284.
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spectators (Schicht der verm einten Bedeutung). The first stratum , that 
of a ’’real m eaning”, arises from  the m aterial data of the performance 
(actors, objects, accessories). The interm ediate one (Schicht der intendierten 
Bedeutung) is created by the scenographer and the actors (resp. the 
producer) and, in tu rn , constitutes the ground of the th ird  stratum . All 
three s tra ta  are closely interrelated w ith  each other in the sense that 
every successive stratum  fulfils the projection of the preceding one.

In the au thor’s theory another new  term  is introduced: that of a 
correlate (pendant). The objective correlate to the dram atic character is 
created by the actor; Steinbeck calls it a ’’Rollentraeger”. Subjective 
(individual) correlates arise from  the spectators. Nevertheless, a theatrical 
w ork (the production) transcends all its stra ta  and correlates; it should 
not be identified w ith them . This is made explicit in Steinbeck’s definition 
of the perform ance: ” ... a work, to which are added objective and 
subjective correlates, created by both the intentional and the realized 
theatrical forms, and which transcends all real and intentional objects, 
although they constitute its source and its ontic foundation” 24.

A sim pler form ula defines the theatrical work (a spectacle) as ”an 
object determ ined prim arily  (primaer bestimmt) by the design of the 
production and its fu rther concretizations and, in addition, by the structure 
of the spectators’ in tentions”.

Closely related  to these form ulas are some problems of an ontological 
natu re  brought up by Steinbeck. They are concerned w ith the m o d e  
o f  e x i s t e n c e  of the performance, w ith its i n t e g r i t y  and its 
i d e n t i t y .  Ontological problems become methodological inasm uch as 
they have indirect consequences for theatre criticism. Steinbeck insists 
on the very different mode of existence of each stratum  of the theatrical 
work. Hence, for the  analysis of each, different tools are needed.

The historian of the theatre would be interested, first of all, in the 
second stratum , i.e. in  the stratum  ”of the intended m eaning”, which 
am ounts to the particular perform ance viewed as an unrepeatable 
occurrence (Ereignis). The m ain task  is the reconstruction of this fact.

The th ird  stratum , th a t pertaining to the spectators’ perception and 
individual visions, would engage the sociologist, whereas the theoretician 
and the methodologist would take into account the abstract work of 
theatrical a rt as dealt w ith  in Steinbeck’s definitions. The topics and 
issues of the  history, the system atic and the sociology of the theatre are 
discussed in  the respective chapters of Steinbeck’s book.

Though little  known as yet and certainly controversial, the book 
delineates new  issues; therefore, it is unlikely to pass unnoticed.

24 Ibid.
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Like many other critics nowadays, Steinbeck employs the term  
s t r u c t u r e ,  which has already perm eated our vocabulary to such an 
extent that we do not use the word s t r u c t u r a l i s m  anym ore except 
when linked w ith some adjective. Goldmann considered him self to be a 
proponent of ’’genetic structuralism ”. To structuralism  adheres, also, 
Roland Barthes and the representative of psychoanalytic studies, Jacques 
Lacan, not to m ention Lévi-Strauss. Insofar as theatrical criticism is 
concerned, structural analysis stands for an exam ination of the theatrical 
work or process w ithin the lim its of the  w ork itself seen as a whole 
subordinated to an integrating principle.

Such an approach m ay serve as a convenient starting  point for a 
functional analysis. W henever the critical process aims at revealing the 
theatrical functions perform ed by the particular dram atic elements, it is 
called in French ’’lecture dram aturgique”. The term  has been often u s e d  by 
Bernard Dort w ith reference to B recht’s dram as and productions.

The most recent methodological proposal in theatre  criticism  is tha t 
of s e m i o t i c s .  Though not the most recent in the chronological sense, 
having originated in Prague in the early thirties, we feel entitled to refer 
to semiotics this way due to the position it has achieved today.

The first system atic presentation of theatre  semiotics was perform ed 
by a Polish romanist, Tadeusz Kowzan (1970) 25. A t th a t time, w hen 
publishing the first version of his book, he seemed to have ignored Czech 
achievements in theatre theory. Nevertheless, he was instrum ental in the 
revival of the theatre semiotics in general. Owing to this renew ed interest, 
Czech articles and essays were translated  and published by such journals 
as Poétique, Littérature, Semiotica, Travail Théâtral. Since then, num erous 
attem pts a t examining particular productions or dram as in semiotic term s 
have been made. The definition of th e a tre  as a ’’universe of signs” gained 
pupularity; it has been used by R. Demarcy along w ith  R. Barthes, whose 
form ula identifying theatre as ”a semiotic act of extrem e density” imposed 
itself, also. W hile in 1973 M. Corvin could state th a t semiotics of the 
theatre W as still embryonic 26, this is certainly no longer true,

GŁÓWNE ORIENTACJE W TEATROLOGII WSPÓCZESNEJ

S t r e s  z e  z e n i e

Ogólną orientację w  teatrologii określa autorka m ianem  p lu ra lizm u  i syn kre-  
tyzm u. W spółżyją ze sobą stanow iska i orientacje o bardzo różnej prow eniencji

25 L ittéra ture e t spectacle dans leurs rapports esthétiques, th ém atiqu es e t sém io- 
logiques, Varsovie 1970, PW N (2 nd ed. in  1975).

28 A pproche sém iologique d ’un  te x te  dram atiqu e: „La P arodie” d ’A rth u r A da-  
m ov, „Littérature”, nr 9, 1973, p. 86-100.
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filozoficznej i kulturowej ; trw ają też próby zintegrow ania różnych metod i postaw.
A utorka om aw ia kolejno k ry ty k ę  m itograjiczną, psychologiczną, socjologiczną, 

próby zbudow ania teatrologii na przesłankach, zaproponowanych przez Ingardena, 
w reszcie dojrzew ającą u  nas i na Zachodzie sem iologię  teatru.

K rytyka m itograficzna zrodziła się już na początku naszego w ieku, czerpiąc 
asum pt zarów no z rozw ijających się w ów czas badań antropologicznych (szkoła 
w  Cambridge), jak i z autorytetu dramatu sym bolicznego. Zainteresowania jej skupiły  
się g łów nie na tem atyce , ak c ji  i bohaterze, przy czym  na długo m iały tu pozostać 
kategorie, zaproponow ane przez Fergussona (teatr jako obrzęd  i  realizacja m itu; 
analogia a k c ji; ry tm  tragiczny)  oraz N. Frye’a (m yth os w iosn y =  kom edia; m yth os  
jes ien i — tragedia). N ow e inspiracje badaw cze w niosła  tu w spółczesna krytyka 
francuska, przede w szystk im  Lévi-Strauss i M ircea Eliade. P ierw szy zaproponował 
now ą interpretację m itu Edypa (w sw ej „Antropologii strukturalnej”), drugi skierował 
uw agę badaczy ku spraw om  czasu  i przestrzen i, które to problem y także i w  teatro­
logii w spółczesnej uzyskały pozycję centralną.

M iejsce krytyki psychologiczn ej zajęła dziś p sych okry tyka  i now e odm iany p sy ­
choanalizy, przede w szystk im  lakanizm . Psychokrytykę zainicjow ał i zastosował do 
badań nad dramatem Ch. Mauron (już w  1957 r.) ukazując działanie m itu  osobistego  
(le m yth e  personnel) na przykładzie Corneille’a, R acine’a, a ostatnio i Giraudoux. 
Psychoanalityczną lekturę tragików  greckich dem onstruje André Green (1969), w y ­
zyskując zarów no inspiracje Freuda i Lacana, jak i całe dośw iadczenie teatru  
w spółczesnego.

Szerzej om aw ia autorka bardzo dynam iczny rozwój studiów  socjo logicznych  nad 
teatrem . D otyczy on zarów no sam ego ukształtow ania dramatu, jak i spektaklu, 
konw encyj teatralnych, architektury scenicznej, teatru jako instytucji, relacji sce­
na /w idow n ia , oddziaływ ania różnych czynników  i układów  społecznych na życie  
teatralne.

Socjologicznej analizy dramatu uczył Goldmann, szukając w  elem entach tekstu  
odbicia ogólnych struktur m entalnych epoki. Z teatralnym i koncepcjam i Brechta 
w iąże społeczne założenia jego dramatu Bernard Dort; w  konw encjach teatralnych  
w yczytano rów nież nacisk społecznych przemian. C ałościowa socjologia teatru po­
w stała  w e Francji, stworzona przez ucznia i kontynuatora Gurwitscha, J. Duvignauda. 
Jest on autorem  dwóch znakom itych i obszernych prac: A k to r  i Socjologia teatru  
(1965). Obie książki są tu przedm iotem  krótkiego (z konieczności) om ówienia.

W ielki autorytet uzyskała rów nież skrom na książeczka R. Dem arcy pt. Elem enty  
socjologii spek tak lu  (1973). U w aga autora skupia się tu na sam ym  spektaklu. Autor 
om aw ia społeczne uw arunkow ania pew nych środków teatralnych jak np. pióra, złoty  
kolor, schody w  operetce, budując w  ten sposób socjologiczną estetykę Offenbachiady.

N ie ustały też bynajm niej studia nad publicznością teatralną, zainicjow ane i kon­
tynuow ane głów nie w  RFN i Austrii, przede w szystkim  dzięki inspiracji Heinza K in­
dermanna (choć historię publiczności teatralnej opracował Francuz, M. Descotes). 
W studia socjologiczne nad teatrem  w łączono także problem  m ass-m ediów. W tym  
kontekście każe nam spojrzeć na teatr obecny dyrektor Instytutu Teatrologicznego 
w  W iedniu, prof. M. Dietrich, postulując stw orzenie specjalnego Instytutu do koordy­
nacji i integracji interdyscyplinarnych badań nad środkami m asowego przekazu.

W ostatnich latach (ściślej: w  1970 r.) pojaw iła się próba zbudowania całego 
system u badań nad teatrem  na przesłankach Ingardenowskiej koncepcji. Próbę tę 
podjął w  RFN D. Steinbeck. Teorię w arstw ow ej struktury zastosował Steinbeck  
do spektaklu, w skazując, jak te w arstw y konstytuują się w  procesie pow staw ania
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spektaklu, od tekstu dram atycznego poprzez w kład inscenłzatora i aktorów  aż po  
percepcję widza, w  której w idzi Steinbeck trzecią w arstw ę, w spółtw orzącą spektakl. 
W rozważania sw oje w prowadza autor pojęcie korela tu :  ob iektyw ny korelat do  
postaci scenicznej dotwarza aktor, kreując postać ak torską  (R ollen trager). Subie­
ktyw ne korelaty są tw orem  indyw idualnych w idzów . K siążka Steinbecka podejm uje  
też cały szereg pytań ontologicznej natury: zagadnienie sposobu istn ien ia  dzieła  
teatralnego, jego całości i  identyczności. A utor staw ia tezę, że w  każdej ze sw ych  
w arstw  dzieło teatralne istn ieje w  sposób odrębny — a odrębność ta w ym aga zróż­
nicow ania narzędzi badawczych. Inne instrum enty stosuje badacz dramatu, inne  
historyk teatru (którego przedm iotem  jest w arstw a druga tj. sam a inscenizacja), 
inne socjolog, skupiony na w arstw ie trzeciej, percepcji spektaklu.

Ostatnia oferta m etodologiczna to oferta sem iotyki. Ostatnia — n ie w  sensie chro­
nologicznym, bo pow stała przecież przed w ojną w  Pradze. P ierw szy system atyczny  
jej wykład dał teatrolog i rom anista polski, Tadeusz K ow zan (1970). Od tego czasu  
zainteresow anie sem iologią teatru rośnie, g łów nie w e Francji i  w e  W łoszech. U kazało  
się już sporo artykułów  w  czasopismach (prób zastosow ania k lucza sem iotycznego  
do analizy dramatu i spektaklu) oraz dw ie antologie, obie w  1975 r., w  B rukseli 
i w  Barcelonie. K ierunek ten budzi też w ielk ie  zainteresow anie w  Polsce.
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