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 ‘…those of us working in the field need to continually describe ways of working as seriously  
and  carefully as possible – as if the future of the discipline depended on them…’  

(Geoff Proehl)   
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Aims and viewpoints  

 

 

 

 

 

In 2007, with the encouragement of the late dramaturg of the Katona József Theatre, Géza Fodor, I 

embarked on an ambitious research project: to map contemporary dramaturgical practices. The 

desire to pursue this ambition came from my daily practice and the wish to see what possible 

methods could be employed when working as a dramaturg. By that time I had been a practising 

dramaturg in the United Kingdom for nearly a decade – experiencing a very different theatre culture 

from the continental European one in which I grew up. Another motivation behind my research was 

that in the United Kingdom the role of the dramaturg was a fairly recent phenomenon (starting only 

in the 1960s), therefore the dialogue about the profession was still very fresh.  

 

 

The discourse about the role of the dramaturg was further encouraged in Britain with two recent 

publications: Mary Luckhurst’s Dramaturgy: a Revolution in Theatre (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2006) and Cathy Turner and Synne K. Behrndt: Dramaturgy and Performance 

(Basingstoke: Palgrave MacMillan, 2008).  

 

 

These somewhat belated attempts at theorisation provided a great advantage for redefining the term 

dramaturgy and the role of the dramaturg from the point of view of contemporary theatrical and 

dramaturgical practices, and encouraged new conversations in the field of international dramaturgy.  

Another milestone in the discourse in Britain was the Cathy Turner and Synne K. Behrndt edited 

special issue of Contemporary Theatre Research, entitled New Dramaturgies (2010). This volume 

continued the investigation into the realms of new dramaturgy, acknowledging this ‘increasingly 
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significant field’,1 and investigated what this even newer term (that emerged in Flanders in the 

1990s) may mean in a British context.  

 

 

 

The starting point of the special issue was an understanding of dramaturgy ‘as a critical engagement 

with the processes and architectonics of making and articulating performance’.2 And in this 

definition one can recognise an Anglo-Saxon practice-led approach that is expanding to cover an 

ever-expanding theatrical landscape.  

 

 

The editors indeed argued that ‘dramaturgy must also be capable of development and expansion’.3 

As the volume’s main focus was the United Kingdom, it brought an element of freshness to the 

discourse, since the term ‘new dramaturgy’ was still not yet fully settled in the British theatrical 

vocabulary. It allowed, therefore, more room for both new perspectives and new flexibilities.  

 

 

As co-founder of the Dramaturgs’ Network (a professional organisation, established in 2001), and 

later its president, I also had a chance to contribute to the discussion about what dramaturgy may 

mean in Britain in the twenty-first century. In 2010, with a colleague, Emma Purvis, I established 

the d’n café, a monthly discussion on new dramaturgy. With no fixed address, the d’n café became a 

conceptual space for theatre practitioners to meet, talk and reflect on practice, driven by the desire 

of British dramaturgs to discuss the changes and expansion of the dramaturgical field in an open 

forum.   

 

                                                 
1  Contemporary Theatre Research, New Dramaturgies, Vol 20, Issue 2, May 2010, Editorial, 

(pp. 145–148), p.146.  

2  Ibid, p.148.  

 

3  Ibid, p.145.  
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What I find exciting about all this discourse is that it is trying to settle the term dramaturgy within 

British theatre practices, at the same time that fairly recent branches of theatre studies (for instance, 

performance studies), practices (devised theatre, dance theatre) and new terms (such as new 

dramaturgy, postdramatic theatre, new media dramaturgy) have already been forming, and 

reinvigorating new discourses on theatre. In this I recognised an opportunity for dramaturgy to 

rethink and redefine its terms and approaches. To renew, open up, and embrace performance art, 

globalised theatre and new media – to name but a few of the recent changes on the theatre 

landscape. Therefore I began my research with the optimism that the rejuvenation of the profession 

of the dramaturg may come from these exciting new discourses taking place on both sides of the 

Atlantic.  

 

 

 

This, hopefully explains why the focus of my research is the Anglo-Saxon viewpoint and practice, 

and places less emphasis on continental Europe. The starting point for my research was the British 

(and American) professionals’ curiosity about the role; therefore in this research I tried to follow 

their narrative. My research attempts to join in the discourse from the point of view of a practising 

British dramaturg.  
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About the methods of the research  

 

 

In order to convey my research, I marked the territory of dramaturgy into three distinct strands: 

institutional dramaturgy, production dramaturgy and new dramaturgy. Then I selected eminent 

professionals from Britain and North America (and, to juxtapose their work, professionals from 

continental Europe) from each strand, and interviewed them about one recent dramaturgical work 

they had been involved in, scrutinising their dramaturgical processes throughout the stages of the 

work. These interviews lasted between forty-five minutes and two hours. I made fifty interviews 

from Britain and abroad, including practitioners from Belgium, Canada, Germany, Hungary, the 

Netherlands and the United States. Given that my research was mainly self-financed, I am proud of 

the list of my interviewees, which includes the artistic director of the National Theatre, London and 

the dramaturgs of the Schaubühne, the Royal Flemish Theatre and the Sundance Institute Theatre 

Lab, to name but a few.  

 

 

I then used comparative method to study each phase of the work within the chosen strand. My aim 

was to combine academic scrutiny of a collection of ‘organic’ data and information I harvested from 

contemporary practice. My objective from the outset was not to come up with a theory from the 

beginning and apply it to these dramaturgical processes, but to examine a wide range of carefully 

selected samples, see what tendencies might emerge, and try to analyse those.  

 

 

This dissertation does not include all the findings of my research; it only focuses on the first strand 

of the work: institutional dramaturgy. (The full research is to be published by Methuen Drama in 

2014 in my monograph, entitled Dramaturgy in the Making.) I am therefore presenting the first 

strand of the three, given the following constraints: the theory of Brecht (which is relevant to 

production dramaturgy)4  and the theory of new dramaturgy5 are not present in this dissertation, as 

                                                 
4  My first attempts at mapping the strand of production dramaturgy was published in 2011. 

C.f.: Szimbiózisban. A próbatermi dramaturg munkájáról, Criticai Lapok (2011/1 pp.17-25). 
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in my classification they belong to the other two strands of dramaturgy. Of course, this classification 

 is artificial; one cannot write about dramaturgy without mentioning these theories. The lack of 

them 

 here, I would like to stress, is not a lack of awareness on my side but the result of the three artificial 

categories into which I needed to separate the field (institutional dramaturgy, production dramaturgy 

and new dramaturgy), in order to bring some classification into the very complex, organic and 

dynamic field of dramaturgy.  

 

 

The following therefore is my narrative of contemporary dramaturgical practices in the field of 

institutional dramaturgy, based on fifty interviews with eminent professionals from Europe and 

North America. The interviewees I chose work mainly for non-profit theatres or companies, and are 

nationally or internationally acknowledged professionals whose methods I find important from the 

view of the profession. I am presenting their work alongside my own experience, with the idea that 

by grouping certain dramaturgical processes thematically, and comparing the work by juxtaposing 

various methods and working processes, some sort of organic system or at least certain dynamics 

and tendencies that might be useful for the theory and practice of dramaturgy will reveal 

themselves.  

 

 

I am aware of this work’s limitations in a geographical sense – it would be worthwhile to document 

the dramaturgical practices extending beyond the Western tradition…   

 

 

 

Although this was never going to be a compilation of interviews,  

 

I am very grateful for those professionals who in the past seven years have shared their methods 

with me: Teresa Ariosto, Van Badham, Penny Black, Robert Blacker, Sebastian Born, Elizabeth 

Bourget, Jack Bradley, Chris Campbell, Tim Carroll, Zoi Dimitriou, Robin Dingemans, Rachel 

                                                                                                                                                                  
5  My view on new dramaturgy can be found in a recent compilation I co-edited with 

Bernadette Cochrane, entitled New Dramaturgy. Intenrational Perspectives on Theory and Practice, 

to be published by Methuen Drama in 2014.  
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Ditor, Elyse Dodgson, Liz Engelman, Éva Enyedi, Bart Van den Eynde, Géza Fodor, Philip 

Himberg, Nicholas Hytner, Owen Horsley, Péter Kárpáti, Gábor M. Koltai, DD Kugler, Elizabeth 

Langley, Ruth Little, Maureen Labonté, Ildikó Lőkös, Ben Power, Geoff Proehl, Brian Quirt, 

Annamária Radnai, Zsuzsa Radnóti, Nóra Sediánszky, Roxana Silbert, Bernd Stegemann, Zoë 

Svendsen, Emma Tibaldo, Mischa Twitchin, Juli Ungár, László Upor, Hildegard De Vuyst, Paul 

Walsh, Bob White, Jenny Worton, Maja Zade and Jacob Zimmer.  
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About the structure of the dissertation  

 

 

Chapter 1 gives a brief historical and aesthetical overview of institutional dramaturgy and the 

formation of the role of the dramaturg. It argues that the emergence of the role of the dramaturg 

happens together with the development of bourgeois drama that is the conception of modern drama. 

It examines the formation of national theatres, and argues that the role of the dramaturg comes with 

progressive changes in the way we make theatre, particularly a national theatre, particularly a 

peoples’ theatre.  

 

 

The chapter follows the work of three dramaturgs (G.E. Lessing, J. Corbin and K. Tynan) at the 

formation of three national theatres (the Hamburg National Theatre, Hamburg, the New Theatre, 

New York and the National Theatre, London) and examines their legacies in relation to the work of 

today’s institutional dramaturgs.  

 

 

The chapter also explores the emergence of the literary manager and the function of the role, and 

argues that the distinction between dramaturg and literary manager is artificial.  

 

 

Chapter 2, through concrete examples (including the National Theatre, London, the Schaubühne, 

Berlin, the Royal Flemish Theatre, Brussels and the Stratford Festival, Stratford, Canada), discusses 

the curatorial role of the institutional dramaturg.  

 

 

Chapter 3 takes two case studies (from the Royal Court Theatre and the National Theatre, London) 

and discusses the dramaturg’s facilitating role when working on a play in translation. Each case 

study deals with translation for the stage in a different paradigm, thus the chapter examines the 

various roles of the dramaturg when dealing with a version made from a literary translation, 

compared with commissioning translation proper. The chapter attempts to find some answers to the 
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questions: what role can a dramaturg play in the translation process and how can this be fulfilled 

successfully?  

 

 

Chapter 4 provides a practitioner’s perspective on the dramaturgical processes when adapting 

classics in translation. By following two directors’ work on their recent Chekhov productions, the 

chapter examines how the dramaturgy of the performance text can help the play to connect with a 

contemporary audience. What both these processes have in common are the radical dramaturgical 

decisions that resulted in a polyphonic, dynamic contemporary production. Tim Carroll’s The 

Seagull production for the Factory Theatre in London delegated the dramaturgical process to the 

actors, whereas Yuri Kordonsky and his dramaturg in Budapest ‘developed’ Fatherlessness from the 

point of view of the author’s mature plays.  

 

 

Chapter 5, through several case studies, follows the work of dramaturgs in new drama 

development, through various stages: when starting from scratch (Nightswimming, Toronto), when 

working with a pre-existing first draft (Finborough Theatre, London), when working with an 

established playwright (Paines Plough, London), and when working with several playwrights 

simultaneously in a retreat environment (Sundance Theatre Lab, Utah, Banff Playwrights Colony, 

Banff).  

 

 

The Addendum contains an interview I conducted with British translator Penny Black on her 

collaborative translation processes. In including this, I intend to show the nature of the interviews I 

have made – they were structured conversations with fellow professionals, discussions that required 

thorough preparation and research on my part.  
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Main statements  

 

 

Chapter 1  

 

If we look at the history of theatre, we can recognise that the role of the dramaturg emerged together 

with the development of bourgeois drama, that is to say it came about at the conception of modern 

drama. The professionalisation of the role of the dramaturg arrived with progressive changes in the 

way we make theatre, particularly a national theatre, particularly a peoples’ theatre. This theatre is 

characterised by having a permanent venue, and presenting plays, written in the community’s 

language, which embody the values of a democratic idea of the nation.  

 

 

This endeavour is often strongly linked to the idea of a ‘public theatre’, to which everybody has 

access, regardless of their social status. This new notion of accessibility arises around the 

seventeenth century as a consequence of the rise of the bourgeoisie and the transformation of the 

public sphere6.  

 

 

History provides two different models of national theatre founding. One is the endeavour of the 

establishment: the French (or aristocratic/absolutist) model. The other is the endeavour of the 

middle class: the German (or bourgeois/democratic) model. Both of these models emerge in the 

seventeenth century and both of them are responses to the transformation of the public sphere that 

began at this time.  

The emergence of the dramaturg is strongly linked with the changes of the public sphere, the 

establishment of the German (democratic) model of national theatres and the emergence of  

bourgeois drama. This model is rooted in a political aim of the middle class defining and widening 

the notion of what is regarded as ‘national’. It is the moment of creating new drama with new 

poetics for the people here and now within the organisation of a new type of public art theatre that 

                                                 
6   More on this subject, c.f. Habermas, 1989.  
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brings about the profession of the dramaturg. The job is clear: nurturing new drama.  

 

 

The various ways of going about this job (and the opportunities a dramaturg is given in order to 

fulfil this job) will develop during the subsequent centuries (in fact, it never stops changing and 

evolving), yet the necessary equipment is here with Lessing: thorough knowledge of the profession 

(its theory and its practice), deep observation and practical advice.  

 

 

 

Chapter 2  

 

 

When the role of the dramaturg was formed, it was an institution-based role with its main concerns 

being to nurture new drama and advise on the repertoire. If we consider Lessing, Tieck or even 

Tynan’s publications, we can also detect the role of reaching out to the audience and helping in the 

understanding and interpretation of the theatre’s work. With the above examples we have arrived at 

a very distinctive characteristic of the job of the institutional dramaturg: curating.  

 

 

Jonathan Watkins, curator, defines curating for fine art as a ‘necessary, if insufficient medium 

through which the communication between art and its audience takes place.’7 I see this is equally 

true when applied in a theatre context. To draw out this analogy, theatre (like a museum) brings 

together and houses (in its widest sense) artworks (in our case, performances) that are temporary 

and ephemeral.8 A theatre institution (like an exhibition) provides a forum through which the 

communication between audience and artwork can take place. Just as our ideas about the function 

                                                 
7  Watkins, ‘The Curator as Artist’, Art Monthly 111, London 1987, quoted by O’Neill, in 

Rugg and Sedgwick (ed.), 2007, p.21. 16  

 

8  Here I am arguing that an exhibition, as an event itself, by bringing together a variety of 

selected artworks in the same place, arranged specifically for the given venue, being on display for 

a finite period of time, is temporary and ephemeral, and in this sense it can be compared to the 

temporality of a theatre performance. 
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of a museum and the space of an exhibition have radically changed in the past few decades, 

similarly our notion of the role of theatre, and our ideas about the space where a theatrical event can 

take place have diversified. Institutional dramaturgs (like art curators) negotiate these rapidly 

transforming and expanding frameworks, changing audience demographics and a variety of art 

practices.  

 

 

 

I regard curating in the context of theatre as the macro-dramaturgy of an organisation (let it be a 

theatre or a festival), an activity that shapes how this organisation wants to create meaning; how it 

wants to be seen and be present in the wider community. This, of course, is inseparable from the 

organisation’s artistic policy or mission, and strongly rooted in its history, not to mention the 

community it serves, as well as being shaped by other circumstances. Therefore the curating method 

varies from institution to institution – in fact this is the feature that manifests itself in the profile or 

even ‘personality’ of various theatre organisations. This profile is what makes the institution 

distinctive, and what informs the spectator (or artist) about what to expect when engaging with 

them.  

 

 

A theatre institution’s curatorial practice is the forum through which it can participate in a discourse 

about value and art, demonstrate it understanding of ‘local’ and ‘global’, and actively express where 

it stands in terms of outreach and education. An organisation’s curatorial practice also indicates the 

level of its ‘porosity’: in other words, on what level it engages with the audience (how active or 

passive is the role marked out for the audience?;  what is the community’s role in participating in 

the organisation’s work?) how inviting, playful, and reciprocal is the institution.  

Nowadays, institutional dramaturgy has become aesthetically globalised or nomadic. By selecting 

artists from virtually anywhere in the world, by choosing artworks from any possible period, by 

making the theatre experience available to almost anyone in the world (via online streaming), 

curating for a theatre organisation has reached a new level of breadth and openness. This is an 

unprecedented challenge for our theatres today.  

 

 

 

Chapter 3  
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When a theatre decides to produce a play in translation, one of the first decisions to make is whether 

to use an existing translation (if available), or commission a new one. If an existing translation is 

going to be used, it is often the dramaturg’s responsibility to trace down the existing translations, 

read them all, and discuss them with the artistic director (or the director of the show) in order to 

make a choice of which best suits the production in mind. Once the translation has been selected, it 

still needs to be prepared (perhaps refreshed and edited) for the production. The dramaturgical work 

here is very similar to the script preparation process when working on classics or modern classics. It 

is a traditional dramaturgical task.  

 

 

If a theatre decides to commission a new translation, it has two main paradigms to choose from, 

each of them resulting in a different working method. One is to commission a translator or 

playwright (fluent in both the source language and the target language) who is able to create a 

literary translation of the original that works well on the stage. The other is to commission first a 

literal translator (who speaks the source language) and then a playwright (who speaks the target 

language). The playwright using the (annotated) literal translation then creates a playscript (a 

version or an adaptation) of the original work. The result of the former way of working is usually 

considered as translation proper, whereas in the latter process the final product is usually called a 

‘version’.  

 

 

In order to make this latter process succeed, the person who makes the literal translation and the 

version maker need to have access to each other, so the version maker can make informed choices. 

In an ideal case they are also in touch with the original author of the play as well.  

 

 

There is a third method that can accompany either of the two paradigms: the collaborative 

translation process. In the translation process, practical development periods are built in (readings, 

workshops with actors etc.) in order to ensure the evolving translation is suitable for the stage. The 

process is very similar to the collaborative new drama development processes. It is often led by the 

director of the production with the translator(s) present.9  

                                                 
9  This practice is documented in ‘Labours of Love: Interview with Penny Black on translation 



18 

 

Throughout the five distinct stages of the translation process, the dramaturg performs different 

roles. In Stage 1: dramaturgical choices, the dramaturg is instrumental in choosing the parties best 

suited (play, director, translator) for the project. In Stage 2: creating a script in the target language, 

the dramaturg functions as a communicator, and a person who facilitates the work. Stage 3: creating 

the playtext (the director’s copy), is part of the intersemiotic translation, whereby traditional script-

based dramaturgical work can be observed, often combined with dramaturgical work that is used in 

new drama development. In Stage 4: pre-rehearsal dramaturgy, production dramaturgical roles can 

be observed, that may continue in the last phase of the work, Stage 5: rehearsals.   

 

In the work based on a literal translation, the dramaturgical work shifts between the literary 

manager, playwright-adapter and the director. In the translation proper process it is shared between 

the director, translator and the dramaturg.  

Throughout the various dramaturgical tasks a dramaturg performs in a translation process, there is a 

strong, underlying role that is concerned with communication, facilitation and acting as a mediator.  

 

 

 

 

Chapter 4  

 

 

There are three main paradigms when defining adaptation. There is a wider notion of adaptation as 

a cultural re-creation and/or re-contextualisation.10 This is an exciting paradigm, and there is some 

value to it; however, this blanket application of intertextuality opens up the field of adaptation far 

too wide. If ‘all creation is social creation’, and ‘all production is reproduction’11 we lose sight of 

adaptation.  

                                                                                                                                                                  
for the stage by Katalin Trencsényi’, Journal of Adaptation in Film & Performance, Vol. 4, No. 2. 

2011, pp.189-200.  

10   C.f. Fischlin-Fortier (ed), 2000.  

 

11  Ibid, p.4.  
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Another school prefers to keep adaptation within a more definable framework. Linda Hutcheon 

defines adaptation in three ways:  

- An acknowledged transposition of a recognisable other work or works  

- A creative and an interpretive act of appropriating/salvaging  

- An extended intertextual engagement with the adapted work.  

Therefore an adaptation is a derivation that is not derivative – a work that is second without being 

secondary. It is its own palimpsestic thing12.  

 

                                                 
12 12 Hutcheon, 2006, pp.8–9.  
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The third paradigm interprets adaptation in a narrow way and is a reworking of the old ‘fidelity’ 

argument. Michael Anthony Ingham, for instance, suggests that we distinguish adaptation, which is 

a free genre, from dramatization, that is much stricter in terms of form and content13.  

 

 

 

 

Chapter 5  

 

 

In this chapter I offer a taster of the multitude of ways dramaturgs can work when developing a new 

play. I look at the dramaturgical processes involved when starting something from scratch 

(Nightswimming’s case study), and observe the dramaturg facilitating the author’s experimentation 

and the incubation process of the play. I also examine a stage further the process, when the 

dramaturg already has a first draft to work with. I discuss the difference of methods when working 

with early career playwrights (Finborough Theatre’s case study) and with established playwrights 

(Paines Plough’s case study). Finally, I present processes at retreat environments, working over a 

concentrated period of time with several authors at the same time, where the dramaturg oversees 

and facilitates the processes. Here I examine the dramaturg’s work at retreats that are structured 

according to the needs of the genre of the work (Sundance Institute Theatre Lab) and retreats that 

are intentionally left unstructured, allowing the playwrights to organise them the way that suits 

them (Banff Playwrights Colony).  

 

 

Throughout these processes the dramaturgs were always near and approachable, so the playwright 

could feel supported, but were never so close as to suffocate or interfere with the process in an 

unhelpful way. They treated the playwrights’ ‘journey into the unknown’ with respect. In most of 

these cases the dramaturg allowed the playwrights (or a group of actors) to lead the process, enabled 

them to take risks and helped them to work out their own solutions; on the other hand, shielded 

them from unnecessary stress or pressure.  

 

 

                                                 
13  Ingham, 2004. 
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Although in this chapter I have focused on new drama development in text-based theatre, a strand 

of our work that is very strong, I have also aimed to show that the tools dramaturgs use here are 

varied, and often embrace collaborative processes, and techniques and tools from devising.  

 

 

In order to create a draft, or work on an already existing text, very often studio time was allocated, 

where various exercises (mask work, improvisation etc.) were employed to nurture and develop the 

work. Sometimes readings were organised. The aim has always been to enhance performability.  

 

 

We could also note that, as well as employing practical exercises, dramaturgs used play analysis as 

their tools to detect possible problems in the work. Once the problems were diagnosed, however, 

the analysis was often laid aside, and instead other tools were used in order to help the playwright 

recognise themselves the symptoms, and come up with solutions. Sometimes these were workshops, 

sometimes these were conversations. Solutions were never imposed but rather emerged.  
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In lieu of a conlcusion  

 

My research examines three important strands of dramaturgy: institutional dramaturgy, production 

dramaturgy and dance dramaturgy. This dissertation discusses one of these three strands: 

institutional dramaturgy. Just as theatre is an evolving form, with new approaches emerging and 

new productions challenging the established orthodoxies, so any research into it is an ongoing 

process. For this reason, rather than stating definite conclusions I have reached, I choose here to 

summarise some of my discoveries so far.  

 

 

I agree with dramaturg and theorist Geoff Proehl that there are no productions without dramaturgy: 

‘Dramaturgy, however (…) is inseparable from theatre making, whether or not the word itself is 

ever used.’14 

 

 

 

Dramaturgy, having been freed from its historical association with Aristotelian poetics or considered 

only as an attribute of a dramatic text and/or textual analysis, gradually reconfigured itself by the 

late twentieth century, and has become synonymous with the totality of the performance-making 

process. Dramaturgy is now considered to be the inner flow of a dynamic system. With new strands 

of dramaturgical work (devised theatre, dance, new circus, performance art etc.) emerging, new 

material with which to work (gained from improvisation, chance, interdisciplinary stimuli, or new 

media), and changing relationships with both space and audiences – the practice has not only 

expanded, but also been transformed. This is important to bear in mind when mapping the work of 

dramaturgs.  

 

 

There are certainly productions without a dramaturg. The reason for this is that it is not only 

dramaturgs who can be involved in dramaturgical work – certain processes overlap. This is 

particularly the case in the United Kingdom, where, as well as dramaturgs themselves, very often 

                                                 
14  Proehl, 2008, p.20.  
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various other professionals (from artistic associates through directors to stage managers) are 

involved in dramaturgical processes. Sometimes the dramaturgical work of a given production is 

shared between several people of the creative team; sometimes the role of the dramaturg dissolves 

in the collaborative process and is shared by the whole company working on a piece.  

 

 

Dichotomy is at the heart of the job of the dramaturg. Being inside and outside, the ‘male’ and the 

‘female’15, the creator and the recipient, supporter and challenger, being a personality with an 

individual taste but also able to supress their ego when necessary. As Geoff Proehl noted: ‘It 

requires a relentless cycle of stepping forward and then back, both metaphorically and literally.’16  

 

 

While writing this dissertation it became apparent to me that there is more than one method of 

dramaturgy. To quote the late dramaturg Marianne Van Kerkhoven:  

In artistic practice there are no fixed laws of behaviour, or task that can be wholly defined in 

advance, not even for the dramaturg. Every production forms its own method of work. It is 

precisely through the quality of the method used that the work of important artists gains its clarity, 

by their intuitively knowing – at every stage in the process – what the next step is. One of the 

abilities a dramaturg must develop is the  flexibility to handle the methods used by artists while at 

the same time shaping his/her own way of working17.  

 

 

I hope that others will continue my work of mapping contemporary dramaturgical practices, and 

soon there will be books on dramaturgy for children’s theatre, for puppetry, for theatre for disabled 

audiences, musical theatre dramaturgy (from opera to musical), other areas of new dramaturgies etc. 

The field is rich and worth investigating.  

 

                                                 
15  Tori Haring-Smith, The Dramaturg as Androgyne. Thoughts on the Nature of Dramaturgical 

Collaboration, in Jonas – Proehl – Lupu, 1997.  

 

16   Proehl, 2008, p.22.  

 

17  Kerkhoven, 1994. http://sarma.be/docs/2858 (accessed: 12 September 2013).  
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I look forward to the dramaturgical discourse being widened and deepened, and to the inclusion of 

new voices within this conversation. I look forward to a dramaturgy of constant reassessment and 

renewal.  

 

 



25 

 

The author’s publications on the subject  

 

A sokféleség jegyében. Interjú Nicholas Hytnerrel, a londoni National Theatre igazgatójával, 

Színház, 2013/9, pp32–35.  

 

‘Reviews: The Process of Dramaturgy… and Toward a Dramaturgical Sensibility…’, Journal of 

Adaptation in Film and Performance, 4:3, 2011, pp.328-331.  

 

‘When the Angels Danced with a Dramaturg: Two Case Studies from the Company of Angels, 

London’, Society of Dance History Scholars, 2011conference proceedings (www.sdhs.org), pp.241-

248.  

 

‘Labours of Love: Interview with Penny Black on translation for the stage by Katalin Trencsényi’, 

Journal of Adaptation in Film and Performance, 4:2, pp.189-200.  

 

Szimbiózisban. A próbatermi dramaturg munkájáról =Criticai Lapok, 2011/1  

 

Tanulmány a próbatermi dramaturg munkájáról. pp.17-25.  

 

„…aprólékos, csöndes előadások”. Beszélgetés Fodor Gézával =Holmi, 2009. Március, pp.305-317. 

  

In preparation:  

 

Katalin Trencsényi – Bernadette Cochrane (eds), New Dramaturgy : International Perspectives on 

Theory and Practice. London : Methuen Drama, 2014.  

 

A view from the bridge. The dramaturg’s role when working on a play in translation in: The 

Routledge Companion to Dramaturgy, ed by Magda Romanska, London : Routledge, 2014  

 

Dramaturgy in the Making, Contemporary dramaturgical practices. London : Methuen, 2014.  

 



26 

 

Unpublished interviews made by Katalin Trencsényi:  

(used in the dissertation)  

 

Van Badham (literary manager, Finborough Theatre, London, 2010–11).  

Penny Black (translator, London).  

Robert Blacker (festival dramaturg, Stratford Festival, Stratford, Canada, 2004–12).  

Sebastian Born (literary manager, National Theatre, London).  

Elizabeth Bourget (dramaturg, Centre des Auteurs Dramatiques Montreal, Canada).  

Jack Bradley (literary associate, Sonia Friedman Productions, London).  

Christopher Campbell (literary manager, Royal Court Theatre, London).  

Tim Carroll (director, Factory Theatre, London).  

Elyse Dodgson (head of the International Department, Royal Court Theatre, London). Nicholas 

Hytner, (artistic director, National Theatre, London).  

Péter Kárpáti (playwright, dramaturg, Budapest).  

Maureen Labonté (co-director, Banff Playwrights’ Colony, Banff, Canada, 2008–13).  

Brian Quirt (artistic director, Nightswimming, Toronto, Canada).  

Annamária Radnai (dramaturg, Katona József Theatre, Budapest).  

Zsuzsa Radnóti (dramaturg, Vígszínház, Budapest).  

Roxana Silbert (artistic director, Paines Plough Theatre Company, London, 2005– 09).  

Bernd Stegemann (dramaturg, Schaubühne, Berlin).  

Hildegard De Vuyst (dramaturg, Royal Flemish Theatre, Brussels).  

Bob White (director of new plays, Stratford Festival, Stratford, Canada).  

Jenny Worton (artistic associate, Almeida Theatre, London).  

Maja Zade (dramaturg, Schaubühne, Berlin).  


