. text as perceived in a mise-en-scéne

Staging the Text

When a text is produced on stage, how is it received and interpreted by the
spectator? This is a crucial issue for analysis of performance that still often
uses texts. In the Western tradition, the dramatic text remains one of the

accorded a subordinate, optional role. However, things changed radically
with the recognition of the director’s function, toward the end of the
nineteenth century, when it was acknowledged that a director is capable
{or culpable?) of marking a text produced on stage with the stamp of a
personal vision. For the theater of mise-en-scéne, therefore, it js quite log-
ical to focus analysis on the performance as a whole, rather than consid-
ering the latter to be something derived exclusively from the text, Theater
studies, and performance analysis in particular, are interested in perfor-

mance as a whole, in everything that surrounds and exceeds the text in an

overall event. One repercussion of this has been the reduction of the dra-

matic text to the status of a sort of cumbersome accessory, now left, rather
contemptuously, at the disposal of philologists. So in the space of fifty
years, there has been a shift from One extreme to the other: from philology
to scenology.

Perhaps it is time to restore a little more equity and, if possible, subtlety.
My aim here is not to return to 4 purely literary vision of theater, nor to
engage in an endless discussion as to whether theater constitutes literature
or performance. Instead [ propose to reconsider the place of text in perfor-
mance, and to distinguish between text as read off the page of a book and
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In the concern to review the principal elements of c.onternpor'ary West-
‘ern mise-en-scéne, and to conceive of the most appropriate analytical meth-
ods for them, one should quite naturally reserve a sele.ct place for the dra-
matic text—without however prejudging its status inside the performance;
here the text is conceived as being within the performance, rathfzr thaz_i above
or beside it. Most importantly, this chapter aims to suggest a viewpoint and
a method that are adequate to evaluate the illnpact and function of _text
 within performance. Commentaries on dramatic texts or}ly rla{:ely take 11'1t0
 consideration the ways in which they are manifested: the mflmdual reading
of words in a book, or attendance at a live performance, in the course of
which the text is perceived, most often delivered by the actors.

Staged Text, Articulated Text
Written Text, Enunciated Text

Before even being able to describe the devices through v.vhich a dramatic
text is vocalized, embodied, and performed by actor and dlrectc?r, one must
start by specifying the object of an analysis of a staged dramatic text, Two
perspectives seem legitimate here:

B To examine the ways in which a (preexistent) text has been staged (fexte
mis en scéne); . .

B To observe the ways in which the text is articulated on stage (texte émis
en scéne), how it is made audible and visible,

Study of the Mise-en-scéne of a Text _ _

This form of study is devoted to the genesis of a mise-en-scéne, the
preparatory phase before the final fine tuning of a perfornilance: drama‘tur-.
gical analysis to determine the time, place, and protagonists of the action;
readings by the actors and director, involvement of the: scenographer', cos}
tume designer, lighting designer; the trying out, actlvat{ng, and re]e::tm.g o
avenues opened up by possible readings; the exploration of vocalization,
and the progressive establishment of the vocal and gestural score.

Study of the Articulation of a Text on Stage _ ' L
This describes the way in which a text is delivered, enunc1ated,- emitted
on stage: a text produced, switched on, transmitted with all possible mean-
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ity and_apparent equality of the different perspectives, despite the rapid-
procession of words and the acoustic difficulty of hearing them, the
reader/listener takes her bearings by forming units or ensembles, She,goes

toward the pre-text or post-text, in accordance with the operative processes

that the phenomenology of reading calls retention or protension, Lost in the

maze of utterances, she watches out for textual indications as to the “give

circumstances,” the motivations and superobjectives of charactersg ShI1
makes full use of her ability to synthesize, to cross-check and to an.al ze
f:'lran?amrgically; she has to establish who speaks, to whom, with what e);;
in mind, where, and in what way the word gives rise to an action. She la

with the discontinuity of the word in theater by examining “wl;xat ocizjcui:
between one utterance and another in an exchange, and what is at the heart

of each reply. What kind of movement takes place to engender the shift

1f)romlom? position to the following position.” In so doing, she provides
i]rse f w;th :rhe means to imagine, if not a concrete mise-en-scéne, at least
a dramatic srtuation within which the text necessarily assumes a meaning
3]

since it is alreafly divided up among speakers and structured as a sequence
of conflictual situations.

Obviously all of these dramaturgical and textual processes remain valid

for the study of the text in the context of a mise-en-scéne; but this perfor-
mance cqntext adds on a series of particular treatments of verbal material
(which will be described below). First one must clarify the relation between
text and performance, thereby establishing their hierarchy and conflict.

Text and Performance

In o.rder to elucidate these very complex interrelations, it is advisable to
specify one’s historical moment and cuitural location; for the text is not
always (far from it) the preexistent and fixed element that it is the stage’s
task to serve or illustrate—to put on stage (mettre en scéne), in the Westirn
sense. In fact it is only since the beginning of the seventeenth centu that
the text has preceded performance, and that actors have placed themrzelves
at the service of an author’s text. Before that time, there was a close alliance
Petween bodies and words, and actors improvised around familiar scenar-
ios. .From the time of Rotrou and Corneille, language begins to secure pos-
session of bodies so as to incarnate the word of the author; and perl;or—
mance sometimes resembles the incarnation (and therefore also the

Staging the Text

203

servant) of a text deemed to be the source of everything. The fixing of texts
and their infinite revivals—initially in accordance with a rhetoric of highly

codified actions, then subsequently in accordance with a creativity con-
nected to the irresistible emergence of a director—is a historical accident,
which has managed to pass for a universal law, according to which the text
supposedly precedes the stage in both temporal and statutory terms. This is
the “textocentric” vision of theater that still holds sway to a large extent
over theater theory; and it remains very difficult to move away from this
predominant model, whatever the importance accorded to mise-en-scéne

and the nonverbal elements of performance.

“Textocentric” Vision of Mise-en-Scéne

Returning to the framework of performance analysis, and performance
containing a text (preexistent to the performance or not), one must once
again consider the relations between text and performance; this then leads
one to ask whether the performance issues from the text or not, and from
the reading one might make of the text.

Now, this comparison or confrontation of text and performance is a
deadly habit that encourages the thought that a mise-en-scéne is an actu-
alization, manifestation, or concretization of elements already contained
within the text. Perhaps this is true from a diachronic perspective on a
study of the mise-en-scéne’s genesis, following on from the director’s own
study of the dramatic text she intends to stage. However, it is not
inevitably true from a synchronic perspective, since the spectator receives
the text and extratextual signs at the same time, without one necessarily
being anterior and superior to the other. Indeed it is possible to imagine a
model of mise-en-scéne elaborated without knowledge of the text, the text
only being selected at the very last moment, once the mise-en-scéne has
been concluded; Robert Wilson and a number of other theater artists pro-
ceed in this way.

The problem is not one of knowing to an absolute degree which element
is primary—the text or the stage—for clearly responses will vary depending
on the historical moments envisaged. The problem is this: in a performance
containing a text {which may have existed prior to the theater work or not,
we don’t know), how does one know whether one element stems from the
other, and therefore requires the other in order to resolve itself, to deter-

mine its own forms?
In truth, 4t is rare to come across the thesis that suggests that the text
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stems from the stage space used and from the actors’ performances; and yet

1t would be easy to show that the writing of texts is substantially influenceqd -

by the stage practices of an era, by what it can do theatrically,
Inversely, it is common to consider the mise-en-scéne as Issuing

d1}'ecﬂy f.rogrl the text; in other words, the stage actualizes elements con-
tained within the text. Fundamentally, that is the actual meaning of -

“putting a text on stage” (mettre en scéne); after reading the text, elements
are extracted from it and are put on stage. So the text ig conc;ived as a
Teserve, even as the depository of meaning; and the task of performance is
to extract and express this meaning, just as one extracts (scenic) jui
from a (textual) carrot. e
‘This vision of the relation between text and performance is that of
phll.ologists———for whom the dramatic text s all and the stage a simple illys-
tration, a rhetorical aspect to “season” the text—as well as of numerous

the:ater theorists, including semiologists. I will restrict myself to a few quo-
tations drawn from the latter:

B Anne: Ubersfeld talks, ff)r example, of “kernels of theatricality,” “textual
m:tnies of Tepresentativity,” textual holes to be filled by the mise-en-
scéne,

15 i&lesiandro Serpieri is interested in the scenic virtuali.ty of the dramatic
ext,

= Enk:f! Fischer-Lichte sees theory as “the systematic study of possible
relations between the written text and performance”st according to her
p_erff)rma_nce should be understood as an interpretant for the possible ’

~ significations of the drama that lies at its base.

B Keir Elam asks “in what ways are the dramatic text and the performance
text related—what are the points of contact between them?”s

B Horst Turk dreams of finding “the articulation missing between the

semiology of theater and the poetics of dra hich i
results for each of them.” TS eRyeld -

All of these positions are philological insofar as the performance appeals to
Fhe authority of a text for jts interpretation and its very existence. The text
1s not described in its scenic enunciation, that is, as stage practiée but as
abs'olute and immutable reference, fulcrum of the mise—en-scén; in its
entirety. At the same time, the text is declared to be Incomplete since it
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according to which mise-en-scéne should not be arbitrary, but should serve
the text and justify itself as a correct reading of the dramatic text. It is pre-
supposed that text and stage are bound together, that they have been con-
ceived in terms of each other: the text with a view to a future mise-en-scéne,
or at least a given acting style; the stage envisaging what the text suggests as
to how it should be performed in space.

“Stage-Centered” Vision of Mise-en-scéne

- To move on from these philological viewpoints, perhaps one needs the

radicality of an aesthetician like Thies Lehmann for whom “mise-er-

scéne is an artistic practice that is strictly unforeseeable from the perspec-

tive of the text.”” This radical position denies any causal connection

between text and stage by granting mise-en-scéne the sovereign power to

decide on its aesthetic choices. And in fact this is precisely how many
directors proceed, from Wilson to Griiber, from Mesguich to Heiner

Muller. They prepare text, music, scenography, actors’ performances in

an autonomous way, and do not realize the final “mix” of these different

aspects until the end of their process, in the same way one edits a film. In

these examples, the text no longer enjoys an anterior or exclusive status;

it is only one of a number of performance materials, and it neither cen-

tralizes nor organizes the nonverbal elements. On the other hand,

Lehmann’s thesis is virtually untenable in relation to mise-en-scénes of
texts read and known in ways that are “inevitable,” so to speak (such texts
might be very well known, or simply based on characters and situations of
which it would be difficult to be unaware); for spectators will not fail to
interrogate the relation between artistic practice and text, even if only to
ask themselves how the stage could ignore what the text suggests to us at
a particular juncture,

In the case of a mise-en-scéne in which an understanding of a text can
still be discerned, I propose the following compromise (in relation to
Lehmann’s clear-cut affirmation). Mise-en-scéne is not dictated by a read-
ing of the text alone; however, readings do provide practitioners with sug-
gestions for an experimental and progressive placement of enunciatory sit-
uations—in other words with a choice of “given circumstances”
(Stanislavsky), which propose a perspective for an understanding of the
text, activate a reading of it, and generate interpretations that a reader
undoubtedly would not have foreseen, emerging from the intervention of
actors and dther artists involved in the stage practice.
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Let us conclude, therefore, in favor of a compromise between a t
tex_'ed and a stage-centered position. There is no sense i fh &
mise-en-scéne to the potential or Incomplete elements of a tex
always ends up finding a textual indication on which to hang the mj
scene “legitimately.” There is no “pre-mise-en- s
the dramatic text, although the text can only
matic situations in which the action can unfold.

. What are the implications of this for the
taining a dramatic text? To what should analysis be attentive?

B Atall costs it should avoid comparing a mise-en-scéne with the text that

:se;x;lsi zg be ;Its source. The text is not some indisputable reference point
analysis must return in order to anal
: : yze a performance.
5} tI}t] must pams-takmgly Separate what it knows of the written text
thz(;zilaifr?ouls ltm(?wledge “on the page,” from what is discerned of
ICulated on stage, and thus expressed j i
: iculat age, In a very pre
;nunaatory Situation that its first task js to describe il
h'erefore 1t 15 a question of Separating one’s thoughts on the study of
written texts from that of stage practices involving texts.

productive theater: “Iy’s

5 . ;
nly when a text cannot be realized with the existing theater that it becomes

productive and Interesting for the theater,”

S Mooy :
somg tit;da)ftijnlse ten-zfne 1s no longer the passage of a text to the stage;
€8 1t 1s an installation, in other words a brino! y
i a bringing together of dj

stage practices (lighting, plastic i isati ; -

, arts, improvisation) without th ibili

cti . : e possibili
:)hf establishing a h.1erarchy between them, and without the textzs‘suminty
eI roilc'e1 of magnetic pole for the rest of the performance ¢

n 3 . 3 )

at sense, it is the performing of a text that provides initial indjca-

[- t l} { l; . 1- l- I ] t ] li
10ms § C ¢ : : =2 I]‘g’ an in PE‘I 1cular ¢ us One 8 ou

Status of the Staged Text

Thi :
t tlS questlon_also concerns performance analysis, for it requires the spec-
ator to establish the status of the text in a mise-en-scéne ’
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: Autonomy or Dependence of the Text

In order to establish the status of the dramatic text one perceives in a mise-
en-scéne, one must first establish whether it exists independently of the
mise-en-scéne, as a published or publishable text: in other words, as a legi-
ble or at least audible text existing in a form other than stage orality.

In the case of a classic or modern text, by definition this text exists inde-

pendently of and anterior to its stage enunciation; therefore one can always
reread it and compare this reading with that proposed by the mise-en-scéne.

It is equally possible that the text of the play did not exist as a starting
point, and that it was elaborated gradually in the course of rehearsals; or
even that it was introduced right at the very end of rehearsals, even though
the stage score had already been definitively fixed. So there is no sense in
searching for a link between what is shown and what is said.

Finally, it is possible for a text not to acquire any semantic value; in other
words, one is not in a position to read or hear it, it constitutes nothing more
than verbal decor, a music comprised of sounds or words whose arrange-
ment makes no sense. Such is the case, for example, with Robert Wilson’s text
for The Golden Windows. There is no point reading the script (although it has
been published), for not only did it not exist during the creation of the mise-
en-scéne; above all it simply comprises vocal and rhythmic material to be
used as a plastic element without any claim to semantic referentiality—so it
would be quite fruitless to launch oneself into scholarly exegeses.

One thing is certain: our evaluation of the intrinsic value of a text
evolves over time. What appears illegible to us today was perhaps legible
formerly for an audience familiar with the relevant allusions and cultural
practices (nineteenth-century vaudeville, for example); or it becomes legi-
ble with the passage of time, once an audience has the keys and rules to
decipher it (e.g., Beckett’s theater has become “classic,” in the sense that it
is now known and understood by most spectators). Therefore one must be
very careful in determining a text’s legibility, for it is always relative. It
would be better to stick to the criterion of knowing whether or not a text is
known to the audience, like the classic play, myth, or news item at the

source of a mise-en-scéne.

Specificity of the Dramatic Text

An examination of performances currently using texts clearly reveals that
all sorts of texts are used on stage, and not only dramatic texts written for
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thea.tgr. So it seems out of the question to limit texts for the stage to 4
speci c.t?rpe ’?f dram.atlc writing, or to talk of “the specific character of the
ater writing,” as Vinaver does, Moreover, it does not seem

- Consequently, instead of att
. L . s empt-
inga phenomenologlcal, universal, and abstract definition of the Spedﬁcli)ty

with each particylar

. tConsequently histo'rical knowledge of the production and reception of a
lx paves the way for its dramaturgical analysis, for increased awareness of
clements that affect text as much as stage, in particular

B The determination of action and actants
8 The structures of Space, time, rhythm
B The articulation and establishment of the plot

Dzaméturglcal analysis of text “at the origin” or “at the heart” of a mise-en
8 i g
cene is the primary reflex of performance analysis; it clarifies and System-
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define this specifically dramatic wiring - istori ol g
D ¥ dramatic writing in a transhistorical, universa] man-
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The relativity of the specificity of dramatic writing (and therefore its
nonspecificity) problematizes any method of textual analysis that makes a
clain to universality, connecting it with some mythical essence of the dra-
matic. Therefore analysis of performance containing text should start by
specifying the “given circumstances” of the text, but without restricting
them to psychological situations, as Stanislavsky advised. It should locate
the text historically, at the moment of its production as well as that of its
current use within the mise-en-scéne, the moment of its inscription in a
sociocultural context. Contrary to Michel Vinaver’s assertion, one cannot
read a dramatic text without imagining a concrete situation, which depends
on the ideological conditions of that particular moment, nor without hav-
ing at one’s disposal a minimal amount of preexisting knowledge of the text
and the mode of performance,
This historicizing process also involves the text/performance interrela-
tion, which one must be wary of approaching in the absolute, eternal terms
of an immutable theory set in concrete, A few major historical references

will be sufficient here:

B In the era of French classicism, that of Corneille, Racine, and beyond,
up until about 1750, a rhetorical system regulated the relations between
text and stage, using strictly codified postures and vocal inflections that
were supposed to fix emotions. A performance consisted of respecting
and reproducing this system. '

From 1750, with Diderot, and increasingly so until 1880, a demand for

realism and a reclamation of authentic romantic emotions launched a

broadside on classicism’s gestural rhetoric; this tended to impose an

individualized reading of the text, with gestural language and scenic
interpretation breaking away from stereotypes.'

After 1880, with the appearance of the role of director, increasingly the

text seems to be a relative and variable element, tied to the historical

context—as varjable as the gaze of the reader/spectator (and conse-

quently the director) can be. The text was now displaced in relation to a

monolithic stage; it was decentered, even dispersed by psychoanalysis

that announced the displacement of the subject. The mise-en-scéne,
assuming overall charge of the text to be interpreted, was supposed to
bridge the historical, cultural, and hermeneuntic distance between the
text and its new audience.

B From 1880 tp about 1960, mise-en-scéne consolidated its position and
coincided with the emergence and apogee of theatrical avant-gardes,
Whatever the particular moment or current of practice, one witnessed a
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ity. In place of the linguistic text, mise-en-scéne sought to substitute a
“language of the stage” (Artaud) or a “gestus” (Brecht)—the emanation
of 2 visual mode of thought controlled by the mise-en-scéne, which
would put an end to logocentrism once and for all. According to the
classical conception, that of Copeau for example, mise-en-scéne consti-
tutes “the outlining of a dramatic action. It is the ensemble of move-
ments, gestures and attitudes, the concordance of physiognomies,
voices and silences, the totality of the stage performance, emanating
from a unique way of thinking that conceives, regulates and harmonizes
it.”? The director had gradually replaced the author as authority con-
trolling the production of meaning and the stable signification of the
text. In turn, it would not be long before the director was suspected of
closing meaning down: of being an authoritarian subject whose author-
ity neither the (ex-)author, nor the actor, nor the spectator would feel
disposed to recognize for much longer. And this leads us directly to the
negation of mise-en-scéne, to “post-mise-en-scéne.”

B Post-mise-en-scéne (after 1960): in these times that no longer know
how to describe themselves except to say that they are “postmodern,”
the director is now accused of being the one whose supposed system-
aticity and authoritarianism are harmful to the productivity of perfor-
mance. Both stage and text are now no more than open “signifying
practices” (which means one can get them to say whatever one wants,
and that theory is nothing more than a game). The alternative is no
longer (as it was formerly) between a text having a signified to transmit
“faithfully” and a text one can use as building material; neither is it any
longer between a metaphorical type of mise-en-scéne (in which the stage
metaphorizes the text’s meaning) and a scenographic type (in which the
only writing is that of the stage).' Instead, the alternative is now
between the pretension to control overali meaning and the renuncia-
tion of all foreseeable meaning. In the latter case, in fact mise-en-scéne

is only an installation; all of its materials are installed in a space-time
and are activated to the full extent of their possibilities, while spectators
are quité content to observe fortuitous interactions and to see what
happens and who wins.

This review of some historical stages still provides many models for con-
temporary performance, and so it seems useful to outline them, albeit all
too briefly. In fact, they often coincide within one mise-en-scéne, and seem
to fllustrate well the diversity of relations between stage and text. One
should relativize these relations further by comparing them with com-
Pletely different cultural contexts. Then it would become apparent that
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whereas Western culture and the most beautiful feather in its cap, the tfhe—
atrical mise-en-scéne of literary texts, consider the text as somz«; or re e];_
ence for a performance, it works otherwise in other culture}s;. Iz' ' ;canllcu

it is qui i ider the dividing lines

te appropriate to reconsi
ture, for example, it is qui ' er g Odng tnes
dance, and music. The text is n g

between text, movement, X .
point; it co;ﬂd be replaced or taken over by a completely different

" medium—for example, by talking drums conveying a text that white peo-

le cannot understand (in Soyinka’s Death and the King's Horsen;clm). B1t1t
{I")or Western mise-en-scéne, text remains the one element that enables us to

compare the major types of mise-en-scene.

Typologies of Mise-en-scéne

In relation to contemporary mise-en-scéne, it is very difficult to geestt zr;: ;
bearings in the multiplicity of experiences. However,.onfh c:ixl ilig e
typologies, in particular if one returns to the categories tha g

the history of theater at the turn of the last century.

Historical Typology .
These categories are well known and frequently used:

B Naturalist mise-en-scéne: the actor’s performance% s}c;enoglrafphtxc;iple
i i ide a mimesis of the real; for 3
tion, and rhythm all claim to provi ple
Stanislavsky’s productions of Chekhov’s plays at the Moscow Arts T
atre. _ call
@ Realist mise-en-scéne: the real is no longer renderedbllaho;ogrsfltllllt::la};e
i i is codified in an ensemble of sig
as in the preceding case, but is co . B
i ; mimesis is selective, critical, inclusive, Y
deemed to be pertinent; mimesis 1s 8 .
tematic; for eximple, the mise-en-scénes of Brecht, or of Planchon in
e 1960s and 1970s. . o
1:Sh mgolist mise-en-scéne: the reality represented is t_he idealized Esse;;:
| oJf/the real world; for example, Meyerhold’s 1905 mlse—eln-scéne or
Death of Tintagiles, and certain Robert Wilson productions. s eiuse
s Expressionist mise-en-scéne: particular aspects aimd fea;ure; ;1 rgirector'
i i ss the personal attitude of the 3
clearly emphasized, as if to expre o Lottt
i { Fritz Kortner or Matthias :
for example, the productions o e
ic mi | by means of the actor, the scenog
Epic mise-en-scene: it narrates . :
aﬁd the plot; for example, the work of Piscator and of Brecht in the

past, and of actor-storytellers today.
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Theatricalized mise-en i
-én-scéne: instead of imitati
iy b : ing the real, the sign
;I;S ﬁctzi)r;azcz insist on ‘play and fiction, and an acceptance of the%hz:tf
P ictian. n convenuo‘n; for example, the mise-en-scenes of Me «
€ past, or of Vitez and Mesguich more recently e

Mise-en-Sceénes of Classic Texts

This typology i
o} 2;11) ° rgye 1slbésed on the conception that 2 mise-en-scéne stem
i itylf xplicitly, from the dramatic text: does the mise-en-sce .
e s;e;Xtto I:tfhve Ietterh of the text, to the Story narrated, to the raw rf]catne
Otters, to the multiple meanings j : "
. . nings it allows, to t i
animates it, or to the myth in which it takes root? - e thetori ha

# Th 7 i
a Vf; f:;l;ateologzcal reconstruction of a performance attempts to redi
’ 18-
e If)gl as 11t may have been presented (to the best of one’s knowl-
s he play was first created. Such mise-en-scéne is preocc
e :::\:{e :ec:Lc{glcthdetails only, without reevaluating the new "
11 this rather questionable r. i
, ; econstructi
] E{nporary Spectator’s horizon of expectation o and the con-
istoricization i i :
tion is the exact opposite of archaeological reconstruction

erspecti i i
53 j i;;ezﬁ;e; sztt'o rer'ilscover in the narrative a (hi)story that concerns
» adapling situations, characters, a i
. , and conflicts as requi
:11;1: ;zsfs anc.1111960s, thisled toa “sociological” mise-en scén:qi::;lreli1 i Il?
Xt was illuminated by all g0 i ic indi (Pl
o S ¥ rts of socioeconomic indications (Plan-
& The recy i
il ‘ﬁ:;af}:]ondof a te)ft as raw material is the most radical method f;
g ¢ dramatic text, In contemporary practice, it bears a >

in the ing i
makest&j:it, treat{ng 1t as pretext for variations or rewritings; which
. mise-: jé)rag‘uce of Tecuperation unpredictable and unt};eorizable
-scérte of possible meanings does not aim to reconstruct an.
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earlier type of performance or to adapt a play to our own times; instead
it aims to open the text to a plurality of readings that contradict and are
in dialogue with each other, refusing to be reduced to a final overall
meaning. The plurality of possible meanings is achieved by means of a
multiplication of enunciatory voices (actors, scenographer, musician,
etc.), all of whom work for themselves; this multiplication stems from a
refusal to hierarchize signs, to divide them up into major and minor
systems, and ultimately from a desire to give rise to “an infinite number
of interpretations.””
Vocalizing the text avoids any aprioristic interpretation of a text, partic-
ularly in terms of a reading of situations, of characters’ motivations, or
of the world of the play, so as to focus on a rhetorical and vocal treat-
ment of the linguistic text; it suggests actors approach their roles
through a breath-based, rhythmic reading of the text. Systematized by
Copeau and Jouvet, then Vitez, this reading technique starts resolutely
from the text as respiratory trace of the author, hoping subsequently to
tap into the text’s meaning once the actors are able to convey it through
their diction and the rhythmic structures of their vocalizations.

@ The return to myth represents a negation of historicization, recupera-

tion, and vocalization. It takes no interest in the dramaturgy of the text,
its forms and codes, s0 as to go directly to the heart of the plot and of its

founding myth.

These six categories rarely occur in a pure state; productions often combine
several of the respective characteristics above, thus making any strict typol-
ogy problematic. So we will have to content ourselves with major distinc-

tions such as those suggested by Pavis or Lehmann.

Auto-, Ideo- and Intertextual Dimensions
Any text (in the semiological sense of the word) is defined by its autotex-

tual, ideotextual, and intertextual dimensions.

Autotextual mise-en-scéne endeavors not to go outside the boundaries
of the stage, not to make reference to an external reality. This category
includes “archaeological” mise-en-scénes, which reconstruct the perfor-
mance conditions of a particular time and shut themselves off from mod-
ern perspectives, as well as mise-en-scénes that are hermetically closed
around a director’s choice or thesis; such productions do not tolerate any
external perspective that might impact upon their orientation. This was the
case with avant-garde mise-en-scénes, in particular symbolist work (Craig,
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Appia); it is also the case with Robert Wilson. Such productions invent and
isolate a coherent scenic universe, closed in upor itself in an autonomous

aesthetic system,

Ideotextual mise-en-scéne, inversely, opens itself up to the psychological
or social world within which itis inscribed. It loses its texture and its auton-

omy in favor of ready-made knowledges and discourses: ideologies, expla-
nations of the world, concrete references to socjal practices. All mise-en-

gogical plays, social parables, work that uses actual documentary material,

Intertextual mise-en-scéne ensures a necessary mediation between the
autotextuality of the first category and the ideological reference of the sec-
ond, It relativizes mise-en-scéne’s desire for autonomy, locates itself within
an ongoing series of Interpretations, demarcating in a polemical way its dif.
ferences from other solutions and other kinds of mise-en-scéne, Often the
mise-en-scéne of 3 very well known classical text is necessarily intertextual,
for it alludes to preceding productions, or at Jeast to the major ways in

Metaphor, Scenography, Event

The final and most recent typology, another very general one, is that of
Hans-Thies Lehmann (1989), which distinguishes between metaphorical,
scenographic, and eventlike mise-en-scénes,

text that it comments upon and illustrates by scenic means, Amateyy
directors,often Proceed in this way, using the stage as an illustration of
how they have understood the text.

B Scenographic mise-en-scéne constitutes an autonomous scenic writing;
from Artaud to Wilson, it uses the stage as an entirely separate lan-
guage. Signification is at the discretion of the observer, as simply the
possibility of a synthesis. -

B Mise-en-scéne is eventlike when the stage is presented as an event that
owes nothing to a reading of the text, byt Provides a configuration or a
installation, a situation characterized by the copresence of Production
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the written text so as to be activated in performance. Colored b
gesture (in accordance with its “coloration”),” the text be
is embodied by the actors, as if they are able to “physicaliz
to breathe it in before breathing it out, to hold it within
the contrary, to discharge it, to make it available to oth

partly for themselves. Their approach is physical, before
and abstract; .

So a reading of a text by an actor in no wa

y resembles a learning process
outside of meaning in which psychology strives to make it comprehensi-

ble to us. The text works, it shifts in jts texture; and it is transformed
through the very fact that the body itself has meaning, and always keeps
mobile the directions of meaning that constitute the style of the text, This

is the way of temporality, for the body here neither acts
the site in which all creation originates.®

nor speaks but is
Here Fédida is talking about text in general, but his wor.
valid for the dramatic text, which become
mise-en-scéne turns it into action,

The “Given Circumstances”
As soon as it has been enunciated,

the fore what Stanislavsky called th
guists call the situation of the enu

articulated” on stage, the text brings to
e “given circumstances,” and what lin-

nciation. The text is distributed among
different speakers; the mise-en-scéne has clarified who speaks, to whom

and why; paraverbal elements provide immediate information about the
verbal message. The dispersal of the word into the various utterances of dif-
ferent characters, and therefore the multiplicity and apparent equivalence
of different perspectives, can be disconcerting to the spectator. However,
they oblige her to watch closely for indications as to the “given circum-
stances,” to follow the characters’ motivations and the superobjective of the

play, to attempt a dramaturgical synthesis and to organize the scenic mate-
rial around its major axes.

The division of text amo
of the word in theater;
utterance and another

reply. What kind of mo

ng different speakers plays on the discontinuity
it requires us to examine “what occurs between one
in an exchange, and what i at the heart of each
vement takes place to engender the shift from one
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sition to the following position.””? Mise-en-scéne clarifies and specﬁes
thi iti her; analysis endeavors to redis-
i iti sition to another; analy:
this transition from one po L £0 e
i ing to which it occurs. Therefore, .
cover the logic according : ‘ ' s
meaning entails gathering information as to the ways in which the mise

i i ists of
scéne secures and represents this logic. The wolz;k of thc; ?‘Ct:})l]; ;(;r(l)srl:isthe
P i text is,
i k of the author: “The richera oret
complementing the wor ' W e
2 i ; rer a text, the richer the acto
actor’s music must be; the poo e fiertrond sl
i lzate the respective “riches” o
follows that analysis must eva : K e S0 b an g
he system of their correlation.
formance and understand t , e st show
i ctor’s performance, as w
hat the text receives through the a : : .
werformance reveals of the hidden richness of the text: somethlllllg \tfery
i i age
flifﬁcult to describe, undoubtedly, since one must establish what the stag

gives rise to in the text.

Reconstituting the System of Stage Enunciation

i it i i the
In order to describe what arises in the text, it is useft;l t(? recznst'fltl.:’(tzs e
iati is i i idering the fac
tion; this is achieved by consi
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ir hi i ture. This structure is nev 5
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fnir};le artist Decroux noted, there is a scale of expressive factors, the wi

being the strongest of all:

In the order of importance of the elements of expressi;)n, gestgre ‘iﬁr:l;z
i i d as written and therefore read wi
st. First of all, there is the wor ; X
lez;res- then ther:a is diction; then the correct posture; finally, that leave
4

gesture.®

is hi icti ich is “a
Any analysis should reconsider this hierarchy of Wo:rd,d dlCtltOn (w(l;;;z3 e
i i f mime”), posture, and gesture.
kind of mime, the vocal form o ! o i
i ortionate amounts of text and g ;
venture an evaluation of the prop : o T
ich is ultimately what I unde
ion’ tural strategy (which is ul hat [ ;
S m—_ i icati silencing a particular
i i her communicating or
mise-en-scéne) consists of eit : ok
i to observe the gestu
the text. It is always revealing . ‘
B R i e one realizes (with
i is sai i ticular rhythm, onc
ich text is said, and its par : : .
gh roux) that “a gesture deployed without acceleration, slowing dolwn,t Ir(:r
e 22 It is instructive to examine the
jerki t distract from the text. i
e it unfolds: whether or not
i i ise-en- ts out the text asitun '
ways in which a mise-en-scene se : ! Sebey
it a){lows spéctators time to be transported by it, to immerse thems,
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their own thought processes, to ponder,
tancing themselves from the words.

Voicing the Text

the motivations of characters, particularly by means of ana]
bal elements of communication. In addition,
rial dimension to the text that is much more
tions and motivations, This materiality,
grain of the voice,” is the incarnation of ¢
An analysis of text delivered by actors re

sensibility and an analysis of the effect produced on the spectator:

Reciting or singing in front of others ¢
one’s body; it also means discovering,
ity of our body. . . , The voice is bo
{quite unlike the objectivity of our oc
capacity to represent themselves). %

in a flash, a given diffuse sensibil-
dily matter—preobjective elemens
ular relation to the person and thejr

When the voice of an actor reaches us,
has already occurred; the spectator rece
does not have to activate jt herself, as a
concrete and personal signing of the m
ity and that analysis should endeavor to describe,
Tt is also useful to determine which
tized. It is # matter of sensing the part

to arise, how the actor has controlled their emission and the ways in which
their meaning and impact are affected by bodily postures. A standard dic-
tion exercise consists of corporeally displacing the point from which words
emerge, varying one’s posture, adjusting the meaning of words through the
nanner in which they are delivered; similarly spectators, receiving a text
embodied by the actors, should try to imagine the impact of their physical
enunciation on the production of meaning on stage and in the text,

the vocal mise-en-scene of the text
ives a vocal copy of the text, so she

of the resonators used are priori-
of the body from which words seem

to draw closer or to withdraw, djs.

the quality Barthes called “the
he text in the body of the actors. :
quires a baring of their corporeal

ntails showing them something of
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Kinesthetic Factors of the Text

A
.The text articulated on stage can be felt 'in its v1bra'toréf. qu?i;}]r; a;s nl; tr};; :f::
|  able to trace in space-time the tra]ectory. of its direc 2 e
i and rhetorical schema is immediately ﬁgm:ab e;awordto. .
» l: :;) Zlif)our;rh Analysis focuses especially on the following particularities:
wis A

i tences and speeches
intonatory schema of sen . . . .
: iﬁz mimo—p;)srturo-verbai sequence, that is, the way in which the

ice.
sage moves imperceptibly from body to posture, and to voi
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fsu P 3 su 0
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which constitute the actor’s underscore

i ice come
m The coloration and origin of the voice; where does the voice
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11} :c.u ported by the body as a whole? Qr isitin facta von:ebod
Efarzmppfced” (Finter) from outside, artificially grafted on to a body

extraneous to its source?

[ 2, L ofa
@ The “carriage” of the text (in the way one talks of the “carriage

head); the ways in which the text is carried are examined
3

i rocket
i i i ded by a gesture, as if from a
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..... IIDY ?1:l?er ’or on the other hand held back within the speaker, spoke
au ;
side; o .
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A is said i i i nces:
l};mlz:ans c,>f the modalization of what is said in all its pos&bi{e ﬁ;lie;s e
azﬁrmative/negative, dubitative/assertive; the numerous x_no oar s tha
are of a physical or kinesthetic order, rather than decorative or psy
s i require
lzga vo::al or corporeal punctuation; verbal and gest.urai Eh:asziur ﬁ
) :topping points, pauses for clarification and figuration of stru

relief; these provide contrast.

Text and Paraverbal Signs

i | it evolve
Text needs to be considered in the light of how one hears a.nd ftiiseffects ot
through systems of nonlinguistic signs. One should examutl:ms Sitects o
interaction and correspondence®t between two or more sys 3
in
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ask why certain sign systems are traditionally (in productions of classic
texts, for instance) at the service of others—as lighting and music are at the
service of text and its maximal legibility in the case of the classics,* The
desired effect is of insistence, confirmation, redundancy, or clarification,

Vectors of the Text

Texts have a distinct propensity to exploit their neighbors, to base them-
selves on them or amalgamate with then. For example, a text often relies on

# The conventional system of emotions and postures, that is, on the
rhetoricization of the body (in the eighteenth century)

& The space, which structures and fixes the major reference points in out-
lining and establishing the score

& The general rhythmic pattern of the performance (in particular consti-
tuted by music, diction, the tempo-rhythm of physical actions)

Effects of Synchronization/Desynchronization
Between text and paraverbal elements, there is

8 synchronization when each signifying system tends to coincide, in terms
of its thythm, with the others: a “symaphonic” effect in which the part
blends with the whole and reinforces its coherence;

i desynchronization when dissonances between thythms are perceptible,

particularly when one system is sufficiently strong not to assimilate with

the others;

B an effect of syncresis when a sonic phenomenon and a visual phenome-
non coincide. Syncresis, a word coined from the terms synchronism and
synthesis, is “the irresistible and spontaneous conjunction or suture that
is produced between a specific sonic phenomenon and a specific visual
phenomenon when they occur at exactly the same time, in a way that is
independent of all rational logic.”* This is the case in cinema (the focus
of Chion’s description here), but also in theater when the text conjoing
with a*paraverbal phenomenon in an unexpected way: for example,
when the repetition of a word or phrase (e.g., “le pauvre homme!” in
Tartuffe) is the repeated signal to the speaker or his partners for some
shared mimic action or stage business, for example, eyes raised to the

sky (see chapter 4).

Double System for Perception/Codification /Memorization

The force (which is, above all, mnemotechnical) of these sudden conjunc-

~ tures of text and paraverbal signs stems from a radical difference in nature
between verbal and visual codes.
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; sl ot
Visual codes are suitable for global, spatial, and synchronic informati

i i and synthet-
several systems of visual signs can be perceived synchronically 34
ically in their spatial coexistence.

to an irreversible tem-
liscourse, but also for

ption of them is therefore succes-
f them conceptual and

Verbal codes are subject to the spoken sequence,

i n
When a spectator “hears” a text art'%culated on stagel,i:hg ;s tl:v(:) li?f‘:: o
a position to dissociate it from her v15}1al env1ronrp; tileir e ot
dification and memorization come Into play,. wit L
e t roperties; as a result they consolidate the .aest eti ]Ft ”
Cozpi;zleri;z Enagzsis problematic insofar as it must dismantle wha
en

one body.

Verbalization or Figurability?

ssociating the verbal and the
he mental decod-
Accord-

iti lysis and of di
In addition to the problem of analysis 2
visual, a further difficulty lies in the _dlfference be}'iwe:er; ): e ments
ing of visual signs into words and an ineffable aesthetic exp

ing to psycholinguists,

&
from childhood, a human being is . . . accust?’n.‘led to n};nt:iliy :j;(; ;«E
all denominational (verbal) signs. A.“percept 1:70111)7 effec

gives a name, mentally, to any perceived object.

ine full of
According to Simon Thorpe,fy w};len we 1?:; ;?iﬁg%ﬂl :g;?;g:rileived, o
images, we are able to “identify the majonty ot es
;rlrslogto find the verbal ‘labels’ necessary to descnble therzl(.:o Fr—
But what about in theater? Evidently we are at? eto rid bge e e
ts on the stage that we could name. But th1:¢> would b Al
o fashion catalog, rather than attempting to brlng ol
o, Wl'ﬂ;li asamin them systematically. In fact, we perceive alllsor :hat
21;106:; ii:ter)i[alr; that %emain in the state of signifters, fr:)r?nf1 ‘aI;i Sc;)t l(l)tr:::s e
disallow translation into words—the perception of‘w}:ces chSic o
tator’s aesthetic experience. The stage and its images, e ol
- ds. text and its vocality all resist any figurative lchf o
remat ,in the order of what Lyotard designated as figural®® Mu »comen
rin:::? stage work, for example physical theater, discourages any
p )
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The Text Treated Electronically

3

ineans afforded by electronic sound equipm
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just remain distinct. Between text and stage, union and uniformity are

. The union of text and stage, which is the primary aim of theater, in some
- ways goes against nature, It is only ever realized through compromises,
partial and unstable balancing acts. Sometimes it is the stage that is sub-
ordinated to the text; a certain tradition in the West wants it that way.
... Sometimes the text is submissive to the stage. . . ; such is the rule in

all non-European traditions.®

Evidently it would be quite wrong to deprive ourselves, in the analysis of
text in performance, of the range of procedures for textual analysis that lit-
erary theory has refined over the centuries. The methodology proposed by
Vinaver and his collaborators can serve as a starting point, but it must of
necessity be verified and completed through a historical approach to texts.**

Each new stage practice changes the ways in which the dramatic text is

treated. The current tendency is to separate text and stage radically, not to
make the stage into a metaphor of the text, or one the match of the other,
but to disconnect listening and sight; text and stage are no longer consub-

stantial, they are dissociated. The stage is no longer the site of the text’s
enunciation and actualization; it is no longer its metaphor, but its absolute
alterity. One sees this in the work of Heiner Miiller or Robert Wilson,
where everything is done to make the mise-en-scéne totally “foreign” to the
text. O, for example, in Tadeusz Kantor’s work, where the actor plays with
the text like a cat with a ball of wool, pulling back from it or drawing closer
to it, juggling with the phonetics of words, making signifiers vibrate: the
actor as “a mill to grind the text.” The text no longer has to be represented,
staged, made explicit, nor even, as in Meyerhold, divorced from the plastic-
ity of the stage; it is in an entirely different universe where the endeavor is
(as in Kantor’s Emballage Theatre) “to telescope the body of the text with
the theatrical body.” Such telescoping problematizes all theory on the
production of meaning and the relations between text and stage. At least
until that time when the telescoping ends up repeating itself, and lays itself

open to theory . ..
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