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The series ‘New Dramaturgies’ is afforded by recent developments in 
the discussion of dramaturgy: a significant number of  English-  language 
publications now exist that offer a range of introductory approaches to 
the field, frequently by discussing the work of the dramaturg. Given the 
greater understanding this body of work enables, it is now possible to 
explore the subject and process of dramaturgy without centring on the 
explication of fundamental terms and the division of roles, but rather 
approaching it from a range of perspectives and in relation to emerg-
ing debates and performance forms. While at times this may include 
further enquiry into the dramaturg’s specific role, we also hope that 
the series will make a significant contribution through the deployment 
of dramaturgical thinking as an approach to performance analysis and 
 performance-  making.

If dramaturgical practice entails the facilitation of practical deci-
sions by way of interpretation and critical perspective, dramaturgical 
analysis concerns attention to detail in relation to a wider whole. 
Dramaturgy has been characterised as being about making connec-
tions, moving between elements, forming organic wholes which are 
continually in process; this also implies attention to audience and 
context. Dramaturgy, then, entails a discussion of composition in 
terms of process and event, rather than the  self-  contained and singular 
artwork. We note that dramaturgy’s historical association with litera-
ture, combined with its intrinsically holistic approach to the theatre 
event, enables movement and comparison across dramatic, postdra-
matic and other performance forms, without embedding divisions 
between them. It is also possible to expand the concept of dramaturgy 
to enable the discussion of performance in a wider, cultural sense. In 
this respect there are resonances with both sociology and performance 
studies.

Thus, while the series is partly concerned with dramaturgy as a 
professional and research field, it is equally a means to a discus-
sion of contemporary performance, performance methodology and 
cultural context, through an address to the composition of action 
and event – or series of events. The title ‘New Dramaturgies’ gestures 
towards our interest in discussing contemporary and future practices, 
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yet the series is also concerned with new approaches to performance 
histories, always considering these in vibrant relationship to what is 
happening in the present, in terms of both artistic and wider cultural 
developments.

Cathy Turner and Synne Behrndt
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1

In commencing his quest for an ‘Architecture of Enjoyment’, philoso-
pher and sociologist Henri Lefebvre declares that: ‘To discover the place 
of enjoyment, we must enter the dream because the real has betrayed 
joy’ (Lefebvre 2014 [1973]: 32). While Lefebvre’s imaginary voyage by 
magic carpet does not reveal a single example of such an architecture, 
he holds to the possibility of ‘inroads’ and ‘incursion’ into the real, ‘by 
means of the imagination, which can put an end to the pseudoblockage 
of thought, the paralysis of initiatives’ (Lefebvre 2014 [1973]: 55).

The dreamworld of the theatre may or may not become ‘the place of 
enjoyment’, but has both utopian and heterotopian possibilities, pro-
ducing an ‘other’ space, yet one with its own tangibility.1 In the theatre, 
a construction in space and time (dramaturgy) refashions or intensifies 
the space and time of the everyday into something ‘ extra-  daily’.2

This book grew out of the observation that there are commonali-
ties between dramaturgy and architecture (Behrndt 2008; Turner and 
Behrndt 2008: 5; Turner 2010:  149–  54), and through examining this 
relationship, it became, too, an exploration of theatre as an ‘art of 
building’, and its capacity for questioning and enquiring into spatial 
production. The word ‘dramaturgy’ is significant: if the project were 
to look at ‘theatre’ and architecture (as, for example, Rufford 2015), 
the approach might be expected to include a discussion of the theatre 
building through history, of conditions of performance and specta-
torship and of scenography. This is not a discussion of the variety of 
ways in which architects have designed (or might design) performance 
spaces, and it does not share Rufford’s major focus on the interdisci-
plinary tensions between fields that have been classified respectively 
as art and applied science. While this study does not exclude those 
factors, the attention to ‘dramaturgy’ implies that the focus is on the 
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underpinning principles of theatrical construction viewed as a whole. 
The concept of dramaturgy relates ideas to structure, and action to 
architectonics,3 bringing me to focus on the conceptualisation and 
production of space in the theatre event. The play text, a template for the 
event, is of interest as well.

Kate Newey, in the introduction to Ruskin, the Theatre and Victorian 
Visual Culture, asks what it might mean to consider ‘theatre ... as a cul-
tural product which is part of this modernising visual culture’ (Newey 
2009: 6). In the spirit of this suggestion, this book is an attempt to con-
sider theatre production as part of architectural thinking and practice.

While both dramaturgy and architecture organise structures in space 
and time, they suffer from diametrically opposing assumptions con-
cerning the dominance of one or the other. Dramaturgy is sometimes 
assumed to be applicable solely to the understanding of narrative and 
the  time-  based, ephemeral progression of a performance: in this case, 
the spatial elements of performance may be considered as a distinct 
element, categorised as ‘scenography’, or conversely prioritised, in an 
approach that eschews the concept of ‘dramaturgy’ as belonging to 
a different, more literary era. My work with Behrndt has sought to 
reintegrate the notion of ‘dramaturgy’ into an approach to theatre and 
performance across genres and without implicit prioritisation of the 
play text – but without excluding it either, or diminishing it where it 
appears.4

For its part, architecture is often considered as though we can sepa-
rate the meaning of buildings from their habitation. This is despite the 
work of many in the field, often indebted to Lefebvre himself, who have 
drawn attention to the ‘ event-  space’ of architecture (see, for example, 
Hannah and Khan 2008), and the way that space is socially produced, 
with buildings merely one component of that production.

In resisting both reductive sets of assumptions the two disciplines are 
pushed closer together. This book is an attempt to reclaim the concept 
of dramaturgy for its useful application to spatiality in performance, by 
considering it through the lens of architecture. In doing so, my hope 
is that this facilitates connections between different genres of work: 
scripted and devised, modernist and postmodernist. Narrative is con-
sidered in relation to space, and scenography in relation to dialogue, 
action and time. Similarly, the book responds to an understanding 
of architecture’s temporal and performative aspects. It is approached 
through the lens of dramaturgy in order to analyse it in terms of 
Bernard Tschumi’s definition, as ‘space, movement and what happens 
in it, that is the action or ... the event’ (Hannah and Khan 2008: 53).
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Terms and disciplines

Tschumi’s definition invites further clarification. Before we begin, then, 
it is important to be clear what I mean by ‘dramaturgy’ in this instance, 
and what I mean by ‘architecture’.

The etymology of both words derives from the name for those who 
construct them: ‘dramaturgy’ comes from the Greek word for ‘drama-
tist’, itself based on the words for ‘drama’ and ‘worker’ (ergos), while 
‘architecture’ is derived from the word ‘architect’, etymologically the 
‘master builder’. At root, then, they represent different constructive 
skills: building and dramatic composition. Both, however, have become 
expanded and contested concepts, sometimes used without clarification 
and in conflicting ways.

As acknowledged in Dramaturgy and Performance, dramaturgy is ‘a slip-
pery term’ (Turner and Behrndt 2008: 17). It can be used as a noun, to 
suggest the structure of a performance, while also being applicable to 
the composition of a play text. At the same time ‘doing dramaturgy’ can 
imply the activity of analysing and interpreting either type of structure, 
sometimes with a view to making a critical contribution to an ongoing 
creative process. For those primarily concerned with dramatic literature, 
dramaturgy might be associated with narrative structuring devices such 
as plot and story, with attention to how the work is also composed 
through an approach to genre, character, dialogue and so forth. Plays 
can also be analysed for what they tell us about space and place, how-
ever. In the rehearsal room, and in performance, dramaturgy is as likely 
to be concerned with the use of space, visual elements, sound, audience 
proxemics and other aspects that might be less directly addressed by 
play texts. To add another layer to this term, ‘dramaturgy’ has been 
adopted by sociologists to describe the performance of everyday life, 
and those in performance studies reappropriate it for the same purpose 
(Goffman 1959; Romanska 2014: 4). In an expanded use of the term, 
we may describe the ‘dramaturgy’ of any  spatio-  temporal structure. 
Dramaturgy is also a field: implicitly the study of all the above.

For the purpose of this book, my primary focus is on the dramaturgy 
of the artistic performance or play. At the same time, the wider under-
standing of dramaturgy as applicable to architecture, urban space and 
everyday habitation is necessary to my analysis of theatre’s5 function 
in the world. Paradoxically, theatre dramaturgy needs to be understood 
as distinct from everyday life, in order to understand how it takes its 
place within, or indeed contests the development of, that everyday 
dramaturgy.
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There are, of course, difficulties in maintaining this distinction, 
partly because they are often blurred, boundaries overflowing, but also 
because there is a danger of ignoring the materialist structures that sup-
port theatre, meaning that it cannot be considered as entirely separate 
from wider systems of labour and exchange. Nevertheless, if we are not 
able to separate conceptually the dramaturgy of the artwork from that 
of the everyday, at least temporarily, the effect will be to dismiss the 
transformative potential of theatre’s alternative worlds. If we only ever 
permit ourselves to think in terms of the  macro-  scale, the potential for 
realising otherness will seem limited or  non-  existent. Conversely, if we 
never  re-  situate these dream spaces into their contexts, this will equally 
prove reductive. Theatre is what psychoanalyst Donald Winnicott has 
termed a ‘potential space’, one in which the incongruity between the 
dreamworld and reality is temporarily put to one side, a process which, 
according to Marion Milner, is necessary to recognising their difference 
and relatedness (Winnicott 1971; Milner 1986; Turner 2004).

A similar problem equally affects the definition of architecture, 
which is equally ‘slippery’ and contested. In the interview cited above, 
Tschumi says of architectural practice: ‘We start by defining space. We 
start by activating space. That is what architecture does’ (Hannah and 
Khan 2008: 53). Architecture is an ‘active force’ in  space-  creation, and 
a specific ‘mode of thinking that allows [architects] to bring things 
together that others cannot’ (Hannah and Khan 2008: 56). Yet in his 
posthumously published manuscript of 1973, Toward an Architecture of 
Enjoyment (2014), Lefebvre defines it more precisely as ‘the production 
of space at a specific level, ranging from furniture to gardens and parks 
and extending even to landscapes’, justifying this as common usage 
within the twentieth century (Lefebvre 2014 [1973]: 3, my italics). He 
makes a distinction between architecture and urban planning on the 
basis that the latter is controlled by agents of power. Urban planning, 
in these terms, belongs to the  macro-  organisation of space, impos-
ing its norms on the urban population and capable of crushing the 
architectural ‘work’. Thus, separating architecture out from planning, 
even if only temporarily, is a political need. The architectural project, 
considered as distinct from  state-  controlled planning, might be devised 
to allow or ‘activate’ an alternative or transgressive space in dialectical 
relationship to established possibilities.

The present book begins with a theatrical Master Builder whose work 
is partly analogous with that of the playwright himself (see Chapter 1). 
In its limited scope, necessarily bounded as an artwork, dramaturgy is 
comparable to architecture, rather than to urban planning: it allows, 
like architecture, a new space, if a fragile one.
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A new space?

To consider dramaturgy as architectural is also to consider it as a project 
upon the world, as  world-  building, socially as well as aesthetically.

Such an approach has its risks and its critics. Architectural historian 
Manfredo Tafuri argues that neither artwork nor architecture can antici-
pate a transformed society, producing only formal difference without 
political effect, where the ideology of design and the illusion of ‘anti-
design’ equally serve capitalist ends:

It is useless to propose purely architectural alternatives.The search for 
alternatives within the structures that condition the very character 
of architectural design is indeed an obvious contradiction of terms. 
(Tafuri 1976 [1973]: 181)

Tafuri argues that modernist architecture, finding itself impotent to 
change the city through individual buildings, turned to the organi-
sation of space. However, he suggests that utopian modernism was 
negatively ideological and, however apparently radical its manifesto, 
ultimately served only to raze the past and usher in the homogeneous 
space of production cycles that capitalism required (while Dada and 
surrealism expressed the chaotic flip side of marketisation, and pop art 
was to convince us that this chaos contained ‘an unexplored richness’ 
(Tafuri 1976 [1973]: 139)).

However, literary critic and political theorist Fredric Jameson suggests 
the credibility of a Gramscian alternative, according to which the archi-
tect might be able to keep alive ‘a certain alternate “idea” of space, the 
urban, daily life and the like’, where what is essential is this utopian ‘idea’, 
rather than the material building (Jameson 2000 [1982]: 454). Lefebvre 
argues that it is necessary to conceive of architecture’s relative autonomy, 
‘parenthesizing’ the powers that attempt to control and crush it:

This isolation is the only way forward towards clear thinking, the 
only way to avoid the incessant repetition of the idea that there is 
nothing to be done, nothing to be thought, because everything is 
‘blocked’, because capitalism rules and  co-  opts everything, because 
the ‘mode of production’ exists as system and totality, to be rejected 
or accepted in accordance with the principle ‘all or nothing’. 
(Lefebvre 2014 [1973]: 4)

Further, Lefebvre emphasises the significance of ‘transduction’ as part of 
an ‘experimental utopianism’: this ‘uses givens to arrive at a solution. We 



6 Dramaturgy and Architecture

can also say that transduction goes from the (given) real to the  possible’ 
(Lefebvre 2002 [1961]: 118). The concept also implies the conversion 
of energies and contradictions in the actual city into ‘experimental 
utopias’, which are ‘concrete’, rather than ‘abstract’. They are ‘possible’ 
in the sense that they could be realised, though ‘impossible’ visions in 
the current circumstances, under capitalism. Thus Lefebvre writes of 
the ‘ possible-  impossible’ nature of such experiments (Lefebvre 2003a 
[1970]: 186). Tafuri’s characterisation of architecture as a merely formal 
disruption may also be qualified. Importantly, architecture might only 
seek conditions of possibility: architecture cannot bring about transfor-
mation through design alone, but rather ‘allow it ... not through form, 
but through content’ (Lefebvre 2014 [1973]: 151), perhaps by activating 
a social space between the  micro-  structure of individualised space, and 
the  macro-  structure of planning.

On the other hand, despite the need to regard both architecture and 
the artwork as distinct entities, it is also necessary, as with theatre, that 
we are not dismissive of architecture’s implication in existing systems and 
networks, that we regard it as separate only as a matter of expediency, with 
the knowledge that it will always have a connection to the ‘bigger picture’.

Sometimes, then, my primary focus is on this connection  – for 
example, in considering theatre taking place within the Garden City 
movement. Here, theatre identifies tensions and unacknowledged 
possibilities where the  macro-  plan (not, initially, controlled by state 
or capital) has specific local effects, including architectural forms; at 
other moments, residents dramatise the idealised ‘masque’ of the new 
town, conceived in microcosm as a circular, expanding, but essentially 
unchanging space. In this last example, the artwork identifies closely 
with the urban plan, while at other times it is more clearly a site of 
contestation. At such moments, it might be suggested that I implicitly 
equate architecture with urbanism and dramaturgy with both. However, 
I try to preserve these distinctions, even where architecture or drama-
turgy acquiesce to, are caught up in or model a wider planning concept 
or process. In particular, the idea of a social space between dwelling and 
plan might be important to each.

I am a theatre scholar and not an architect. This must be an acknowl-
edgement of limitation. If one were to approach this from the per-
spective of architecture (see, for example, Rendell 2006; Dodds 2008; 
Feuerstein and Read 2013), this might invite further investigation of the 
ways in which architecture can be said to perform its ‘narratives of use’ 
as well as architectural projects that relate to performance (Read 2013: 1). 
I have borrowed from architecture to attempt to understand theatre’s 
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operation in that sphere, but this is not an architectural study. David 
Cunningham comments that ‘Architecture has operated frequently as a 
sign of the social for the other arts since the 1960s’ (Cunningham 2007: 
292) and to some extent this is true of my own discussion, which con-
cerns performance as a project upon the world.

The ‘fictive cosmos’: architecture as an analytical lens

An important starting point for this study was the attempt to analyse 
dramaturgy through the lens of architecture. In this I was indebted to 
many, not least theatre critics Elinor Fuchs and  Hans-  Thies Lehmann, 
both of whom have considered the implications of analysing theatre’s 
spatial dimensions, alert to the need to consider theatre as a  three- 
 dimensional art form, where narrative is implicated in physical, visual 
and spatial structures.

Fuchs, however, sketches a still more complex relationship between 
theatre and architecture in her essay ‘Postmodernism and the Scene of 
Theater’, in which she proceeds from an observation of the theatricality 
of postmodernist architecture, and theatrical metaphors in the work of 
male theorists6 to its different treatment in feminist discourse,7 where 
the ‘ feminine-  as-  performance’ counters the ‘theater of patriarchy’ (Fuchs 
1996: 153). She offers the proposition that, exemplified in the theatrum 
mundi of modernist theatre, specifically the work of Luigi Pirandello, 
theatre has become ‘the best substitute contemporary “advanced” cul-
ture can muster for the fixed point’, a ‘version of the Real’ and ‘a form 
of grounding principle’. She concludes by returning to the architectural 
examples, positing that theatre ‘has become the enabling form – not 
only the way to the new, but the very scene itself’ (Fuchs 1996:  156–  7). 
In this reading, theatre and architecture seem to have merged, where 
architecture disintegrates into theatre and theatre, like a lifeboat, holds 
‘the “as if” space ... from which [we] act’ (1996: 156).

If Fuchs is right, this may be one reason for the contemporary obses-
sion with theatrical and theatricalised space. What if our interest in the-
atre’s spatiality is not simply a way to discuss the emergence of a  ‘visual’ 
or ‘physical’ theatre that breaks with a representation of the ‘Real’, 
but also reflects our experience of a theatricalised world, its contested, 
 three-  dimensional spaces requiring dramaturgical analysis? This critical 
and artistic turn towards the spatiality of theatre, a phenomenon which 
this book responds to, is observed in another context, by Fuchs herself. 
In another essay, ‘Reading for Landscape’, she concludes: ‘Time, with its 
historiographic determinism, has retreated, leaving behind such freshly 
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interesting theatrical perspectives as landscape, territory, geography 
and map’ (Fuchs and Chaudhuri 2002: 48). To begin to describe a play 
(or production) in terms of its architecture is a related attempt to ‘light 
up the dark matter in dramatic worlds’ through attention to the work’s 
‘ space-  time dynamics, its architectonics’ (Fuchs 2004:  5–  6).

Lehmann suggests that the European theatre of the late twentieth 
century, which he elsewhere terms ‘postdramatic’ (Lehmann 2006), 
has developed away from logocentric drama towards ‘a new kind of 
 architecture – an architecture of theatre’ (Lehmann 1997: 56). However, 
since what he describes is, in many respects, a retreat from the hier-
archical implications of architectural construction, he concludes by 
discussing the new uses of text – no longer ‘the privileged place of a cer-
tain architecture’ (Lehmann 1997: 56) – in terms of ‘landscape’, a word 
chosen to suggest a dispersal of meaning, a choric network of voices 
and a connection with visual dramaturgy8 (Lehmann 1997: 59). For 
Lehmann, as for many others, an attention to spatiality in performance 
follows a break with representation and with dramatic conventions that 
seemingly tie dramaturgy to narrative and character.

Since such work decentres individual narrative, it is not always met 
with enthusiasm. Diatribes such as those from playwright David Edgar 
(2015) seem less oddly archaic9 when one thinks of the admitted ten-
dency for spatial dramaturgies to render bodies as ‘moving architecture’ 
(Schikowski in Sorg 2008: 223), objectified and abstracted in an obverse 
movement from that which renders space dynamic, eventful and vital. 
Indeed, anxiety about this is not a postmodern or postdramatic phe-
nomenon and runs through much of the work I will discuss.

In Lehmann’s 1997 article, ‘architecture’ is chosen as a parallel for 
‘drama’, and ‘landscape’ for the ‘postdramatic’. If, following Lefebvre, 
one can at times consider architecture at the level of landscape, the term 
might still imply ‘a new kind of architecture’. However, Lehmann’s ini-
tial articulation, more clearly suggesting a transition between different 
kinds of architecture, implies a closer relationship between the dramatic 
and postdramatic, and may also invite us to consider spatiality in the 
dramatic text, as Fuchs and Chaudhuri propose (2002: 6). It is also ques-
tionable whether postdramatic theatre rediscovers a space, as Lehmann 
posits, ‘without telos, hierarchy, without structured meaning and inner 
unity’ (Lehmann 1997: 56). This doubt is related to Fuchs’s suggestion 
that, contrary to Lehmann’s assertion here and elsewhere (Lehmann 
2006: 22), the one thing that the postdramatic retains from the drama is 
a ‘fictive cosmos’ (Fuchs 2010),10 and that, indeed, the ‘theatrum mundi’ 
is the postmodern condition. This invites a more inclusive approach 
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to dramaturgy, rather than separating ‘postdramatic’ dramaturgies out 
from ‘dramatic’ structures.

A specific example, considered in some detail, will serve to demonstrate 
this shift from dramatic ‘architecture’ to ‘a new kind of architecture – an 
architecture of theatre’ and to clarify the persistence of the ‘fictive cosmos’.

Formed in Sheffield, in 1984, the British devising company Forced 
Entertainment11 has been connected with the ‘postdramatic’ and, 
indeed, with the spaces of the city. A few years ago, I was struck by the 
symmetrical relationship between the staging of their devised work, 
Showtime (1996), and the stage directions for Ibsen’s The Wild Duck 
(1884). In the latter, Ibsen describes a domestic house, within which an 
artificial forest is somehow crammed into a loft space. In the former, 
Forced Entertainment’s setting seems its diametrical opposite: a forest 
of pantomime trees, where the domestic dwelling is accommodated 
only in the form of a central Wendy house. What are we to make of 
this reversal? Is it merely coincidental, or does it begin to suggest a con-
tinuum between Ibsen and Forced Entertainment?

In a paper offered at Belfast University in 2011, I analysed the twin 
spaces in The Wild Duck and in Showtime with the help of two archi-
tectural figures borrowed from the writings of philosophical theorist 
and novelist Georges Bataille, and as explicated in critic Denis Hollier’s 
reading of his work (Hollier 1992; Turner 2011). These two figures, the 
‘pyramid’ and the ‘labyrinth’, represent two interconnected and yet 
opposing possibilities.

The pyramid must be considered in relation to Bataille’s  anti- 
 architectural position, in which it is the epitome of the architectural 
tradition and its patriarchal power. In his essay ‘The Obelisk’ he writes 
of the pyramids, that their original function was ‘to  re-  establish the 
order of things’ in their exaltation of the  god-  king (Bataille 1985 : 216). 
Writing on ‘architecture’, he observes its imposition of order: ‘Thus 
great monuments rise up like dams, opposing a logic of majesty and 
authority to all unquiet elements; it is in the form of cathedrals and 
palaces that church and state speak to and impose silence upon the 
crowds’ (Faccini et al. 1992 [1929]: 25). Architecture, like philosophy, 
provides what exists with a ‘straitjacket’ or ‘mathematical frock coat’ 
( 25–  6), which, as Hollier puts it, ‘veils the incompletion that death, in 
its nakedness, introduces into life’ (Hollier 1992: 51). The pyramid, then, 
represents the conceptualisation of compositional unity and complete-
ness of being, opposed to the disparate agitation of individual elements 
or the vertiginous dissolution of death. It builds over death, attempts to 
contain and to conceal it.
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Scandinavian critic Mark B. Sandberg proposes that there is an  anti- 
 architectural element in Ibsen’s work, too: ‘Ibsen visualizes the pressure 
on the modern subject in architectural terms’ (Sandberg 2001:  33–  4). 
One particular aspect of this is his examination of the modern home – 
or rather of the house that has become somehow theatricalised, not a 
real home: a ‘mimetic home ... a diminished copy that falls short of 
what it used to be’ (32). The main stage space of Ibsen’s drama, from 
Act Two onwards,12 represents such a home, putting ‘pressure’ on the 
subjects within. Such a dwelling aspires towards a pyramidal logic, 
defined as it is by the cultural necessity of a dominant male ‘head of 
household’, Hjalmar, surrounded and supported by his family. Despite 
the  self-  evident unreality of Hjalmar’s patriarchal role, he insists upon 
and assumes it. We see the ensuing tensions enacted within the domes-
tic space, where ‘Hjalmar’s’ work space, at the top of the house, has in 
fact become a family room, with work being undertaken by his wife 
and child, Gina and Hedvig, rather than the nominal ‘breadwinner’. 
This domestic space operates within the pyramidal structures of a wider, 
urban society with strong class differentiations – it is ‘realistic’, but it is 
theatrical, a sham.

In a sense, Bataille’s ‘labyrinth’ is hardly an architectural space at all, 
but rather architecture’s antithesis, a space of experience, without the 
overview that would make it legible. Ibsen’s inner attic is, like the laby-
rinth, impossible to see in its totality and architecturally indeterminate: 
‘a large, wide,  irregular-  shaped garret, with recesses and a couple of 
uncased, straggling chimneys. Bright moonlight falls upon parts of the 
room from the skylights, while other parts are in deep shadow’ (Ibsen 
1968: Act Two).13 Hedvig says that the attic is like ‘The ocean’s depths’ 
(Act Three), suggesting it as a space of inwardness, unconsciousness and 
mystery. It has openings, flutterings, coalescences. Hedvig comments on 
the attic’s variability: ‘It looks quite different in the morning from what 
it does in the afternoon, and different when it’s raining from when it’s 
fine’ (Act Three). Indeed, it is described very differently by different peo-
ple: for Hedvig, it is full of ‘wonderful things’, such as cabinets, a broken 
clock and English books with mysterious pictures (Act Three); for the 
prosaic doctor, Relling, in contrast, it contains mere ‘rubbish ... four or 
five dried up Christmas trees’ (Act Five). Its theatricality is experienced 
as compensatory and its symbolism might be productive, or delusory, 
depending on the perspective. Ibsen appears to anticipate the ‘kind of 
lifeboat’ that Fuchs suggests theatre has become: it is the ‘saving lie’, 
ambivalent and compensatory.
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Both literally and symbolically, this attic space contains all that can-
not properly be accommodated within the architecture of both house 
and  well-  made play. Neither fully wild nor fully domestic, it is neither 
inside, nor outside, the pyramidal space of the house, and these spaces 
are both interdependent and antithetical. A little world is crammed in 
under the eaves, complete with stunted trees, rabbits, chickens and, 
of course, the wild duck itself. If it is, metaphorically, ‘the ocean’s 
depths’ to which the wounded duck retreats, the family clings to this 
alternative reality, which provides an imaginative experience of nature, 
freedom and power. Raymond Williams echoes Peter Szondi’s assertion 
that Ibsen’s thematic is his characters’ inner world of memory, when 
he identifies this cherished symbolic realm as representative of ‘the life 
that might have been possible and is still deeply desired’, which is ‘by 
definition not available as action. The figure of the wild duck is [Ibsen’s] 
solution’ (Williams 1973:  57–  8; Szondi 1987:  16–  18).

Ibsen’s drama strains to keep these two spaces in play. The offstage 
significance of the attic space seems to imply not only a different kind 
of architecture, but the possibility of a different kind of drama: one that 
could more fully acknowledge and release the presence of the labyrin-
thine space, with its games, its ambiguous imagery and its potential for 
the expression of the unconscious. If one can imagine a drama set in the 
attic, from which Ibsen’s dialogue might be glimpsed across the half cur-
tain, just off stage, it might look a little like that of Forced Entertainment, 
specifically circa 1996, with their production of Showtime.

Director Tim Etchells has been quoted as saying that his company’s 
relationship to theatre is like ‘the child’s elemental relationship to the 
toy: how can we break this?’ (Etchells, public lecture cited in Kalb 2009: 
93). However, one might more truly say that in Showtime the lack of 
dramatic convention is experienced as a loss, yet is substituted by a 
renewed theatricality. Australian producer and critic David A. Williams 
uses Bataille (again, read through Hollier) as a point of reference for 
Forced Entertainment, suggesting that the company’s work resists the 
imposition of form Bataille associates with architecture, instead making 
visible the ‘process of  de-  composition’ of form, the ‘rotten’ form, that 
implies the immanence of death (Williams 2009: 53).14 Critic Andrew 
Quick, too, evokes Bataille to suggest death’s resistance to systems of 
representation, proposing that Forced Entertainment explore death 
through play (and vice versa) in their movement between form and 
formlessness (Quick 2004: 158).15 Quick is astute in his suggestion that 
the work, rather than being purely ‘ anti-  architectural’, moves ‘between 
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order and disorder’. The  play-  world of Showtime is not merely chaotic: 
it has at its centre the empty house; as its frame, the shaky cardboard 
proscenium; and as its base, a set of wooden boards.

Showtime does not tell a story, but it hints at narratives and has a 
thematic consistency. It does not have clearly defined characters, but its 
personae suggest a conflict between those who question and dismantle 
(Terry, interviewing) and those who suffer and long for coherence or 
escape (Robin, dying). The persistent conflict here seems between a 
chaotic and  self-  consciously theatrical  play-  space, risking the loss of 
all meaning, and the desire for  sense-  making and reality effects. Comic 
nostalgia for literary  sense-  making is a primary focus, as in Richard’s 
diatribe:16

Performance should have some kind of dramatic tension – it should 
have a plot. It should have some well drawn characters so that the 
audience can empathise with the events  on-  stage ... A performance 
should try to bring people together not just rub their noses in the 
dirt. A  performance should take place over one day and it should 
take place in one location and all of the action should take place 
 off-  stage and it should be reported by one of the protagonists ... The 
audience want to go to the bar after the show and to say I GOT IT, 
I  UNDERSTOOD WHAT IT WAS ALL ABOUT, they don’t want to 
have to say oh er, it’s whatever you want it to mean ... they want 
to be transported to some delightful place, they want to see some 
realistic scenery, they want to be touched, oh god they want some 
purpose ... they want, they want, they want, they want something 
oh god, oh god, they don’t want this, they don’t want this. (Forced 
Entertainment 1996b: 10, emphasis in original)

These pleas for a more conventional drama17 are related to the dying 
Robin’s exasperated attempts to make sense of the questions he is asked. 
The agony of attempting to make sense of a senseless world is made 
more, not less, poignant by the fact that Robin’s wound is inadequately 
represented by tinned spaghetti entrails. That the attempted represen-
tation of death is marked by inadequacy and humour is part of this 
frustration.

Within and engulfing the tremulous framing architectures, the space 
of Showtime has much in common with Ibsen’s ‘labyrinthine’ attic 
space – a space of death, which is also, and paradoxically, a compensa-
tory space of escape. Like the attic, it contains symbolic presences that 
are objects of exchange but which, unlike the symbolic wild duck, are 
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left undefined, floating free from a coherent representational structure 
or final meaning. Both the artificial forest of Ibsen’s attic and the two 
pantomime ‘trees’ in Showtime suggest theatrical versions of ‘the wild’: a 
barely controlled attempt at encounter with forces at the edge of human 
construction and understanding. In The Wild Duck, the forests ‘avenge 
themselves’; in Showtime, the trees are ‘beautiful, dumb, blank agents 
of chaos’ (Etchells 2000: 57), refusing to play by the rules, beating each 
other up, dismantling the set and yelling at the audience.

If, by the end of Ibsen’s play, the forest has its revenges, in Showtime, 
the forest is loose upon the stage. It is as if the deeply felt, yet riddling 
inner experience, those unresolvable symbols of the artificial yet natu-
ral, wounded yet alive, theatrical yet real world have erupted into the 
space, engulfing but not eradicating the fantasy of certainty represented 
by the realist built environment of a representational drama with its 
pyramidal logic and ‘compositional arch’.

Peter Szondi writes of ‘rescue attempts’ upon drama and ‘tenta-
tive solutions’ (Szondi 1987: 50 and 63). If Showtime turns The Wild 
Duck inside out, are we witnessing the final dissolution of a dramatic 
 ‘architecture’ – or a new attempt to save it? The answer partly depends 
on what is considered essential. Much has changed here. There is little 
dialogue in its traditional sense, with speech primarily directed from 
stage to audience, the performers crying out from within the picture 
frame. Motivation and ‘character’, coherence and mimesis are shad-
owy, if not dispensed with. However, it would be difficult to deny the 
persistence of a ‘fictive cosmos’, an essentially  self-  contained space 
with its own roles, logic and symbols, even though these are shifting 
and playful. Lehmann himself is surprised by this quality in Forced 
Entertainment’s work, comparing it to Shakespearean theatre:

Those were the happy days when the boards of the stage were still 
able to mean a world. And it is a surprise when – mirroring this idea 
of theatre, however shifted and distorted in our own day – Forced 
Entertainment succeed in making the stage mean the world once 
more. (Lehmann 2004:  104–  5)

Theatre critic Jonathan Kalb echoes this astonishment:

After all, fashioning a complete world is really a craving from 
another era – from Shakespeare’s or Dickens’s time – and those who 
attempt it today tend to be Apollonian novelists, not  low-  budget, 
 warehouse-  dwelling, experimental theatremakers with spiritual ties 
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to Beckett. Against all our puny expectations, Etchells’s sly, humble, 
postdramatic art serves momentous ends. (Kalb 2009: 9)

Towards the end, Terry asks Robin what story he would tell a small child. 
His answers are not scripted, but in the video recording, he answers 
that his story would contain, ‘A forest, a house, a dog, a wizard who 
asks questions, a man who thinks about time’ (Forced Entertainment 
1996a). Of course, this summarises the elements of Showtime, but how 
curiously close, too, he comes to summarising the ‘fictive cosmos’ of 
The Wild Duck  – the more so if we include the child who listens and 
the wounded Robin, perhaps the equivalent of Ibsen’s central symbol. 
Forced Entertainment has made it possible for the stage to accommo-
date and express these figures, these symbols and their themes, without 
being forced, like Ibsen, to split the stage world into two. At the same 
time, and paradoxically, it can be argued that this is not a totality, that 
the unity I suggest is deeply fissured – not a split, but a splintered world, 
a decomposing world. However, this might just be a  last-  ditch ‘rescue 
attempt’ upon the dramatic form: a transition between architectures, 
pyramid to labyrinth.

Theatre and utopia

Is this a representation of the world as it is, or a proposal? An ‘architec-
ture of theatre’ seems, at best, an ambivalent replacement for the ‘Real’. 
One might describe this as a despairing vision, certainly as tragic as the 
vision Ibsen offers, were it not for German philosopher Ernst Bloch’s 
suggestion that all theatrical tragedy has a ‘cheerful, anticipatory’ 
character (Bloch 1988:  243–  4). Nor is this theatre entirely nostalgic: its 
radical alterity contains something like hope, a future orientation that 
tempts one to call it, anachronistically,  avant-  garde.

The confirmation of Fuchs’s assertion that the ‘fictive cosmos’ is the 
one thing that is common to dramatic and postdramatic theatre alike 
leads one to wonder about the nature and function of this other world, 
returning to ideas touched on earlier, relating to the political potential 
of dramaturgy, and the possibilities unlocked by a shift in conceptions 
of architecture, theatre and their relationship. Might it be useful to 
pick up on artist and critic Mike Pearson’s identification of theatre as a 
‘heterotopia’ (Pearson and Shanks 2001: 28)? Can we (also) sometimes 
describe it as a form of utopian enclave, a ‘ micro-  utopia’ (Harvie 2013: 
 123–  4) in which other possibilities are modelled? Architecture critic 
and historian Mary McLeod warns against the exclusivity of notions 
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of ‘other’ spaces that ignore everyday experience in favour of the rup-
ture, valorising the transgressive as inherently political in a positive 
sense, while quietly confirming hierarchies of gender and ethnicity 
(McLeod 2002). However, the ‘otherness’ of the theatrical space might 
be, but need not be, a detached and formalist subversion: ‘theatre’ in 
the broadest sense is as capable of impromptu construction by children 
in parks,  co-  optation into protest and revolt, or social engagement of a 
disorienting kind, as of providing unfamiliar aesthetics within theatre 
buildings. Outside those buildings, too, there are myriad possible effects 
of theatre’s intervention, including the risk of merely ‘exacerbating ... 
inequality’ (Harvie 2013: 125). To say that theatre offers a space of oth-
erness, then, is not to rush to automatic celebration of that function.

Another danger could be to posit theatre as activist (tactical), as 
opposed to political (strategic), in German philosopher Theodor 
Adorno’s sense when he writes of ‘actionism’ that the ‘ Pseudo-  reality is 
conjoined with, as its subjective attitude,  pseudo-  activity: action that 
overdoes and aggravates itself for the sake of its own publicity, without 
admitting to itself to what extent it serves as a substitute satisfaction, 
elevated into an end in itself’ (Adorno 2005: 291). Adorno is brusquely 
approving of Bertolt Brecht’s commitment to theatre, as opposed to 
Happenings, or other aesthetics that approach engagement with the 
real (275). Even admitting my own interest in such ‘porous dramatur-
gies’, it seems that at least one thing theatre is fairly clear about is its 
own status as a ‘ pseudo-  reality’ and a ‘ pseudo-  activity’. It knows its own 
limits.

And yet the utopian possibilities of theatre are tempting and vari-
ous. Bloch terms theatre ‘a paradigmatic institution’ fulfilling ‘a mimi-
cal need’ linked ‘to the tempting wish to undergo a transformation’ 
(Bloch 1988: 224 and 236). Writing of Brecht, he describes his theatre 
‘as rehearsal for the example. Attitudes and events are to be formed and 
experimented with by play, whether they are fit for the changes in 
life or not.’ The Brechtian theatre is ‘a laboratory of the right  theory- 
 praxis on a small scale, in the form of play, as though it were a case on 
stage that might provide the experimental experience for the serious 
case’. These parables are heightened and simplified, but not schematic: 
‘Brecht’s theatre looks for a mode of acting that contains only com-
munist conclusiveness of action that is to be tested anew time and 
again, and this testing leads toward the goal of the active creation of 
the really useful and its reason ... It is undoubtedly unusual that plays 
teach first by learning themselves.’ At the same time, Bloch acknowl-
edges the ‘open form in all dramas, where human beings and situations 
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are shown particularly in their permanent contradictions’ (Bloch 1988: 
 227–  8, emphases in original).

Bloch interestingly clarifies the difference of theatre from literature, 
since it demands that a decision should be made communally, and 
because it:

has a sensual reality of experience where the unheard is publicly 
heard, where that which is marginal to the reality of experience 
becomes physically public, where that which is invented and poeti-
cally made dense ... appears in truly perfect form as if it were flesh ... 
the perimeter of the stage turns into something like a window through 
which we see the world change until it becomes recognizable, until 
the world sees and listens. Thus the theatre is the institution of a new 
reality of experience that is not to be found anywhere in the direct 
sense. (Bloch 1988: 232)

North American theatre critic Jill Dolan also writes of the utopian 
potential of theatre. As with Bloch, her concern is less with the theatre 
space as a total vision of a reimagined world, and more with the model-
ling of intersubjective relations, affect and communitas (Dolan 2001). 
Her interpretation of theatre as a ‘utopian performative’ deliberately 
avoids associating it with the ‘organization’ of a perfect world, and 
therefore with the more coercive associations of utopian  world-  building 
(Dolan 2001: 460). On the other hand, geographer David Harvey 
stresses the importance of both spatial organisation and social process 
to the possibility of a ‘dialectical utopianism’ (Harvey 2000:  182–  96). 
Purely spatial utopias imagine a world in which social process is stalled 
at an ideal point; purely temporal utopias do not take account of spa-
tial differentiation, positing the present as homogeneous. Both Harvey 
and philosopher and historian Susan  Buck-  Morss identify  neo-  liberal 
capitalism with spatial expansion and conceptions of spatial utopias, 
while on the other hand socialism has been dominated by conceptions 
of temporal utopianism: the progression to socialism through class 
struggle and revolution, but also through the attempted eradication of 
dissent and variance.

 Buck-  Morss interestingly interprets the early Russian  avant-  garde as 
providing a more progressive form of utopia by interrupting the revo-
lutionary moment. In such work: ‘what was to come remained an open 
category’, as it interrupted ‘existing time and space as a  non-  functional 
utopian presence in the present ... encouraging change mimetically, 
rather than by force’ ( Buck-  Morss 2000:  64–  5). Harvey, for his part, looks 
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to recent novels, which recognise the process towards a better world as a 
‘ spatial-  temporal dynamic’ (Harvey 2000: 189). This dynamic, and this 
production of another  spatio-  temporal ‘presence in the present’, might 
also be found in the intersection of architecture and dramaturgy in the 
 spatio-  temporal performance event.

On the other hand, this idea seems to lay quite a burden of expecta-
tion on theatre. Moreover, Foucauldian theorist Peter Johnson criticises 
Harvey’s classification of utopias (Johnson 2012).18 For one thing, it may 
be a simplification to attempt to label previous utopias as either spatial 
or temporal. Indeed, we will see in Chapter 2 that Ebenezer Howard’s 
concept of the garden city, labelled as a ‘spatial’ utopia by Harvey, was 
originally conceived in terms of social process as well (a fact Harvey 
acknowledges in his conclusion). Johnson also suggests that Harvey 
‘does not discuss the common view that utopian fiction often works in 
at least two essential, often ambivalent ways, providing both a critique 
of contemporary society and a promise of something better’ (Johnson 
2012: 12). The critical aspects of utopia often may be of most interest 
when considering the possibilities of theatre. Jameson suggests that in 
fact utopia’s value is not its positing of new possibilities, but ‘a medita-
tion on the impossible’, mapping current limits, and positing a radical 
break in ‘a rattling of the bars ... an intense spiritual concentration and 
preparation for another stage which has not yet arrived’ (Jameson 2007: 
 232–  3). In a less optimistic sense, we are back with Lefebvre’s dialectic 
between the possible and impossible: the postulation of (im)possibilities 
through transduction.

Foucault’s use of the term ‘heterotopia’ may provide an alternative 
lens (Foucault 1984 [1967]). This term, describing spaces of otherness 
(‘des espaces d’autres’), provides a more modest description of the thea-
tre as a space of difference, with an emphasis on what it might reveal 
about the present, rather than the future. Heterotopias need not be 
qualitatively differentiated  – they are not implicitly perfected spaces. 
We might therefore be on firmer ground with the term ‘heterotopia’, 
which is often more compatible with the views of some of the artists 
themselves, for whom, like many others, utopianism appears danger-
ously connected to authoritarianism, or, alternatively, fatally detached 
from the real.

However, utopia might sometimes be appropriate too, and the 
idea of a transformed world might be an essential precedent to its 
realisation. There is some overlap between Foucault’s ‘heterotopia’ 
and Lefebvre’s use of ‘utopia’, where the latter is ‘a consciousness 
of totality ... imagined and real’ (Lefebvre 2003b [1970]: 130). Not 
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intrinsically progressive, the utopian can include all designs upon the 
totality; however, Lefebvre, following Bloch, distinguishes between 
the authoritarian ‘utopic’ abstraction and the concrete ‘experimental 
utopia’, grounded in lived experience (Lefebvre 2014 [1973]: 130). Any 
kind of ‘fictive cosmos’ would seem to have elements of this concrete 
utopian possibility.

Connections with architecture

Yet are we losing sight of architecture as a field in its own right, if we 
suggest that all dramaturgical  spatio-  temporal modelling is both broadly 
architectural and to some degree utopian (if only in the sense that it 
posits a totality, an elsewhere)? This is a real danger, one analogous to 
the risk of saying that everything ‘has a dramaturgy’. Both suggestions 
have some validity, but they will not help us to define a field of study. To 
avoid this, all the works considered in this book have a clearly identifiable 
relationship to architecture as a discipline and practice, and sometimes 
to the related field of urban planning, though these relationships vary.

The greater part of this book concerns a period from the late nine-
teenth century up to the 1930s. During this period, theatre and archi-
tecture drew particularly close, as Rufford suggests (2013: 2). However, 
while it is true that, as she writes, the turn to architecture often reflected 
a desire ‘to shatter the “mirror” of representational (mimetic) perfor-
mance’, this relationship is evidenced across very different kinds of 
work and is even anticipated in naturalist texts (as we see in The Wild 
Duck).19 This necessitates an inclusive approach that does not seek to 
split literary, naturalist theatre off from modernist physical and visual 
experiment, any more than I split off modernist work from its postmod-
ernist successors.

In some instances, architecture or planning appears as the subject mat-
ter of a dramatic text. I am interested in the relationship between the nar-
rative structures of that text and its architectural theme, taking Lehmann 
seriously when he suggests that a play text is itself analogous to architec-
ture. Bakhtin’s notion of the ‘chronotope’ (literally ‘time space’) is particu-
larly useful here (Bakhtin 1981:  84–  5). Thus a characteristic chronotope of 
Ibsen’s later work is the characters’ physical and psychological movement 
out from the social space (organised, hierarchical, architecturally con-
ventional), into a space synonymous with death, chaos, wilderness and 
modernity: the mountain avalanche, the attic forest, the sea, the ‘ castle- 
 in-  the-  air’. It is an emancipatory, transcendent gesture in one sense, but 
also annihilating; the new and offstage world cannot be actualised.
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On some occasions, the works discussed are closely and unequivo-
cally connected to an involvement in architectural or urban projects, 
sometimes standing in for broader, political conceptions of social space. 
For instance, the performances discussed in Chapter 2 are born directly 
out of the  theatre-  makers’ personal involvement in the garden city 
movement, albeit this is sometimes apparent thematically (as above) 
and sometimes as an attempt to find a spatial and rhythmic aesthetic 
that parallels the architectural ideal (as in the Educational Institute in 
Hellerau). In other instances, such as the work of the constructivists, 
for example, one can examine stage scenography on a continuum with 
architectural design (sometimes by the same artists) and as sharing 
the closely connected, though diverging aims of cultural and political 
revolution.

In some of the theatres I discuss, whether modernist or postmodern-
ist, the artists had prior training in architecture or a related field, or, 
as in the case of the Bauhaus artists, were closely connected to archi-
tectural training. This is interesting, where that training or proximity 
appears to have influenced the dramaturgy. Robert Wilson, Alexander 
Vesnin and Cliff McLucas all had some architectural training, while 
Krzysztof Wodiczko was taught ‘industrial design’ by architect Jerzy 
Sołtan. Oskar Schlemmer and László  Moholy-  Nagy were not architects 
themselves, but as masters in the Bauhaus were in close contact with 
architectural training and with architects. The situationists included the 
architect Constant among their ranks, while also challenging special-
ism of that kind. In work by these artists, visual, spatial and tectonic 
concerns are integral to the event, whether framed as theatre, visual art, 
installation or architecture. Their awareness of architectural concerns is 
legible in their dramaturgical approaches.

Given my own experience as a maker of  site-  based work with artists’ 
collective Wrights & Sites, it is not surprising that I have been interested 
in dramaturgy as direct intervention into the built environment. There 
are examples of this in all but the first two chapters, reflecting theatre’s 
movement towards intervention in everyday life since the early years 
of the Russian Revolution and beyond. As an extension of this work, 
I have also been interested in the places of performance, whether these 
are conventional arts spaces or not. The architectural contexts for per-
formance are never merely neutral, as evidenced by the theatre building 
in Hellerau or The Cloisters at Letchworth, for example.

What connects all of these, is that dramaturgy does not merely relate 
to, occupy or comment on architecture, but is examined as a form of 
involvement in architecture, conceptual or experiential or both. One 
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could at times suggest a convergence, that here dramaturgy is archi-
tecture, or does architecture. I  return, therefore, to my adaptation of 
Newey, to propose that here, dramaturgy is part of the conceptual and 
aesthetic development of architecture.

Scope of the book

As suggested earlier, the architectural analogy invites us to consider 
the transition from dramatic to postdramatic work not, or not only, as 
an abrupt shift from ‘architecture’ to ‘landscape’, but as a continuum 
between different kinds of ‘architecture’. The main body of the book 
is ordered according to chronology, but in each chapter (apart from 
Chapter 4, see below), there is a final section titled ‘Continuities’, which 
seeks to connect the modernist past to the postmodernist present, or 
recent past, sometimes through tracing a lineage of influence and some-
times simply by observing the development of ideas.

I begin with Ibsen, whose work is visionary in terms of its insight into 
the transition about to take place within both architecture and drama-
turgy, drawing them closer than ever before. In the dialogues between 
Solness and Hilde, architecture is understood as an ordering of life, thus 
performative, while art expresses its desire for a new architecture, that 
is, both a new way of life and a new aesthetic. Ibsen’s Master Builder 
approaches architecture through its content, rather than through for-
mal innovation, though as with The Wild Duck, a radical rethinking of 
dramatic structure and architecture is only ever just off stage. I  follow 
Walter Benjamin and others in relating Ibsen’s work to Jugendstil and to 
its roots in National Romanticism. In the final ‘Continuities’ section, 
I consider the implications of The Builders Association’s production of 
this play, in which the architectural ‘castle in the air’ might be replaced 
by the ‘liquid’ architecture of communication technology.

My second chapter also discusses dramaturgical works that in some 
instances represent rather than model architectures; these belong to the 
early years of the twentieth century. The architecture responded to in 
this chapter also shares some of the roots of Jugendstil in the Arts and 
Crafts movement. When visiting the garden suburb of Hellerau, Dresden, 
in 2012, famous for the work of pedagogue Emile  Jaques-  Dalcroze and 
scenographer Adolphe Appia, I wondered whether Hellerau’s urban prec-
edent, England’s Letchworth Garden City, was also the site of theatrical 
experimentation. While Letchworth’s theatre prior to 1914 is quite differ-
ent to that of Hellerau, both places offer examples of drama that articulate 
a response to the urban vision, to varying degrees critical or celebratory.
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The extraordinary scenographic spaces of Hellerau’s stage architec-
ture decontextualise the performers from the particularity of urban 
space, and individual lives, while at the same time seeking to echo its 
ideals through a rhythmic and hierarchical ordering of bodies. This 
is an abstraction: reductive, idealising and neoclassical in reference. 
In contrast, the early British drama of the garden cities, exemplified 
by the work of playwright George Bernard Shaw and his critic and 
amateur drama enthusiast Charles Purdom, is vividly expressive of 
the social tensions and contradictions of the garden city movement 
in  twentieth-  century England, though lacking such a distinctly for-
mal architectural vision. The Arts Club’s Masque of Letchworth in 1914 
stands somewhere between these possibilities, though the influences 
shared with Hellerau are those of National Romanticism in the German 
festival, rather than modernist experimentation. ‘Continuities’ are dis-
cussed through the work of Ant Hampton and Tim Etchells in Dresden 
in 2013; though there is no direct link with the garden city movement 
in this work (other than the  part-  funding of the commission by the 
European Centre for the Arts now based in Heinrich Tessenow’s build-
ing), it directly addresses the location of the individual in the particular 
space and time of contemporary Dresden, attempting to imagine past 
and future.

In Chapter 3, I consider the work of constructivist artists, particularly 
scenographer and artist Liubov Popova and architect, scenographer 
and artist Alexander Vesnin. I  argue that constructivist staging must 
be viewed as comparable and on a spectrum with other Russian  avant- 
 garde structures that attempt to evoke a new architecture and a new 
society through fragile and temporary figures with a rhetorical, rather 
than straightforwardly utilitarian, significance. These architectures 
mark the difference between the world as it has been and as it might 
be, but also express an anxiety about this  not-  yet-  realised world. This is 
one way to make sense of theatrical themes of doubling, cuckoldry and 
mechanisation, which can otherwise seem strange preoccupations. This 
theatre (and architecture) lays one possibility over another, creating 
what Roann Barris has called a form of ‘double vision’ (Barris 2013b: 
65). Thus the theatre articulates new possibilities, but one can always 
see the existing reality through them. In my final ‘Continuities’ section, 
I  mark the development of some of these ideas in the work of artist 
Krzysztof Wodiczko, while suggesting that his proposed ‘Institute for 
the Abolition of War’ directly invites its audience into the gap between 
past and future, making explicit the implicit invitation of the construc-
tivist  theatre-  makers.
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Chapter 4, as mentioned previously, is the only one that does not 
contain a form of postscript under the heading of ‘Continuities’. The 
reason for this is that the whole chapter explores the relationship 
between the work of Robert Wilson and that of the Bauhaus masters 
Oskar Schlemmer and László  Moholy-  Nagy, prompted partly by the 
coincidence of the Barbican’s Bauhaus exhibition20 and the restaging 
of Wilson’s seminal Einstein on the Beach in the same venue in 2012, 
and partly by Melissa Trimingham’s suggestion that the Bauhaus and 
the notion of Gestalt are useful references for understanding Wilson’s 
spatially and formally extraordinary work (Trimingham 2011: 32). Part 
of my concern here was not only to explore Wilson’s work through the 
theory and practice of theatre and architecture at the Bauhaus, but also 
to trace some of the latter’s more direct influence and contiguity with 
his work. So, for instance, I consider some of the routes through which 
Wilson has been exposed to ideas originating from the Bauhaus, as well 
as visiting his sound installation in Weimar in 2012 and his work with 
students at the Bauhaus University. I also touch on his pedagogical work 
at the Watermill Center, and the utopian element of his work here and 
elsewhere.

My penultimate chapter looks at the situationists. Given their con-
cern with the recuperability of arts practice and repudiation of theatre 
in its closeness to ‘spectacle’, it might seem perverse to discuss their 
work in terms of dramaturgy. However, I  argue that the situationists 
were primarily concerned with the dramaturgy of the city, and used 
a form of relational or ‘porous’ dramaturgy to intervene in this. The 
‘constructed situation’ is perhaps the clearest form of dramaturgical/
architectural enclave, although it seeks to transcend the opposition 
between art and life that this designation might imply. I  also discuss 
dramaturgical strategies of détournement and dérive. In my final section, 
I discuss the development of the dérive in contemporary walking prac-
tices, asking what political potential still remains for this, and whether, 
as Debord suspected, it is fundamentally recuperated as spectacular.

In Chapter 6, I  examine the work of  theatre-  maker Cliff McLucas, 
who spoke of dramaturgy as architecture. McLucas’s  large-  scale works 
with Brith Gof deliberately juxtaposed multiple and sometimes conflict-
ing elements, proposing a fractured and hybrid vision of the world that 
was partly an articulation of anger at imperialism and homogenisation. 
This work, situated in the small, stateless country of Wales, was influ-
enced by Tschumi, and, behind him, the situationists. My final section 
here considers McLucas’s work with Test Dept during their transition 
to NVA, and concludes by discussing NVA’s current project to restore 



Introduction 23

the ruined modernist seminary at Kilmahew as a site for cultural and 
educational activities, including performance.

In my conclusion I  discuss dramaturgy as détournement, operating 
as a ‘critical heterotopia’; dramaturgy as an ‘experimental utopia’; and 
dramaturgy as a space for ‘transductive utopianism’. Within the theatre, 
Brecht’s work is the prime example of détournement, which he consid-
ered as ‘Verfremdungseffekt’. His fictional city of Mahagonny (1927) is 
briefly considered as an  anti-  utopia that is critical of existing society. 
Meanwhile, Brecht’s theatre event is simultaneously an ‘experimental 
utopia’, modelling a pedagogical relationship with its audience, though 
I  suggest that other examples considered in the book are more  self- 
 evidently concerned with spatiality. In contrast, Stephen Hodge’s Where 
to build the walls that protect us? (2014) provides a final case study, one 
which engages us in a process of transduction: we are invited to explore 
and to rethink the city according to a number of possible prompts and 
frameworks, and where each set of proposals is replaced the following 
day. Thus the performance event or ‘situation’ (sometimes the theatre) 
might be an enclave in which possible futures are to be improvised or 
rehearsed in temporary and shifting scenarios, critical or idealistic or 
both. While this seems, and is, a modest aim, it could also be a neces-
sary function. If Augusto Boal’s ‘Forum Theatre’ (Boal 2000 [1979]) is 
a crucible within which various social interactions can be tested, why 
should theatre’s interrogatory, experimental function not extend to the 
spatial aspects of lived experience? Marx wrote: ‘What distinguishes 
the worst architect from the best of bees is this, that the architect raises 
his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality’ (Marx 1999 
[1867]: 124). The theatre artist, too, raises a structure in her imagina-
tion, and gives it a temporarily concrete realisation as well. Dramaturgy 
evokes dynamic, lived ‘potential’ spaces, always provisional, but with 
intentions towards the real.
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In my introduction, I  referred to  Hans-  Thies Lehmann’s characterisa-
tion of the dramatic form as ‘a certain architecture’ (Lehmann 1997: 56). 
In The Secret Life of Plays, playwright Steve Waters develops a similar 
characterisation of the dramatic text as architecture:

It’s no accident that when Ibsen in The Master Builder or David Greig 
in The Architect or Howard Barker in The Castle wished to dramatise 
the ethical dilemmas of the playwright, they used architects for their 
surrogates ... A  play, like a building, is made out of disarticulated 
elements; like a building, it needs to have carrying capacity and it 
needs to work; like a building, it will be put to uses by its inhabitants. 
(Waters 2010: 194)

It is not only playwrights and theatre critics who have suggested this 
analogy. Architect and artist Peter Behrens, discussed in more detail 
below, confirms the relationship between architecture and dramaturgy 
when he turns his attention to the theatre:

It is said that architecture is the basis of all art. This holds true when 
by the architectonic, we understand also creative, order. Among 
many other things, this includes the proper and balanced distribu-
tion of materials. It is on this balance – the weighing of individual 
factors within the plenitude of artistic fantasy to the goal of a liv-
ing, organic work – that the theatrical style depends. (Behrens 1990 
[1910]: 138)

Ibsen himself suggested that architecture was analogous to playwriting, 
responding to a question concerning his interest in the subject: ‘Yes; it 

1
Building: Ibsen, Jugendstil and the 
Playwright as ‘Master Builder’


