Evelyn Deutsch-Schreiner: The Educators of the Theaee. Dramaturgy between

Enlightenment and Counter-Enlightenment

The development of the dramaturge parallels thefgan Enlightenment of the 18th century
and reflects the goals of the Enlightenment itg6k: start of a new individualism, the
capacity and courage to think for oneself, resistradition, convention and authority as
sources of wisdom and knowledge. A better, happienw” human being was the objective, a
person able to decide for himself. However, theliatts of the Enlightenment were not only
philosophers; they sought to influence realpokigkwell, hoping to emancipate the
bourgeoisie from feudal absolutism. The theatreabecthe medium of dissemination for
their views, a medium for the education of the lgewoisie. Plays from England and France —
George Lillo's The London Merchant (1731) and Déigerot's Le Pére de Famille (1756) —
became examples. The new genre of "domestic trdgedgirame bourgeois, spoke to
middle-class sensibilities, making non-nobles thigiect of tragedies. In Germany, the theatre
found itself at the centre of Enlightenment disseurAccording to Johann Christoph
Gottsched, theatre was to be a "secular pulpit"Gotthold Ephraim Lessing it was a "school
of humanity, of feeling and the moral world". Fréhe onset of the Enlightenment theatre
was tasked with an educational responsibility itheorthat people might learn civic virtue.

Public theatre was to instruct, to edify, and ttidydats audience.

The new, dramaturgical vocation was not only a peb@f the Enlightenment but was also
intended to propagate its ideas. Lessing advochtadaturges' working directly with theatre
companies rather than in isolation. In the 176@sGkerman theatre was underdeveloped and
of low quality in contrast to theatres in France &mgland, not suited to the spreading of
ideology. Good German-language pieces were raeeskifis of German actors were far too
meagre to meet the dramatic challenges posed lgyriges pieces. German audiences, too,
were still a long way from accepting the theatra &d of "civic evening school” and
allowing themselves to be educated by it (Haidegkr 1980). It was only in the course of
the Enlightenment that strolling players gradulkgame representatives of the bourgeois
struggle for power, the German theatre an orgdyoafgeois educational ideas. The
splintered nature of Germany's many principaliesvided a further, political complication.
A discourse on national theatre conducted by Etdigient figures saddled the theatre with
the responsibility of bringing about the nationaification of art and culture. Gotthold

Ephraim Lessing became a role model for intelldstaad young bourgeois playwrights,
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providing the movement with significant inspiratidgtis model of the educational theatre
gave birth to the vocation of dramaturge, an imgartool for the dissemination of the
humanistic idea of the free individual: tolerant i@spectful and equal to other individuals.
After describing Lessing’s and Friedrich Schillev@rk as dramaturges, this study will show
the perversion of this ideal during National Sdsral and the German Democratic Republic —
a reversal of the dramaturgical profession antutsanitarian ideal, serving the state and

repressing the citizenry.

1. Lessing, the World's First Dramaturge
In the 18th century it was very unusual for anllattual to work for the theatre itself. In
1767, with the initiation of the ambitious and ptely financed German National Theatre,
Lessing was appointed as dramaturge with an arsaledy of 800 talers. A consortium of
twelve businesspeople financed the first attemptatormation of a German national
theatre, now known as the "Hamburg Enterprise"sitegvas the world's first officially
appointed dramaturge (Lockurst 2006: 24). He cedifi range of dramaturgical activities
that is still valid today: play reading, literaryigance, critical reflection on both
performances and acting, the impact of a play eratidience, and general consideration
of the theatrical arts and theatre's role in sgci&s a student Lessing had already gained
theatre experience with the well-known Neuber Camypa Leipzig, translating and
contributing his services for performances. Thekej company had successfully
performed his debut work, Der junge Gelehrte (17A8)he put it, this experience had
taught him "a hundred little things that a dramatithor needs to learn” (Qtd in Nisbet
2008: 70). Lessing's stable status as in-houseattaige allowed him — for the first time —
to support himself independently; the practicabthework came at a time when he had

already made a name for himself in dramatic circles

Lessing's work Hamburg Dramaturgy stems from teisqal, between 1767 and 1769. It is
not a complete or homogenous work but more of engluintended for the public. It might
be described as a series of reviews, offering érathsystematic and unconventional)
commentary on performances and their backgrouhdsad totally original in conception.
Similar to hisLaocoon, the Hamburg Dramaturgy set the standarthédiscussion of
aesthetic and literary theoretical principles. pleys (including Die Juden, Miss Sara
Sampson, Minna von Barnhelm — the first German cymeand Emilia Galotti, the most

significant German- language bourgeois tragedy3isatar standards for German theatre.
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Lessing's works, with their modern feeling of indivalism and naturalistic speech, are the
first plays written in the German language stijularly performed today, in both German-
language and international theatres; the dramhsafontemporaries have since been

relegated to college seminar discussions on ligeraticism.

"Lessing's work was conceived of as an ambitiousatonal project” (Lockhurst 29).

Lessing — dramaturge and playwright, editor, tratesland critic as well as theoretician —
raised the bar very high for his successors: hehigddy educated, could read and speak
several languages and was conversant with dramthardkevelopment of the theatre in the
ancient world. He also had a profound understanairfgyistotle's Poetics, upon which his
own theory of tragedy was based. When he spoke@wtemporary dramatic literature he was
able to reference the entire range of Europearirthegde knew the theoreticians and their
objectives, the dramatists and their poetologitatesnents; he was familiar with the theatres,
the actors, and the character of the various andgerHe translated many theoretical essays,
including writings on the actor’s art by RémondSteAlbine and Francesco Riccoboni. He
was editor of several theatre journals. In Hambusgnajor interest was the impact of theatre
on the audiencén Hamburg Dramaturgy No. 12, for example, he wrabout the different
receptions of a Voltaire comedy in the Netherlaiatance, England and Italy, setting
standards with his analytical method: typically,describes the play in its literary context and
its previous reception then moves on to the theatgerformance itself. He offers expert
commentary on stage adaptation and the difficuitigsanslating verse and metaphors — the
same problems faced by modern dramaturges whesldtag pieces in a foreign language.

His goals were ambitioutessing wanted to be the in-house critic at hiatifeeand yet
remain independent. He sought a lively discourgh thie public but also to instruct actors.
He strove to "follow every step of both the wrigeathd the actor's art”, as stated in the
Hamburg Dramaturgy's "Announcement". However, tins$ dramaturge in European theatre
history soon began to feel the contradictions sfdituation. The actors in particular were a
problem; they did not care to see their methodgimed. In a famous quote near the end of
the Hamburger Dramaturgy Lessing writes: "We hastera, but we have no dramatic art" —
unjust, since at that time the National Theatre@amnburg had the best acting troupe of its
day, including Conrad Ekhof, the "father of Gernaating”, Konrad Ackermann, Sophie
Friederike Hensel and Sophie Schroder, all of wiaere well-known in Europe. Lessing

particularly respected Ekhof; however, Madame Heosen suffered from the sharpness of
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Lessing's tongue. He became upset when the textetdBiently spoken, when wordplay
was delivered slowly or stammeringly or the punolksd failed to come quickly enough — all
of which he criticised in his performance reviewWsnburg Dramaturgy nr. 9). At some point
a discussion of principles must have taken plawel, éssing soon relaxed his criticism of the
Hamburg actors. The point was not so much thatibieised, but that he did it so publicly,
blaming the actors' vanity. Even today, publicicisim or ridicule of one's own theatre troupe
would be a deadly offence. Lessing attempted terdkhis position by evoking a (fictive)
‘true virtuoso' — "possessed of no vanity; to Him art itself is more important than anything.
He loves to be judged frankly and loudly; he wordther be criticised wrongly on occasion
than too rarely.” And if an artist does not behble this, Lessing adds, "he is not worthy of

being studied" (Hamburg Dramaturgy nr. 25).

Both in his role as educator of society and adsita@l intermediary between the stage and
the public, Lessing felt the discrepancy betweandan independent intellectual and a
dramaturge bound to his theatre. Due to the limomatof his publisher he was not able to
realise his plan of quickly opening a public delsfter premieres. Nonetheless, in Germany
the Hamburg Dramaturgy was widely read — and eppreared in pirated editionalthough
Lessing considered the effect of the theatre ocautience more closely than almost anyone
else, he was not able to prevent the eventuakrédtithe Hamburg National Theatre. Too
few spectators came and the theatre's financesuallyncaused its death, probably due to its
repertoire. Remarkably, he was excluded from tlegsan-making process and allowed no
influence on the repertoire. However, he also faiteuse his independent position to support
the theatre sufficiently and made mistakes thandtarges today must also avoid. His desire
to educate led him to underestimate the audiencehe Numbers 100-104 of the
Dramaturgy he judged the Hamburg audience sevdyatyhe had previously made
derogatory comments about the crude tastes ofatpesin the gallery. He failed to
acknowledge that the audience might not be intedest plays with which they were already
familiar but, in contrast, came in droves to se® naes. "Denis Diderot’s The Family Father
attained the record number of 12 performances. Whagssurpassed only by Lessing’s own
Minna von Barnhelm, which was performed 16 timesimbers suggesting that the
audience's taste wasn't so bad after all" (Ficl02@82). Still, he knew too little about the
tastes of the audience and made no attempt toadeiogue with thenilessing's
conversation in the Dramaturgy was not with northahtregoers but took the form of an

imaginary discourse with insiders and "judges efdit", as they were then called — an elite
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public. He often conducted fictional conversatianth Voltaire or other intellectuals of his
time. He was a polemicist, attempting to implensmbpen cultural debate in 18th century
Germany, but this had no effect on the concretesan and did nothing for the Hamburg
Theatre. No modern dramaturge would dare to negjgtoriticise the productions of his or
her own theatre in public but Lessing was mercilegss criticism of the plays and their
adaptations — by no means an advertisement fdddneburg Theatre. He was unaware of the
effect his writings had; when approached on thgesibhe said: "l was shocked to learn that
my openly expressed judgement had a negative mfien some of my readers" (Hamburg
Dramaturgy nr. 7). Lessing was filled with bittessafter the failure of the Hamburg Theatre
and even more so in 1777, when a promised nommétioa position as director at the
Mannheim National Theatre failed to materialiseishas 6 years before Friedrich Schiller

became dramaturge in Mannheim.

Instead, Lessing became a librarian in Wolfenbft@htinuing in this job until his death in
1781. It was here that he wrote the Enlightenmaetance play Nathan The Wise, a
pioneering work that introduced inter-religious igbt to the stage. The modern theatre owes
Lessing its claim to a broadly educated, indepenuiéellectual closely connected to the
cultural milieu — a dramaturge who maintains annogiscussion with the public and who, as
an attending intellectual, codifies and encourdafjesievelopment of the theatrical utopia in a
continuing discourse. Lessing's concept of the Gartheatre as a "school of sentiment" and
"school of humanity" was meant to strengthen tlggvidual in order to challenge the
dominant aristocracy. More than that of other Hrtkpment figures who wished simply to
teach spectators to behave differently, Lessingisagas to "raise the individual's moral
awareness through an artistic process of commuaaitgiHaider-Pregler 1980: 169). He
wanted the theatrical experience to challenge apmstto think for themselves. It is
noteworthy that Lessing — both in his Enlightenmeatk and as a dramaturge — operated not
only as a thinker and theoretician but also trdedlais ideas into action. The examination of
theory in theatre praxis is a process in which modeamaturges also risk ambivalent results.
After Lessing the intellectual elite began to takterest in the theatre. The young Goethe,
Lenz, and the young Schiller began to write playdlie German stage. The playwriting

boom and the professionalisation of German actngéd the basis for an increasing public
interest in Enlightenment theatre, allowing theatrthe geographically and politically
fragmented Germany of the 1780s and 90s to takepmiitical function and promote the idea

of Germany as a cultural nation.



2. Schiller as a Dramaturge
Friedrich Schiller's dramas are poetry and areidensd among the greatest works of
German literature, but they are also works meabgetperformed, offering an abundance of
acting possibilities. Schiller was a poet who wascfnated by the theatre and considered the
performance while writing. In his eyes, the dransswnly finished when performed before
an audience: as he wrote in the prologue to histBran Messina, "tragic poetry is only
completed in theatrical performance". He wroteisflave for the feeling of "holding the
reins of the audience's soul, able when | will¢éave it like a ball toward Heaven or Hell" —
to make them "tremble" with his imagination (Qtdr8aski 2004: 18).

Schiller dealt with the theatre on several levatsa playwright, he authored twelve plays that
were successfully performed during his lifetime.aAtheoretician he wrote important essays
on the aesthetics of art and developed a theodyasha — and he was a dramaturge. He
worked as a dramaturge twice in his life: in hisiyoin Mannheim at the National Theatre
and during his "classical” period as Goethe's comrg@artner at the royal theatre in Weimar.
He loved the theatre: "My world is the theatras itvhere | live and weave..." (Qtd Brauneck
1996: 843).

In Mannheim, the best theatre of the day and ttemghold of the "Sturm und Drang"
movement, Schiller caused a sensation with thedyanémiere of his The Robbers and
became the idol of Germany's youth. In 1783/84uftfdl&éd his contract there as writer-in-
residence and dramaturge, an independent positrying a modest annual salary of 300
guilders. Yet it afforded him the rare chance te Bis pieces performed and observe their
aesthetic effects — a situation many modern dratsatan only dream of. He learned to make
conceptual changes and to cut text dispassionatelyithout fussiness; his artistic director,

Heribert von Dalberg, was not a pleasant man.

He asked Schiller for two adaptations of Die Versghung des Fiesko zu Genua. The play,
directed by Schiller himself, was rejected by thdiance and withdrawn after two
performances. When writing Luise Millerin Schilkeok the audience’s tastes and
expectations into account, choosing the populanfof a sentimental family drama but still
managing to integrate social criticism. He everepted the suggestion of famous actor
August Wilhelm Iffland to change the title to the@rae sensational Intrigue and Love, though

he did not care for it himself. In connection wille production of Don Carlos he was



prepared to make many compromises: in additiohegublished version he wrote two
shorter versions, specifically for the stage — ioneerse, the other in prose.

As today, the work of a dramaturge included thearation of the theatre programme and
work with the actors; Schiller was also a membeheftheatre board and had to read many
plays. His work with the actors made him awareheflimitations of the art of acting: the
actors had difficulty speaking verse fluently améiged scripts as they saw fit. This was
unacceptable, but Schiller understood the actoist jpf view and was able to serve as a
mediator between script and stage: he took paimsgite in an "appropriate, clear and
speakable language of the theatre” (Qtd in Siedt@88: 13). As with Lessing, Schiller goal
was to critically examine his theatrical work iperiodical, adding it to the continuing artistic
discourse. This publication was to be called thatikheim Dramaturgy”, in direct reference
to Lessing's Hamburg works. However, with von Daltsenon-renewal of Schiller's contract,
the publication never came to pass. Mary Lockhooges: "A major difficulty was that
Schiller simply did not, at that stage in his caréave the outstanding critical and creative

reputation that he later acquired” (Lockhurst 38).

Schiller — uncommon for a poet — was both abledapt the texts of others for the stage and
interested in such work: just such a dramaturgicaject was the beginning of Schiller's
legendary friendship with Johann Wolfgang Goethel194 Goethe requested that Schiller
adapt his Egmont — which had been premiered in 1789 great success — for the stage.
Schiller immediately agreed and became, from iha bn, Goethe's closest colleague in his
leadership of the theatre in Weimar, where his vasla dramaturge led to a boom. "We
worked together on the refinement of the theatkegte Goethe, "Schiller wrote poetry; |
taught, practiced, and executed” (Qtd in SafrafgR). Goethe was convinced of his friend's
superiority as a practical dramaturge and accepedesults even when he himself was not
satisfied, as with Egmont. Between 1794 and hishde@al805, Schiller adapted Goethe's
works Iphigenia and Stella, Shakespeare's Machetsing's Nathan The Wise, Gozzi's
Turandot and Racine's Phaedra, as well as LouisiBBitard's Der Neffe als Onkel and Der
Parasit. His dramatisations were radical and imeibut highly successful. These adaptations
represent a noteworthy culture transfer: severgh@i, like Macbeth, began to appear
regularly in German repertoires only after Schileeworking. His adaptation of Turandot is

still performed today.



Weimar saw the development of a further aspectarhdturgy still important today:
dramaturgical programming. Taken as a whole, tbgnamme of the Weimar theatre
represented the idea of Welttheater, including irgya authors and plays from all of Europe,
in line with Goethe and Schiller's shared beliaift thprovincialism has no place on the stage”.
They produced pieces thessing, Kotzebue, Iffland, Terence, Plautus, Stpdéare, Gozzi,
Cervantes, Racine, Calderon, Sophocles and Eusipitiavever, the Welttheater concept
also dictated the incorporation of internationarttes in original works: the Wallenstein
trilogy, produced during the Weimar period, isisefustria and Czechia; Maria Stuart is set
in Great Britain, Die Jungfrau von Orleans in Ferbie Braut von Messina in Italy,

Wilhelm Tell in Switzerland and the fragmentary Detrius in Russia. Schiller and Goethe
strove to expand the repertoire of the small rtlyahtre and raise the audience's level of
understanding — but also to realise the classilelliof international literature. They
succeeded in achieving their goals and the thaatWéeimar became, by dint of its wide-
ranging repertoire and its production style, Geryrmleading theatre. Goethe and Schiller's
work in Weimar is responsible for the convictiotill §eld today, that a representative theatre
should have an international repertoire — a refl@abf the educational precepts of German

classicism.

Schiller and Goethe also recognised the dramatirgecessity to encourage the writing of
new works. In 1800 they announced a playwritingtesi— a "dramatic competition” — and
encouraged authors to take part. The term Entwiglddramaturgy ("developmental
dramaturgy") was later applied to the productiomeiv plays and theatrical material. Schiller
and Goethe made extensive use of "thrillers” foirdée's unique repertoire and audience.
Such contests subsequently became a popular meamngroving the range of German

language dramas.

Friedrich Schiller wrote a number of essays centr&erman theatre, including the 1784
paper "The Theatre as Moral Institution”, in whiehascribed a powerful effect to the
theatre: he claimed that, more than any other putdtitution, the theatre is a school of
practical wisdom, a guidepost for civic life anglace of spiritual education — a "moral
institution”. He was convinced of the theatre'digbio aesthetically educate and
psychologically influence, but also of its politi¢danction: it could teach tolerance, point out
educational missteps and offer the "great menheftorld a kind of "school for princes" — a

chilling example of the misuse of power. The mesdaghe powerful is crystal clear: "The
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theatre's jurisdiction begins where the sphereafdly law ends" (Schiller, "Das Theater als
moralische Anstalt") — a message that arrived @iblosive force in Germany. Later, as it
became clear that enlightened princes would by eans alter the prevailing societal
structure, Schiller retreated from this ideal, pogithat the theatre could at least offer
spiritual resistance and a vision of liberty. Hassical insistence on solemn nobility
intimates a morally driven political emancipatiamwhich art plays a major educational role.

These ideas stood in opposition to conservativitigadltendencies as well as to the official
censorship of the theatre. As early as Lessings the State had begun to institute theatre
censorship. Paradoxically, it was initiated by Jes& Sonnenfels, an Enlightenment figure
and censor for Empress Maria Theresia, as a méasnpelling drama to conform to
Enlightenment principles. Soon, however, the maitveof this censorship turned political —
particularly in order to combat the ideas fomeriigdhe French Revolution. Censorship
reached a high point in the first half of the 18#mtury — the Restoration era before 1848 —
with the banning or expurgation of many Enlightentrend Classicist works. With a few
brief exceptions, the censorship of German andrfaumstheatre continued until 1918, peaking

a second time in the 20th century.

3. The "Reichsdramaturg” in National Socialist Germany
The goals of the Enlightenment and German classiaisre freethinking, aspiring to an
independent, individualist utopia. The 20th centoryught a powerful backlash, a Counter-
Enlightenment with its roots reaching back to tB&ds. The Enlightenment-era edifying role
ascribed to the theatre was now forced to serveshalation of National Socialism. Theatre
could contribute to the expression of freedom andrecipation; instead it became a blind
servant of the state. "Theatre has always beerbthath of the arts with the closest
relationship to the people and the branch thatheae the strongest formative and ideological
influence on its time," stated Minister of Propagardoseph (Qtd in Volkischer Beobachter
1938). The theatre was to become warlike: the Mati§ocialists linked art, the State, and
war — a doctrine diametrically opposed to Enlightent ideals. The Reichsdramaturg Rainer
Schldsser declared: "Government, Art, and the Wahhiare thoroughly aligned with one
another" (1937: 7).
The connection between high culture and menaciggeagiveness was typical of National
Socialist politics, as well as of its cultural pyli State-supported theatre and festivals stood

in contrast to the banishment and destructionteflactual life and the arts in Germany.
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The artistic profession of the dramaturge was p&deduring the National Socialist period
(1933-1945) into that of a state censorship autharid political minder in the theatre. The
new role of the dramaturge was to assist in thebéshment of new guiding principles on
which the new German citizens were to be modeAdiegr the founding of the
Reichsministerium fur Volksaufklarung und Propagaimd1933 in Berlin, Joseph Goebbels
established a completely new department: "Reicinsaargie”, led by Dr. Rainer Schl6sser.
Schldsser's qualification for the post was basedrinSemitic hate articles composed for
Nazi periodicals such as Der Angriff and the Vatkisr Beobachter. He had been active
before the Nazis seized power as a local grougeleaithe "Kampfbund fir deutsche Kultur"
in Weimar, agitating under his leader Alfred Rosenglagainst all modernist trends in the
theatre and particularly against Jewish artistshénVoélkischer Beobachter he excoriated Carl
Zuckmayer, Odon von Horvath and the Prussian PAetslemy and advocated the
abolishment of the prestigious Kleist Award. (HippR012: 98-109). Schlésser considered
himself an artist as well, publishing poems andtigal essays. Like Goebbels and Hitler,
Schldsser affected an artistic attitude and nexeat bf emphasising how fortunate artists

were under the National Socialist regime.

The "Reichsdramaturgie" was one of seven divisiorike theatre department of the Ministry
of Propaganda. From 1935 Rainer Schldsser wasrdetar of the theatre department, as
such the most important theatre official in Nazr@any.The department was a place of
censorship and control. Schlésser was at once megpe for scrutinising and influencing
German theatres' repertoires, for overseeing athdtic production — plays, operas, operettas

— and also for the production of scripts and cawation with theatrical publishers.

The department cooperated closely with the Reicin@ier of Theatre
(Reichstheaterkammer), in which all theatre persbanncluding dramaturges — were
organised. The 1933 "Law for the Re-establishmé@eyman Civil Service" (Gesetz zur
Wiederherstellung des deutschen Berufsbeamtentoaasprovided the pretext to
immediately dismiss all undesirable theatre peresbArmmeaning anyone who, due to their
principles, race or artistic aesthetic, was obgeble to the National Socialist regime.
Membership in the Chamber was a prerequisite forgoable to work in theatrical
professions; however, only those conforming toNlneemberg race laws of 1935 — and
considered politically harmless — were allowedéodime members. Thus, the German Reich

managed to rid itself of both Jewish and commuanissts with a single stroke, moving
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forward with the realisation of the National Soiggaértistic ideal: racist, anti-democratic,
anti-Enlightment, anti-individualist and misogymistoent on maintaining the hegemony of
its designersThose not fitting this narrow definition of Germamlture were threatened with
occupational bans, expulsion, and physical exteation. The power-hungry National
Socialists achieved their aim of dictating the fcéil direction and aesthetic of the German
theatre; their goal was the re-education of thetspers in National Socialist doctrine: "It is
impossible for National Socialism and the NatioBatialist State to require anything less of
German art than that it be firmly rooted in our ldagrew," affirmed Fiihrer and Chancellor
Adolf Hitler (Qtd in Die Buhne 1937: 274).

Minister Goebbels, who had studied German philolaggt considered himself a great theatre
expert, dictated the direction of the Reichsdramgge¢u At pomp-filled events such as theatre
festivals and at culture-political press conferanoe announced the new requirements for the
theatre. Goebbels co-opted the history of theatmgder to praise German theatre as the best
of its kind, at the expense of other countriesis'n eternal stamp of our fame that a German
wrote the Hamburg Dramaturgy, giving theatre far finst time an essential structure. For
this reason, we are far ahead of other peopldwithieatrical arts" (Qtd in Deutsches
Buhnenjahrbuch 1937: 2). However, the regime faiheits attempt to use Lessing for its own
ends: Nathan The Wise, the great work of Enlighteminiolerance, was banned. Schiller, on
the other hand, was named a "comrade in arms" tbiNd Socialism, his essay "The Theatre
as Moral Institution” reinterpreted as a templated theatre of Nazi indoctrination: "The
German stage today is once again becoming a "mmat#ution” according to Schiller's

vision, a podium for the political and social mood®ur time," said Goebbels in his speech at
the Reich Chamber of Theatre's annual meeting 37 {Pie Buhne 277). However, Schiller's

great emancipation drama, Don Carlos, was rarglycaed for performance.

Under Goebbels Reichsdramaturgie pursued représeniiggh culture — the bourgeois,
established theatre of the 1930s such as the kadstgpBayreuth and Salzburg and city and
national theatres. However, the aesthetic expetsnafthe avant-garde and the political
theatre of the 1920s were labelled "degenerate’banded. The once-lively dance theatre
scene, the new expressive dance of Germany, wasglirto an end.

Since ideological plays could only fill about arthof the season, emphasis was placed from
the beginning on the traditional, bourgeois cammmroved according to the well-known

criteria: no Jewish playwrights, no political fregikers, no artists from "enemy states", no
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"degenerate art". Goebbels demanded a theatréeslysomance" and "heroic objectivity": a
dramaturgy combining neo-romanticism's yearningofelref and destiny with the

glorification of power and elemental forces, coutirea realistic — but idyllic or elevated —
form.

The Reichsdramaturgie examined all dramatic wodst pnd present for their political
permissibility. Rainer Schlésser's colleagues idetlEberhard Wolfgang Moller, author of
the Thingspiel or open-air drama, Das FrankenbWwgénfelspiel (The Frankenburg Dice
Game which premiered at the 1936 Olympic Gamesnti, and Sigmund Graff, co-author
— with Carl Ernst Hintze — of the military-themed2ndlose Strasse (The Endless Street).
They wrote assessments of selected plays accawlihg tenets of National Socialism; these
assessments decided whether the plays were tonbedbar allowed. Another major focus of
the Reichsdramaturgie was the writing of new, idgmlally appropriate plays. But in spite of

high promotions dramaturgically “good” plays coulot be generated.

In close cooperation with the Reich Theatre Chamtogslishers and local propaganda
offices, the approximately 150 theatres in Germaaxe closely observed. Private theatres
were mostly taken over by the State. In accordantteParagraph 1 of the 1934 Theatre Act,
all theatres were now under the control of Reichsster Goebbels; all theatre directors were
made subject to the state dramaturge. The Reiahsduagie maintained a close relationship
with directors, dramaturges and publishing hougebtical standards for theatres were
established; all theatres were forced to submit gregrammes for approval. Theatres were
forced to tailor their productions to guidelinesaddished by the Minister — tellingly, these
guidelines were referred to as "decrees"”. Thusstdgings were no longer created by the
director and dramaturge and no longer bore thst&rsignature of the director either, but
were constrained by the staging guidelines of tael&dramaturgie. Characterisation was
also prescribed by National Socialist societal nedehe dramaturgical development of
pieces was substantially affected as well: editihglays forced a politically acceptable
interpretation, the Reichsdramaturgie had no qualbagit adding textual passages in order to
achieve ideological clarity. The messages of plagre trivialised, themes were rendered
idyllic or heroic. Even the classics were not sgatheir characters and plots were mostly
twisted to match the ahistorical, "pure-bloodedzNdeal (cf. Schreiner 1981).

In accordance with Paragraph 2 of the Theatre AtB84, the Ministry assumed control not

only of the appointment of theatre general ansgtetdirectors and heads of stage design but
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also the posting of head dramaturges. The positfitread dramaturge was itself an invention
of the National Socialists, furthering their hiexaical methods of control. General directors
received "recommendations” for head dramaturgesedio the regime; the Vienna
Volkstheater, for instance, was forced to accepd @mmrich Groh — a National Socialist
playwright — as its head dramaturge. During hisitenn the theatre many Nazi-sympathetic
plays were produced. Friedrich Bethge, author efNRational Socialist play March of the
Veterans, became head dramaturge in Frankfurt,@vidlas head dramaturge in Kénigsberg
when he was called to join the Reichsdramaturgais Johst, author of the most famous
National Socialist play Schlageter, was forced dhtoNational Theatre in Berlin. The
dramaturge became an informer, politically influegcproductions, putting Nazi cultural
policy into action and making the theatre meetpbigtical ends of the Ministry. Before that
time only a few theatres had been equipped wittamdturge; under National Socialism this

position was implemented at all state and city titesaa practice which remained after 1945.

Some German dramaturges fought to maintain theésidéahe Enlightenment but could do so
only in exile, beyond the borders of Germany. Kdirschfeld was fired from his job as
dramaturge in Darmstadt in 1933 in accordance thigh'Law for the Re-establishment of
German Civil Service" and fled to Switzerland. Aamaturge in the Zurich Theatre, he
contributed to the theatre's role as a symboltellectual resistance against National
Socialism. In Zurich, pieces by dramatists banme@eérmany — such as Bertolt Brecht's
Mother Courage and Her Children — were performetijli®r and Goethe's "Welttheater"
repertoire ideal was preserved and new authors @ereuraged, including Max Frisch.
Hirschfeld was successful with his "humanistic da&umngy" concept after the war, a concept

that proved decisive for Zurich:

It was necessary to make the theatre an effectiltaral institution once more, to
define its spiritual standpoint and restore itscfions at a time in which German
theatre was solely a weapon of propaganda. It wesssary to spotlight artistic,
ethical, political and religious problems at a timevhich discussion seemed replaced
by blind allegiance. It was necessary to preseneedisplay the vision of man in his
diversity, taking a stand against the destructoreds of Fascism. It was necessary, in
opposition to the jingoist, warlike style of thdiofal German theatre, to cultivate a
sober, humanist style that communicated the comtenwbrks and encouraged their

discussion. (15)
13



4. The Dramaturge in the Service of the Party in commuist Germany
In the German Democratic Republic (GDR) — and kel®49, in the Russian zone of
occupation — diverse state and communist partyoaititss did the work of the dramaturge.
This interference in artistic work increased to plognt that it could be described as a kind of
state dramaturgy. Typical for the German DemociR&public, state, theatre, and science
were very closely linked — in this sense, the tteeabtained an additional function in its role
as educational institution. The state tasked thattlk with an important role in the socialist
re-education of the people, prioritising its owmands above artistic liberty. From the
beginning until the political turnaround in 198@nsorship was commonplace. All theatres
were under the control of the Ministry of Culturiieatre departmenhin which the minister,
together with the Advisory Board for Drama, took tecisions concerning premieres and
production concepts. Theatres were influenced byfrepartment of Culture of the Central
Committee of the SED” (Socialist Unity Party of Gamy), the powerful “Association of
Theatre Creators” and scientific institutes sucthas'Department of Art and Cultural
Science of the Academy of Social Sciences" at t Sentral Committee, as well as the
Artistic Trade Union. Political directives for draturgy were announced at party conferences
and at the meetings of the Central Committee, whgrsts were also regularly reprimanded
when they failed to enact party edicts quickly egtauSubsequent theatre conferences, the
"Performing Arts Section of the German Academyhef Arts" and all dramaturges were
expected to follow the guidelines of the SED'sumalk politics for the creation of assertive
and idealised art (Stuber 2000: 207). Only a sitiggatre periodical was in print — Theater
der Zeit, founded in 1946 — and only a limited nembf plays was available from Henschel,
the monopolistic theatre publisher. Regional paffigcials were responsible for their local
theatres, deciding on schedules and productiorsaftists had to deal with amateurishness
and incompetence but also with ideological indoettion, like the apodeictidas kleine
Einmaleins der Dramaturgi@Oramaturgy 101) (Erpenbeck 1947). The authohisfwork
was Fritz Erpenbeck, editor in chief of Theater deit , opponent of Brecht and advocator of
socialist realism. As in all dictatorships, thetastaents of the party leadership were sacrosanct
— for instance, the playwright Heiner Muller wasbpcy condemned by Presidents Walter

Ulbricht and Erich Honecker, resulting in a bantlo@ performance of his works.

YForerunner of the Staatliche Kommission fiir Kungelegenheiten 1951-53
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The ever-present question was what the sociaksitte should look like. The cultural policy
predetermined the content of plays, bans were procexd and specific systems imposed,
such as the Stanislavsky method and later the ltedcBitterfeld Way", calling for blue-
collar workers to write plays and for dramatistséarch for new themes inspired by the
industry . In order to establish a national theatrgue to the GDR, modern Western
"aesthetics”, like those of Samuel Beckett andTifveatre of the Absurd, were denounced.
The "heritage" of classical German theatre waswedjand a contemporary style was
ordered — one showing the reality of the German @matic Republic not in ambiguous
terms but in a positive, heroic dramaturgy, withfied stories and resolved conflicts.
"Decadent”, "formalist”, "non-folkloric" and "coradictory” were the epithets applied to
silence dissenters. The Soviet Socialist Realisth@fl930s, as defined by A. Shdanow, was

doctrine.

The antipode to this movement was Bertolt Breclitt) Wis epic model of theatre, in which
the theory and practice of the dramaturge wereldped. The new generation of
dramaturges, including Heinar Kipphardt, Peter i4aakd Heiner Muller, was also in
opposition: they advocated a socialist theatre pbetincluding critical content and new
aesthetics. The GDR leadership avoided criticisimgworld-famous Brecht, whom they

welcomed in 1948 as a figurehead, but reprimandeer @ramatists.

Theatre dramaturges were busy integrating suchrdifit forms as Stanislavsky's
psychological theatre of illusion and Brecht's theaf alienation in their work. Their first
task was the education of the spectators: a brdaca¢ional movement had indeed been
ordered by the state. Their responsibilities wenaerous: dramaturges had to lecture on
Marxism and Leninism, organise "Stanislavsky cstl® implement his programme of
training actors, coordinate theatre clubs and pelcein various meetings and seminars. In
1951/52 "concept rehearsals" became obligatorym@targes and directors were forced to
write conceptual papers in which the cardinal pltpurpose of a play, as well as the
method of its accomplishment, were described; these to be submitted to the authorities
and fulfilled in the rehearsal process. In practise dramaturge generally wrote these papers;
they were often delivered after the premiere —sdau that was grumbled about at the
Stanislavsky conference. The Association of The@teators archived all directing concepts

and rehearsal notes on scene variations — ostgssilthat other dramaturges could review
15



them; in fact, this was a further means of pollt&gervision. Another method, in the guise
of "democratic collaboration”, encouraged actorsamorently involved in a production to
visit the rehearsals of other productions and dis¢bem with the dramaturges. Factory
workers entered into collective consultation whie artists, which made life difficult for city
theatre dramaturges and meant more non-artistik.witginar Kipphardt, head of dramaturgy
at the Deutsches Theater Berlin (1951-59), in tag hakespeare dringend gesushtirised
the hectic life of the dramaturge — in search efulimate new contemporary play and
plagued by the obstructionism and senseless suggestf narrow-minded officials of the
omnipresent bureaucracy — officials who themselvexe drowning in paperwork. In the
play, a female party functionary appears as a &eaachina”, assisting the dramaturge in
his battles with the head of the city theatre dipant. All this, of course, was irony: the
mechanisms inimical to artists' work were generatethe party itself, not by the petit-
bourgeois incomprehension of a few individuals. thes play, performed in 1953, Kipphardt
was recognised with the National Award, Third Cl&sme years later, when supporting
Peter Hack's plays and publicly rejecting Shdanestsalist realism, Kipphardt came into
conflict with the leadership of the SED and wasalerted as a "reactionary head
dramaturge" and a threat to German theatre. (Foamak 2002: 119). He continued writing
in West Germany, creating several major works efdbcumentary theatre — including In der

Sache Oppenheimer — and became head dramatutgekarinmerspiele in Munich.

In the 1970s and 1980s the dominant SED graduathai to lose its power, but in 1976, an
exodus of theatre people followed the exile of VBi#rmann, a singer and co-founder of the
Berliner Arbeiter- und Studententheater (b.a.tisTapresented a significant brain drain but,
paradoxically, for the remaining dramaturges it meaore artistic opportunities — although,
until the turnaround in 1989, such opportunitieser@nfined to the regime's margin. Still,
Brecht's model of the artistic-scientific dramatukgas able to assert itself in the theatres of
the GDR. The position of production dramaturge bezaommon — a dramaturge specifically
responsible for research and developing the dirgaoncept in co-operation with directors

and designers, with a critical role in rehearsats the collection of programme material.

Brecht's dramaturge was not only a production dtarga but also an in-house intellectual
placing a high value on artistic reflection, paigi discussion and the documentation of

theatre performances — the most important develapmeserman dramaturgy since Lessing.
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This model was based on Brecht's own working metrmtwas developed in the Berliner
Ensemble — in dialogue with the communist leaderdbi be sure, but also partially in
opposition to it. In the final years of the GDRe tfheatres — with the help of their
dramaturges — became an important voice for p@biicism of the government, ending with
the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989.

The concept of the dramaturge under National Seaiehnd in communist East Germany
was the polar opposite of the vocation first dedibg Lessing and represents a Counter-
Enlightenment ideal. The Frankfurt School philosegshTheodor W. Adorno and Max
Horkheimer maintain, however, that the Enlightentnemd Counter-Enlightenment share
ideological roots. In Dialectic of Enlightenmerntst published in 1944, they saw a
dichotomy at the heart of Enlightenment thinking:tbe one hand, the Enlightenment made
great strides in terms of humanity's technical ustd@ding of the world and its capacity to
manipulate it; however, it failed spectacularlyptovide humans with the moral
understanding to avoid replicating the barbaritjest technological ages on an ever more
grotesque scale.

According to this interpretation, the role of thawhaturge as censor and suppressor in the
service of an authoritarian State is the "dark"sadehe labour of the Enlightenment
dramaturge, educating people to become free ingitsd This view of Enlightenment and
Counter-Enlightenment as two sides of the sameisaiontroversial to this day: the
opposition posed by Kurt Hirschfeld in Zurich, aslMas the self-determination of East
German theatre from 1976 (with the help of the Btiem dramaturgical model), show the
potential of liberating critical dramaturgy, allavg it to uphold Enlightenment values. It is
useful for dramaturges — practitioners of a yourgjgssion — to remember that though the
German dramaturgical model is rooted in the Enéghtent, it was negatively impacted by
National Socialism and state-imposed communism.flitieer development of the vocation
and its responsibilities is closely linked to staielevelopment — and also to the further
development of the Enlightenment project. The failof the Enlightenment in society is not
necessarily due to the bankruptcy of humanist/lBitdigment thought: as Hans Meyer states,
contradictions in societal existence confirm thechéor Enlightenment (Mayer 1975: 9). The
dramaturge today is no longer possessed of adieteged educational "mission”: instead, the
dramaturge supports, accompanies and reflectseoartistic approach of his or her

production team. The dramaturge refers to areasmfict within society, using the theatre as
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an artistic location where new and different powitsiew on human co-existence can be

researched — thus furthering the continuing prapéthe Enlightenment itself.
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