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In an international context, the term “theatre gedy” may appear somewhat awkward;
however the term makes clear this subject’s relatathe art form of theatre and its central
significance in terms of contemporary developméantducational theatre here in Germany.

There are countless opinions regarding what theatrde art of acting, actually does.
As theatre scholar Andreas Kotte observes, on ahsgection, there are hardly any two
people “who have a similar perception of theatre). Theatre is used as a label.” (Kotte 2005,
62) Thus, theatre audiences usually seek out titeddfi theatre theprefer. Theatre educators,
on the other hand, who dedicate themselves to timgaand/or working with theatre, are
called upon to critically engage irpaofessionalway with their own and foreign concepts of
theatre. Within the practice of educational theagspecially, when various concepts collide
with each other, it becomes clear how decisionsengttling working processes strongly
depend upon the perceptions and attitudes of@lp#nticipants concerned. Consciously or
unconsciously, in every pedagogical theatre prpjectldviews, ideas of human nature, and
conceptions of theatre are communicated and, ibésecases, negotiated.

In the following, I will roughly sketch the currediscourse in German-speaking
theatre pedagogy under the aspect of its undetistaoél“theatre” or “acting”. | look upon
this essay as a contribution to the formation thfesry of theatre pedagogy, which is
presently expanding beyond the provisional “hypbetiaexplanations (theatre pedagogy as
defined by the location of its enactment, or byatget group). As my own position will also
become apparent, | am not methodically concerndd a@veloping a valid concept of theatre
on the basis of devaluing others; but rather, witmprehending different perspectives on the
central topic of pedagogical theatre. This appraaehtes a premise for an understanding of

the practical consequences of these conceptiotieafre in our work.

1) The practical perspective— Theatre as competencskill, and craft
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This perspective arises from a practical conceow ldoes one make good theatre? What
does this involve, and how may it be learned? imlew, theatre is not questioned; instead,
it appears as a given, traditional technique, énsbnse of the ancient Greékhne as a
competence, skill, or craft. There are various pecsves related to the assessment of the
specific human predisposition toward (theatre)racthat | will not address here. For no
matter whether theatre acting is viewed as an aptihogical constant, as a “liberation” from
blockades and a “return” to “the natural abilitypi@y”; or whether acting is seen as a kind of
cultural technology, comparable to reading andimgjttheatre is always considered to be a
specific form of humacommunicationwhich enables individual expression and particula
forms of social relationships. For the most pasthta anthropologically-aligned perspective
(acting as an ability) as well as a cultural-tedbgally-aligned perspective (acting as a
skill, a craft) refer to the institution of theatreits historical forms, and represent a scripted
and, above all, role-centered concept of theatoté2005, 64).

Even if in principle, theéchneof theatre may be learned by all people, within
(German) practice there is still a clear distinctietween “professionals” who are trained in
these techniques within a formal educational sgttimd “amateurs” who learn the craft of
theatre in a non-formalized way. In Germany, forthehtre education is offered by
specialists such as acting educators who are mostyed in theatre academies or university
theatre departments. Non-formal training, or leagrthrough working with other amateurs, is
an area of theatre pedagogy primarily located énséctor of pedagogy or education rather
than that of the arts. Despite a growing field wdra-garde forms of theatre/performance in
which these differences become irrelevant, in Gegmia the relationship between the
professional and the amateur, a hierarchy relatesbsterywithin thetéchneof theatre still

exists.

When theatre pedagogy broadly comprises of allkifdheatre work witimon
professional actorgthere arises the practical question of the delie¢ intermediation/theatre
education. Due in no small measure to the timeedland structural conditions of this theatre
work, specialists of theatre pedagogy have developeous kinds of modularization.
Depending on the context, theatre acting is convégeinstance through certain stages

(getting acquainted, training in expression, coeatf characters, etc.); through certain
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“building blocks” (space, time, character,) or tigh certain forms (theatre with masks, with
shadows, with improvisation etc.).

If theatre acting as a field of educational practtomes under pressure to legitimize
itself, as it has increasingly in recent yearss tiragmatic classification of the téchne of
theatre into individual, cumulatively learnablepstenevitably becomes related to particular
(socially recognized) competencies. The resuliimgeasingly-observed concentration upon
social abilities (skills) can easily result in artsfer of emphasis, and some elements of the
téchne of theatre then appear only aseangoward the construction of a socially competent

personality.

2) The educational theory perspective: Theatre asibjective experience

The driving motive behind this view is educatiott@ory’s explanation of theatre acting as a
non-interchangeable (and therefore irreplaceableld of aesthetic education. Here, the
attention is focused on thelation between theatre as an aesthetic product and grooghe
one side, and a subject (to be educated) on tlee.dthis relation is described in the field of
aesthetic education assthetic experienc@he question here is: What aesthetic experiences
might a subject have, when seeing or acting intte@a

The relevant examination of this question to dataes from Ulrike Hentschel
(Hentschel 1996, 2000). According to her, the etlowal effects of subjective encounters
with an art form cannot be described in generahseinstead, they are grounded in the
media-specificharacteristics of that art form. Looking for tinedia-specific characteristics
of theatre play, Ulrike Hentschel distances hercterom all social processes during a
theatre production and focuses on the proceastofg Within an educational theory
perspective, theatre appears as the productioset@nd reality, within which the symbols of
the first reality are used as “symbols of symbd@lsscher-Lichte 1997, 987). The specificity
of the medium of theatre is grounded in the faat ttere (in contrast to other art forms),
“subject, object, and the medium of the creatiomcd be separated from one another, (...)
[but rather] the created object (remains) bounithéabody of the creating subject” (Hentschel

2007, 7). So the players (and the audience alsddlarays acting simultaneously on two
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levels: on the level of symbol and meaning (refeadnand on the level of the concrete
physicality of the players (performative).

According to Hentschel, this experience of tlbal nature of theatrical
communicationidentified as the awareness of difference, ig ‘thntral educational
experience of theatre acting and -viewing” (Ibidhe awareness of difference creates the
conditions for aesthetic competence as an eductiarget in theatre pedagogy. Aesthetic
competence is grounded in the experienced inswghiit one’s own body) and translated
into theconstructionof realities—be they theatrical, media-based ooiasd—and the resulting
ability to handle different representational formmedia, and intentions (ibid.). Furthermore, it
may be expected that actors, through being reqtiredt consciously within different levels
of representation, develop an overall ability fatdmced detachment and self-reflection.
The current academic discussion within German-spgakeatre pedagogy is essentially
characterized by this question: To what degree tteeawareness of difference still play a
role, when current theatre practices are beingeg@lithin educational theatre work in
which these practices make an issue of playing difterent levels of reality, and test the
boundaries between play and not-play (i.e. siteifpgerformance, autobiographical
theatre)?

With this question, the participants in such prtg§emme to be seen as self-forming
subjects, and their presentation is studied prignaiith a view toward whether, and in what
way, the theatre processes and ambitions involwiéitld the purpose of enabling the players
to consciouslyhandle forms of representation. The intentionthefplayers, and their
concerns, are thereby appreciated less for thelitifal, social, personal...) relevance, as for

the quality of their aesthetic creation.

3) The cultural studies perspective: Theatre as ctural practice

This concept of theatre exists in the context@fdis in theatre arts toward the dissolution of
boundaries within current culture; it has beensggrelaborated so far in German theatre
pedagogy.

In view of certain developments in current theathech are marked by a dissolution

of the understanding of roles (performance theétre art); by an abandonment of traditional
4
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hierarchical relations to theatrical symbgiegt-dramatic theatrfl_ehmann]); and by playing
with the staging of everyday life (participatoritesspecific actions), the narrow conception
of theatre as role- and text-centred is left behihldas been replaced by a theatre conception
that regards theatre as primarily performance (f@stichte 2004, 42 et sqq). On that
condition theatrical events appear to hgasdicular form of “cultural performances”, and are
structurally comparable to them (Singer on Fisdhehte 1998, 12 et sqq.) As in other
cultural performances (i.e., rituals, festivalg, gtwithin theatrical events, the “self-
conception and self-image” of a culture is formiid(), and in this perspective, culture itself
is thereby generated and manifested. As regardsréhpedagogy, the cultural self-image
which becomes apparent in theatre performancesket at from the aspect of its own
production In this way the relationships which determine phacess itself are brought into
focus: the relationship between players and thdijexts, the relationships among the players
themselves, and the relationship of the playethdo audience.

The theatre concept that is most useful for obagrthese qualities of relationship
does not begin with an assumption of particularattaristics. In reference to a relational
understanding of theatricality (Minz 1998, Kott®32)) theatre is conceived as a relational
dimension, which exists in constant interactiorhvather cultural practices and events, and is
changed by them. Theatre has decidedly influeremad has been most influenced by, the
practice of the theatricality of the everyday. Fritmis perspective, the participants in theatre
pedagogy projects appear to be not so much amatsexperts who have formed a
particular “practical knowledge” (Bourdieu) of thieeal behavior patterns in their daily lives.
When theatre educators ground their work in thgegtise, especially in their work with
marginalized groups, they move into a relationgtiigeciprocal exchange with the players.
They consider themselves as learners, and in ratey make their practical theatre skills
available, so that the players can become consoioiings “practical knowledge”, and they
can articulate it, reflect upon it and vary it.

In this perspective, the primary focus is on emapthecultural participationof the
respective participants. In order to realize tthis, process as well as the product of
pedagogical theatre work is observed in relatiothéocultural practices and products of the
surrounding culture.

Consequently, from a cultural studies perspectheatre educators can consider

themselves not only as experts for the art of tegaee 1) and for educational processes (see
5
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2). Moreover, they are required to engage themselith cultural practices and images
beyond the theatre, and with the underlying powkations and societal conditions that
produce them. When this challenge meets with arpssive attitude, a broader concept of
theatre and political involvement can be combirfedpart this suggests the necessity for
cultural workers to develop dynamic, vibrant, poatly engaged, and socially relevant
projects in which the traditional binaries of mavgentre, unity/difference, local/national, and
public/private can be reconstituted through momamgiex representations of identification,
belonging, and community.” (H.A. Giroux with PakiShannon 1997, 8).

A preliminary conclusion: Theatre acting and —viegvis a competence/a technique/a
craft; andit is the object of subjective experienaadit is a cultural practice. Each of these
three means of understanding theatre has its pjsteffield of application and its
consequences. So it makes absolute sense to apdiyst concept of theatre in the area of
amateur theatre; to pursue the awareness of differim the setting of educational theatre in
and outside of school; and to seek out culturattpres and meanings within applied drama
(Nicholson) or theatre work in social areas (Kothlg. Beyond this, each concept of theatre
holds a perspective with the potential to pose pectide questions, depending on the

respective interests and goals, in any pedagotjieatre practice.
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