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The Director as co-author

Emerging in the realm of creation only towards émel of the 19 and the
beginning of the ZBcentury, and being fully acknowledged as stagecttire with
everything that the term implies, only after thee@e World War, the director has
become in the last decades the most importanticeeatresence in the scenic
hierarchy. The success or failure of a productiepethds to a great extent on her
inspiration and her capacity to melt into a unifywision the text, the performance
of the actors, the scenography, the music, theediggting etc. the coming to the
foreground of the director, as the main of the titiesl art, also brought about other
transformations. The art of the dramatic entertaimimndividualized itself from the
theatre as literature (the dramaturgy), the foripeing a live art form, a show
performed in front of the audience, while the latias to do with the written word,
meant to be read by those who are interested In the stage practice of the last
decades, from the “Kilometre Zero” of the theathe, play has become a foundation
on which the director builds her own work of arydloping in a beneficent way or
betraying the written text. The text as pretextfguly illustrates the present
situation, in which textocentrism handed over thainmrole to directing, as an
engine of reinterpretation. Contemporary directbesre become, alongside the
playwrights, co-authors of the shows, cultural pdd which are anchored in the
dramatic work but also acquire their independenseingividual works of art.
Textocentrism, which dominated the theatre for wees$, evolved towards the
preeminence of the director, who uses the text @atading point for her own
creation. The status of author that the directapésl has its origins in different
actions typical to the act of creation: the reiptetation of the play, the revelation
of new semantic aspects, highlighted by the shbe;updating of the story and of
the characters, underlining the universal qualitthe work, a work that agrees with
resemantisation; the re/writing of the play by adgicompressing, combining
fragments from different plays in one’s own scefit. The techniques listed here are
specific to the art of the stage, and they stana @®of of the semantic elasticity of
the primary, written work, its quality as an opearky What matters the most is the

YThe “Luceadrul” Theatre for Children and Youth, lasi, Romania.

~Philologica Jassyensia”, Anul VIII, Nr. 2 (16), 2B, p. 19-29

BDD-A1067 © 2012 Institutul de Filologie Roména ,,A. Philippide”
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 18.97.9.175 (2026-02-17 11:31:20 UTC)



Oltita CINTEC

interpretative relevance of the directorial visitimee degree to which and the way it
has an aesthetic contribution to the revitalizih@ avork. From this perspective, we
will analyze the productions of some of the mostsssful Romanian directors of the
last theatrical seasons.

Even |.L. Caragiale was aware of the importancehefdirector in the staging
of a show of quality. He was a gifted director haffisas every author is also the first
director of his or her own plays. Siélexandrescu mentioned Garagiale’s directorial
qualities, quoting a letter that the playwright heeht to the management of the
National Theater in Bucharest, at a time when #regas re-staging some of his older
plays with new casts, without the contribution oflieector. The playwright would
clearly underline that the plays “...would requirdically new stagings, and not some
semi-improvised, careless ones, without any artegialities” (Alexandrescu 1962: 8).

The intellectualised humour — Mihai Maniutiu

O noapte furtunoas (A Stormy Night, staged by Mihai Nhutiu at the
Odeon theater in Bucharest foyer, with low-key @arimusic and a photography
exhibition with period photos in sepia, that helpuyto get familiarized with the
atmosphere of Caragiale’s world. The curtain rised we see Jupan Dumitrache
(Marin Morariu) and Nae Ipingescu (Gheorghe Dihicsitting and talking. What
comes next is focused, in adiutiu’s artistic vision, on the characters. The
characters are even more important than the wbedsutter. The script is observed
religiously, as well as the situations that makembexist as stage biographies. That
is why the director used star actors, actors whalgRis is a guarantee that they
would have the spotlight in the show. The dialogti¢he start of the play, between
Nae Ipingescu and Jupan Dumitrache, observes teefihe snowball; the verbal
avalanche is triggered by Dumitrache’s concerrhisr‘honor as a family man,” and
the flow is amplified by “tell me about it,” Ipingeu’s verbal tic. The directorial
emphasis falls on the triangle in the foregroundtavZta-Chiriac, that the director
interpreted by making use of theontre-emplai Veta (Oana Pellea) is a
neurasthenic, irritated by her sister’s verbal anghts to such an extent that she
ends up filling her ears with cotton. When pleadmay innocence, Veta has in her
arms a live hen, which she will pluck in one of ttelowing scenes, throwing
around her feathers — the gentle creature is amcirself-portrait. Zia (Dorina
Lazar) is middle-aged, slightly overweight, dressegbiink, having the postures and
the manner of speaking of a diva, tortured by hgh-teel shoes, wearing make-up
in excess and fainting whenever there is a sitnatat could jeopardize her future
with Ricid Venturiano. Chiriac (Marcel lugg is addicted to his relationship with
Veta, who makes him walk and neigh like a stallibhe affective relations with
Veta are imagined in a parodic, melodramatic kbg, love-making scenes taking
place in a barn with nude statues and Cupids. &pir(Marius Stnescu) is in love
with Zita, and Rig& Venturiano (Marian Rélea) is a weak person, mgnalbre than

1 Odeon Theater and SMART, 1998; director—AlexanBabija; scenery — Octavian Neculai;
costumes — Janine; the cast: Jupan Dumitrache inMéoraru, Nae Ipingescu — Gh DidicVeta —
Oana Pellea, Chiriac — Marcel lgrdici Venturiano — Marian Rélea, &i— Dorina Lair, Spiridon —
Marius Stinescu.
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physically, running away when discerning, througdhvery thick glasses, the chaos
he brings about, and anticipates a denouementdligd be painful for him. Another
element that bears Miutiu’s artistic print is the rhythm. Everything is oiu
calmer, the characters/actors ar not so frantienang, the humor is more cerebral.
It is not just a coincidence that another show tagexd in 1992 for the National
Theater in Cluj was entitled..Am ras destul!/(Enough with the Laughtéy!
synthesizing the director’'s approach to the workoaf classic playwright. The
scenographers imagined a scenery that evoked a Wt comes into existence, a
house with scaffolds all over the place. The caqfedried leaves suggests the
decline of a world, and the construction in thekgmaound is also the beginning of a
new one, especially so after a locomotive, the tdif which can be heard from
time to time, along the way, enters the foregroahdhe end bringing down the
~-dump”, to everybody’s amazemes@rande finalé

Between the trivial and the sublime — Alexandru Dalja

The expectations of literary critic Dan C. Milescu, who would like to see
one of our theater critics stage all of Caragiapdés/s does not seem realistic to me.
In the theater, things are different from literarjticism, where one shows the full
potential of her or his capabilities by analyzirge tentire creation of a writer.
Directing a play is also a type of hermeneutics,dfla special kind, different from
the literary one, as it first and foremost creatiand only then interpretation. In the
theater, creating means finding a personal kefig¢cstage interpretation of a certain
text, and using the same mechanisms in the stagfirdjfferent plays could be
considered redundant, if not a proof of one’s latknspiration. For instance, how
could someone stage in the same Wapasta (The Afflictio) and O scrisoare
pierduti (A Lost Lettey.

However, the closest to the critic’'s ideal was Aledru Dabija’s project. He
staged in 2011 and 2012 two plays, with a commemth My attention was caught
by O noapte furtunoas(A Stormy Night(the “Vasile Alecsandri” National Theater,
lasi) and O scrisoare pierdut (A Lost Lettey (the Theater for Comedy, Bucharest).
As all the directors have been doing, in the ladt bf the century, Dabija is also
reinterpreting creatively a dramatic text, becomitite co-author, with the
playwright, in rendering the dramatic work to thébfic. Theater as literature is now
of interest only for specialists, who read playsfg@ssionally. In his two stagings,
Alexandru Dabija follows two complementary exegelicections. In his version
from the Igi National Theater, he accentuates the trivialityhe world he presents,
until it becomes vulgar. In his version from Budgy as it is explained in a
brochure handed to the spectators, the play i©peed “in theunderground it is
an open, violent performance. It is exact, simpld gery direct. It implies many
psychological meanders, a great deal of psychabgichness, the type of comic
which is closer to Cehov’s style, rather than ® dmusement park”.
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In his project from Igi, the staging oD noapte furtunoas(A Stormy Night,
the poster of the show announced what the publie g@ing to see: the camera
zoomed on the fly opening of a man’s pair of pdmkl up by a rope that dangles,
more than significantly, between the legs of thbjestt! Alexandru Dabija moved
the center of Caragiale’s world on this anatompaat of the character, rewriting the
play for the stage in the key of the voluptuousiati A scabrous Caragiale is what
Dabija is offering, an intentional submersion irtee dejection of the human
condition, by using a scenic discourse that jangs glay unsuccessfully into the
parodic, claiming to render contemporary behavioudefecation, urination,
masturbation, copulation come to the foregroundhaf version, while everything
happens in a house under construction, from a swwea. We have already
encountered this idea of a world “under constructio Mihai Maniutiu’s staging at
the Odeon, in 1998, and Caragiale had already sdokhe mud of the slums in
Lucian Pintilie’s film, De ce trag clopoteleMitica? (Why Do the Bells Toll,
Mitica?) In such an universe, the latrine is more impurtaan the house itself, or
any of its extensions. The outdoor is placed ndthébackyard, but in the street, and
one can hear, coming from there, the more thanlifansounds of defecation. The
exaggeration of some of the gestures, of someidétit and the frequent insistence
on them is annoying and gives the impression d tdanspiration. It is also from
the toilet that the magazinéocea patriotului naonal (The Voice of the National
Patriot) is read, but the reading does not trigger oughéer, as Caragiale intended.
The comic of the language is lost along the way, mwt only in this moment of the
show, but throughout the entire performance, dragimin thecloaca maximalt is
also in the latrine that Spiridon masturbates, aratter that becomes almost
grotesque, in this version: \wyeuristand an amateur of sexual fetishes, who is
permanently patting and pinching Veta andaZiThe radical change of theatrical
portrait is applied to most of the charactershim$ense of a primitive debauchery of
sexuality and coupling. All seem to have the hdiben speaking about his “honor
as a family man,” Jupan Dumitrache is holding h&nitals and is mimicking
masturbation, the range of obscene gestures camjimuith eloquent movements of
the hips. Rig is courting Zia in his underwear, starting to get undressed @s a8
he enters the yard, mentioning the flirt at the donrestaurant, by suggestively
moving his hips; and when Chiriac “bangs” Vetagetually makes the whole place
rock, after which he proudly and lengthily uringtkeem the first floor. The animal
side of the characters is dominant and defines :th@riegm, urine, gases, feces,
seminal fluids. Jupan Dumitrache is domineerintf;assured, emanating power to
such an extent that one ends up by wondering whia \i@s an extramarital
relationship with Chiriac!? The relationships oudratic logic among the characters
are affected at different levels. The shop clerlaisirile person with a mental
handicap, wearing a massive belt and a hunter'szig is a hysterical, ill-bred
person who wears a dishabille and slippers; Veteistalised, dull, insignificant.

2 The “Vasile Alecsandri” National Theater,sila2011; director — Al. Dabija; scenography —
Draga Buhagiar; the cast: Jupan Dumitrache airCChirila, Nae Ipingescu — Florin Mircea, Veta —
Petronela Grigorescu, Chiriac — Dumitriadifusnicu, Ri& Venturiano — Cosmin Maxim, #& —
Haruna Condurache, Spiridon — Doru Aftanasiu.

22

BDD-A1067 © 2012 Institutul de Filologie Roména ,,A. Philippide”
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 18.97.9.175 (2026-02-17 11:31:20 UTC)



I.L. Caragiale. Stage Reinterpretations

Everybody is shouting, running about and overacti@gragiale is reinterpreted
through the use of thick humour, specific to powrshows.

In his Comedy Theater staging @f scrisoare pierdut (A Lost Lette)’,
Dabija doesn’t necessarily bring the action inte pnesent. In fact, Eugéne lonesco
said it brilliantly: ,starting with individuals frm his own period, Caragiale is a critic
of people from any kind of society” (lonesco 19224). The action takes place in a
period which is not specified, the costumes doimdicate a certain period, it could
be any of the moments in our recent history. Buatw underlined, unfortunately,
validates the hurtful reality of dramatic charasteand situations created one
hundred years ago. The action is placed in an ulesbme interior, a basement or
an attic, eaten away by humidity, a perfect envirent for molds, fungi (which are
turned into a party emblem) that thrive here. T$tesnds for society, of course.
Dabija does not change the text, he observes draigly, but he alters the
characters, delicately reshaping them, with the lnélthe actors. He also uses an
original score and brings the public into the perfance, adding new sources of
humour to the comical elements found in the origiegt, using techniques specific
to the stage. The allusions to the present-dayigallisituation is not ostentatious, it
comes naturally: Gavencu gives his speech shedding rivers of teadsoae can
almost hear presidentaBescu’s famous line, ,Dear Stolo...”; Zoe is a blagnde
beautiful and very elegant — take a guess andrielivhat politician she could be?;
Farfuridi and Branzovenescu always carry around tagbags, to move whenever
they feel like it to whichever political party isame profitable, betrayal being a
common currency; the Intoxicated citizen is obsegdgirepeating “And me, whom
do | vote for?” as the voters in the audience,rdibanted with a primitive political
class, people who do not know anymore how to dasit tvote, as things never
change after elections.

Caavencu (Marcel lurg is completely remolded, as Dabija uses in a very
efficient way thecontre-empilai tall, as thin as a pencil, dressed in black, as h
nothing of the aggressive abjection in Caragiaiexs. His immorality is hidden, and
thus more dangerous. Even if he appears to be @lauperson, his actions and
insidious gestures are well calculated and camwigdin cold blood, as if he were a
predator. lurg has a low-key, interiorized — and thus more intergerformance.
The actor adds to the text a set of gestures thanhare than suggestive, amplifying
the comic of situation. Zaharia Trahanache (Vatefitodosiu) has an imposing,
massive stature, but a sing-song way of speakiogy|ys uttering each syllable in a
display of decrepitude and shuffling around in slippers. Trahanache is remolded
by reversing the proportions, he is a big babyst®&ozes, he urges people “to have
just a little patience,” he masters the secret rmeisms of the political game better
that anyone else. Agamemnon Dandanache (Georggith)jilis a strong person,
who can whistle loudly, boozes with the votersslightly amnesic, mixing up the

% The Comedy Theater, Bucharest, 2011; director —akdru Dabija; scenery — Puiu Antemir;
costumes — Anca &uta; muzic — Ada Milea; the cast: Agamemnon DandanagBeorge Mibita,
Zaharia Trahanache — Valentin TeodoSiache Farfuridi — Florin Dobrovici, lordache Braneoescu
— Eugen Raah Nae Caavencu — Marcel lugg Ghita Pristanda — DragoHuluba, Un cetitean
turmentat (an Intoxicated citizen) — Dorina Chiridme Trahanache — Mihaela Teledalmnescu —
Dan Ridulescu.
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people and their identities, but knowing that braekK is the best political weapon.
The Intoxicated citizen is Dorina Chiriac, in trate Petite, explosive, she is the
buffoon of the entire confusion of the day befdre elections and, paradoxically,
the sole honest person in this world filed withaimigies. The public itself is
transformed into a collective character, beinguded in the show. An actor is
placed in the hall, among the spectators, reaetemgally during the speeches given
at the party reunion. It is not only an elemensoifprise; he has a double role: he
expands the sphere of the action by theatraliziegatidience and he is an additional
source of humour.

The pleasure of the carnival — Silviu Purdrete

For those who are familiar with Silviu Pdrete’s directorial poetics, it was
natural for him to stageD’ale carnavalului (Scenes from a Carnival by
I.L. Caragialé. His aesthetic attraction for the farce, for therlel of the fairs, the
hedonism of the carnival, of the entangled stosied of the anecdotic, his capacity
to move on the stage a numerous cast are disenttaits of his artistic style. He
had probably meditated for a long time, discreadly,he usually does, waiting for
the right moment and for the right theatrical compaHe found them at the “Radu
Stanca” National Theater in Sibiu, where he hadaaly successfully staged other
plays. A partisan of the classical text, Riete strictly observed Caragiale’s words,
down to the smallest detail, building on this foatilon a performance the originality
of which has as a starting point the character&diand dramatic situations. The
mise en scenis perfectly spherical: a truck comes from thestéfge in reverse gear,
and some figurants start revealing some scenergeglts that actively furnish the
stage, and in the end everything is removed from dtage in the same way.
Underneath all this, there is an implicit messdgée Circus is coming!”; and this
is what happens, indeed, as the people on stagiayliwith scenic naturalness a
sarabande of funny events. The play is convincirgthged, as the performance
makes the most of the author’'s words and the caudlities of the play, while
adding to this the means that are specific to attival representation. The string of
amorous betrayals of the petty world of ruined bitemts of the slums is localized
in ,Nae Girimia’s Model Barbershop,” the epicentéithe carnivalesque earthquake
from which, in the end, no one has anything to édp@motionally. Silviu Puttcete
was extremely mindful with all the intentions ofetiplay and he rigorously and
accurately highlighted them. The scenic outlinggsy precise, no detail is missed,
none is superfluously added. The entropy of thaufgogdeast we become a part of is
managed with precision, with great consideratiarttie details. To sum things up, it
is a group portrait of a world that is defined by difference between what it really
is and what it strives to be. It is a world whererdtan rugs lay directly on the
earthen floor — a thick layer of clay covers theolehstage — a world where people

4 The “Radu Stanca” National Theater, 2011; direet@®ilviu Purdrete; scenography — Drago
Buhagiar; music — Vasil8irli; the cast: lordache — Marius Turdeanu, lanampon — Constantin
Chiriac, Mita Baston — Ofelia Popii, Catindatul — Liviu Pancujd@nel — Adrian Matioc, Nae Girimea
— Nicu Mihoc, Didina Mazu — Cristina Ragos, Ralucai,laBerenela Muran, Ipistatul (The
policeman) — Cristian Stanca, A waiter — Vali Peegei

24

BDD-A1067 © 2012 Institutul de Filologie Roména ,,A. Philippide”
Provided by Diacronia.ro for IP 18.97.9.175 (2026-02-17 11:31:20 UTC)



I.L. Caragiale. Stage Reinterpretations

wear expensive shoes and clothes, but take theésshff when they enter the barber's
shop, because they feel more comfortable in felestor rubber shoes. The bear, the
smell of grilled minced meat rolls, the ingestidnedlible props (sausages, onions,
green cheese, radishes, slow roasted cabbage siewjis is for good, nothing is
mimicked, complementing the originary verism of thlay. The performance has
some memorable moments, one of them being Nae i@wsimntrance (Nicu Mihoc),
suggestive of the style of the silent movies: edlgailressed, with a small moustache,
similar to Charlie Chaplin’s famous character, logvk/ crosses the stage, he poses to
the public, with the smile of a dandy, accessorizét a white boom box, from the
speakers of which comes the sound of the aria &aish,” from Bellini’'s Normd
Later on, he will say “Exactly like ilfNorma” when acting as a referee in the
confrontation between N8 and Didina, moment in which the lid of the sntelbm
box opens like the mouth of a soprano and higtipidcsounds blast out, suggesting
the confrontation of the two mistresses.

Silviu Purdirete’s well-known creativity comes to light onceaaqg as every
scene of the performance amazes you in one waynather. Parodically, in the
feasting crowd, Gicinel (Adrian Matioc) is running after a child who dsessed
exactly like Pampon (Constantin Chiriac), thus segkevenge for the physical
differences and the beating he had been givenrdyeftita Baston (Ofelia Popii) is
a clumsy republican, who gets slammed by a dotiieérhead, who stumbles around
and falls to the ground or is thrown into the nyjole gathered by the garbage men;
her relationship with Nae is electrifying, litenallsparkles come out, when they
touch; Didina Mazu is multiplied by three (CristifRagos, Raluca lani, Serenela
Muresan), suggesting the barber’s insatiable lust fostmgses and satisfying the
director's need for multitudes; the massive Pamggularly takes a pill, fearing to
run or to get caught in a crisis situation, as beffers of heartbeats”; @ranel’s
clothes match Ma's — they wear identical fur coats, but in the nmes$ of the
carnival the lank man puts on the smaller coatphag even more hilarious. The
choir, always present in Purete’s stagings, is composed here of the people
attending the popular feast and by the small otchegD-ale band,” whose short
instrumental contributions have the qualities gbgential hit — although it is simple
and brief, it is impossible to get it out of yowgdd, once you hear it!

A real team effortD’ale carnavalului(Scenes from a Carniahas one more
fundamental quality: homogeneity. The scenery,abtors, the aural elements, all
the parts support each other and come togethen iorganic whole. Improvising
proved to be a successful effort. Dragduhagiar’s scenography is dynamic, the
scenic spaces succeed each other to the need® dhehtrical action, they are
diverse, they undergo multiple metamorphoses. Anptlmor, a barber’'s chair, a
barbecue, a few boxes with bottles and three artihles are capable of delimiting
and of defining distinct spaces, leaving to theienck the task of completing the
setting with their imagination. Although they atebow, the characters created by
Caragiale are rather pleasant, in the show fronuSikthis is how the author also
treated them: without concessions, but affectidpateviting us to laugh at them, or
rather, with them, and to forgive them. This isoal®w Silviu Purérete renders
them, using the best possible approach, in thdanmytf the carnival.
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The travesty as an additional source of comic — Topa Gabor

The political world seen as a huge toilet — but tha shines with cleanliness
— becomes the scenographic ambient of Tompa Galtaging ofO scrisoare
pierdutd (A Lost Letter) at the Hungarian Theater in Cluj-Napoca (2805he
director had a brilliant idea: all the actors ard@ravesty! Some directors change the
role of the travesty, from an acting technique ton@ans of underscoring new
semantic qualities in some classical texts, reewmlg, through this radical
transformation of the characters, the very meamiht¢he dramatic work. Tompa
Gabor imagined a “revolutiona® scrisoare pierdutdA Lost Lettey, making the
line “Zoe, be a man” its starting point. All theachcters are interpreted by women
costumed as men, except Zoe, who is a man an@sselt as such, but who insists
on his feminine side. At a quick evaluation, wheatehing the show, one would
think that the use of the travesty is useful todivector’s search for novel sources
of humour, that would be added to the comic ofagitun, the text and the characters.
The idea that structures Gabor’'s version is the aisectresses for the male
characters and of the actors — or rather, of omer acfor the only feminine part.
Caavencu, Tiptescu (both of them, significantly, blondes!), kaidi, Dandanache
and the entire entourage of political friends andmies are incarnated by women,
and only Zoe is interpreted by Miklos Bacs. Whercaimes to the use of the
disguise, one should not look too far for a juséfion; it can be found in the line
“Zoe, be a man,” literally transposed and transfmtnmto a pivotal axis. We can
also identify in the director's idea a theme forcaltural debate: the power
relationships, genuine or only apparent, betweemthsculine and the feminine, the
powerful women who are behind successful men, ¢ngrfine side of every man,
who deals the cards in politics etc. analyzing tlession more carefully, sometime
after watching the show, the travesty proves tonoee than a simple trick used to
force a smile on the spectators’ faces. Tompa Gabactually working together
with Caragiale, becoming the co-author of the plaiyough his directorial
perspective that structurally reverses the persgeain the male and female
characters of the play. The travesty becomes anigad of dramatic composition.
The density of the semantic texture of the stagmgncreased, and the re-
interpretation of the meanings of the source tgxtiging the travesty is one of the
director’'s contributions. For Tompa Gabor, the blesome letter gets lost in a
community that is undermined by the virus of poyedf the absurd, a community
that has to be sanitized, disinfected. The upsaendworld in Caragiale’s work is
enhanced in the performance from Cluj by the rddieader reversal. The idea is
not for the cast to hide their true chromosomailliafion, the characters are not
effeminate or emasculated. The travesty is “in apen”; it is reflected in some
make-up or in the costumes. The controlled thiakgiif the voice comes as another

® The Hungarian State Theater in Cluj Napoca, 200&cthr — Gabor Tompa; text adaptation —
Andras Visky; scenery — T.Th. Ciupe; costumes — Caaite Brojboiu; choreography — Vava
Stefainescu; the castStefan Tigitescu — Tinde Skovran, AgatiDandanache — Melinda Kantor,
Zaharia Trahanache — Andrea Kali, Tache Farfuriliati Panek, Brinzovenescu — Csilla Albert, Nae
Caavencu — Imola Kézdi/Hilda Péter, lonescu — Andxéadis, Popescu — Réka Csutak, Ghi
Pristanda — Jalia Laczé, Elderly woman — Jilia Alb2oe Trahanache — Miklés Bacs, an Intoxicated
citizen — Enéke Boldizsar, Coriphaeus — Efiksyérgyjakab.
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element. The most striking effect is in the caséldés Bacs, with his explosive
histrionism, a histrionism, however, that does oe¢rwhelm the other actors on
stage. His Zoe is an image of virility, dresseéiperiod costume, a man’s suit plus
a derby hat, both white. Zoe is epitomized in thasculine expression of her
personality, she is the hybrid that makes you labghshe | also the ferment of this
obsessed community that is on the threshold oklbetions, of getting access to a
“bone” to chew on. It is an upside down world with logic, self-sufficient, in its
mad entropy. The actors are remarkable, in travesftijat is the key to their
success? First of all a special capacity to undeigdh a metamorphosis. It is a
complete metamorphosis, as it implies a generiesfommation and it targets the
exteriority of the theatrical interpretation. Frahis perspective, they find a support
for their interpretation in the costumes, the magethe hair-dressing. From the
point of view of the instruments that the actor oae, the travesty uses corporeality,
gestures, voice. The travesty stands for what mpéementary, for what you are
not, structurally, but you build yourself into, fthe duration of the performance.
The intentional, studied tampering with the diffeses between the two
fundamental principles that structure the world liegp a perfect control of the
corporal and vocal imagination, straining to theximmaum the technical dexterity of
the actors. The masculinisation of feminity anéetainisation of masculinity, this is
how the travesty could be defined. The absolutekmasnask which is useful both
in comedies, and in tragedies. The travesty withical qualities is, so to speak, a
negative travesty, a travesty that banks on thieggme and the caricature. Used in
dramatic contexts, the travesty becomes seriousitiyen it amplifies the gravity,
the tragic. Having to do most of all with the plomi expression of the
actors/actresses, the travesty becomes the equiivalethe actor’s chameleonic
qualities of her or his mimetic capabilities. lish@ore than one theatrical use; from
the technique of constructing a character to th#te performance’s composition, it
is a source for augmenting the comical element§ enhancing the tragic ones. The
travesty — leaving behind one’s own gender ancctimeplementary transformation —
is, in the end, a proof of mastery for the actors.

Claudiu Goga also uses the travesty, in his versfddonu” Leonida fai cu
reagiunea(Master Leonida Faces the Reactiona)jek998, a stage version where
Efimita was interpreted by the corpulent Adriadtd® while Leonida, by a frail
person like Mircea Andreescu. The director exptbi@nother element that is
specific to Caragiale’s plays: the fascinationted tharacters or what is written in
the newspapers, the pleasure they take in readiddgnéerpreting the articles. Goga
uses these elements by imagining a scenographyrefViBensoafi-Stegaru)
dominated by such publications. The stage is cradnwith such materials: piles of
newspapers are on the floor, among suitcases; édeidsupported by stacks of
papers, and when the noise coming from outsidéntgigs them, the protagonists
block the door with newspapers, trying to proteetselves from the world outside.

® The “Sici Alexandrescu” Theater, Brav, 1998; director, Claudiu Goga; scenography, Vorel
Pengoai Stegaru, with Mircea Andreescu — Conu Leonida, #&diitoi — Efimita, Nina Ziinescu —
Safta.
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Oltita CINTEC

Postdramatic, postmdern

Whether we talk about relocating the action of fit@y in the present, by
bringing the scenery, the costumes and he chasabtiehaviour into the present, or
about the insistence on the “thick paste” of higgeabout the rethinking of the
characters from angles that do not clash with thitem text, by using the scenic art,
the travesty or theontre-emplaior about underscoring the carnivalesque elements,
the scenic versions of the Romanian directors wWeahave taken as examples are,
each of them in its own way, an original reintetatien of I.L. Caragiale’s work.
By re-writing the play from the director’s perspeet that is, by creating thmise
en scéneln a posthumous partnership, I.L. Caragiale tihectbr joins forces with
the present-day directors, offering them a resdurczamatic material, that allows
multiple scenic developments. The written work Bgsidrom it, as its potential is
made available to the public; the artists also fiefrem it, as they have at their
disposal a valuable dramatic material; finally, Hpectators have only to gain from
it, as the written text is offered to them throwgliving art.

“The greatest of the unknown playwrights”, as Ewgénesco depicted him,
regretting the fact that his plays were written ‘d@nlanguage without a global
circulation” (lonesco 1992: 153), should be thejscbof an ample promoting
program abroad. Considered “le Moliére roumainL, ICaragiale deserves to be
known all over the world. The director’'s merit it through his show, he delivers
it to the public in the most active and direct wakie theatrical literary theory, one’s
own style and the written text are brought togetber stage by his artistic
interpretation. With every new staging that is val®, from an aesthetic point of
view, the stage “exegesis” becomes richer.

In the end, keeping in tone with Caragiale, | ssggan exercise of
imagination. How would the staging of Caragialdayg look like, according to the
postdramatic canon? It would be a project in whighre-writing of his plays would
make such dramatic situations possible: the I¢griavould get to a newspaper; Zoe
would meet Rig& Venturiano, to prevent the publication of thedetieta would ask
for Master Leonida’s help and tai for Agamia Dandanache’s, to solve their
amorous problems; Jupan Dumitrache would find datus his wifes’ indiscretion
from an article written by Gavencu a.s.o. Such a possible development unsettles
the more conservative individuals, who find it digpectful. However, such re-
writings are frequent in the Western dramaturgy anthe United States. There
would be no harm in doing this. On the contrargytlwould bring forward classic
authors and plays, developing them playfully, urezong their universal qualities.
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Abstract

The essayl.L. Caragiale. Stage reinterpretationis an analysis of the different
aesthetic reinterpretations of Caragiale’s playsnfithe last two decades, by some of the
most important Romanian theater directors. All thés been done not just for the delight of
the spectators and of the specialists; it is alpooaf of the desire to rediscover creatively
new meanings in Caragiale’s plays. Some of thecttire chosen as examples here are Silviu
Purcirete, Tompa Gabor, Alexandru Dabija, Mihaémiutiu, all of them having significant
contributions to the recent theatrical art, direstior whom Caragiale has constantly been a
source of inspiration. Using their craft to reimteat, for the stage, the dramatic text, these
directors brought their contribution to the hermdies of our great classical playwright’s
work. This was done not through academic exegksishy the means of theatrical creations
that reveal their great creative potential, thelistéc inspiration and their innovative capacity
when dealing with works that are known to almostrgone, from an early age, in school.
These profoundly original creations are importamintdbutions to the spectacology
associated with Caragiale’s work. In the case afrdtic works, the spectacological exegesis
is at least as important as the philological osetha contemporary director also assumes the
role of co-author, when staging a play, even whéna classical one.
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