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The choice of topic is closely connected to my own professional experience. I have been 

working in the media industry since 2018, beginning my career as an editor-reporter. Over time, 

my professional focus gradually shifted from editorial work toward the technical and visual aspects 

of media production. I first expanded my responsibilities to include camera operation and video 

editing, before progressing to live switching and directing multi-camera productions. During 

certain live broadcasts, I sometimes had to make decisions within a very short period of time 

regarding framing, the rhythm of the cuts, and where the viewer’s attention should be directed at 

any given moment. Alongside this progression, I also became involved in the technical side of 

production, including the installation of LED walls, the setup of signal transmission systems, and 

the operation of more complex visual systems. These experiences fundamentally shaped my 

relationship with the image. For me, the moving image is the result of a series of decisions. 

Framing, a camera switch, or even a technical solution determines what the viewer sees, the order 

in which they see it, and where their attention is directed.  

As my professional experience in television developed, the way I watched theatre also 

began to change. I no longer experienced performances solely from the position of a spectator; I 

increasingly found myself observing them through the perspective of a media professional. My 

attention became more focused on the technical solutions used on stage: projections, camera 

placement, framing, signal transmission systems, and the ways in which creators integrate these 

tools into the performance. Rather than simply observing the images presented on stage, I became 

increasingly interested in the decisions behind their construction and in how these technically 

produced images shape and influence what the spectator perceives.  

The initial starting point of my research was therefore the relationship between the actor’s face 

and the camera. I primarily examined how the perception of the actor’s face changes when the 

camera creates a close-up of it. My attention focused on facial movements, the gaze, subtle changes 

in facial expression, and how these are interpreted by the spectator. I sought to understand what 

meaning the camera can give to a small gesture or muscular movement that might otherwise remain 

unnoticed from the distance of the stage. However, during the analysis of performances, it 

gradually became clear that the effect of the camera cannot be reduced to highlighting the actor’s 

face. The presence of the camera can also influence the functioning of the performance as a whole: 

it can transform the perception of space, alter the rhythm, establish a particular point of view, and 



continuously direct the spectator’s attention. From this point onward, the question of what the 

presence of the camera itself means on stage became increasingly important to me. At the same 

time, the focus of the research also broadened. In addition to the camera, I became increasingly 

interested in the use of projection, digital video, various screens, and other visual technologies on 

stage. The topic eventually developed in a theatre-historical direction, focusing on understanding 

the role of the technical image in Transylvanian Hungarian theatre performances, how it relates to 

the presence of the actor and the structure of the performance, and how it shapes the spectator’s 

perception and attention.  

The thesis focuses on the functioning of visual technologies on stage in Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatre1 performances. The study covers the period between 1989 and 2026 and 

concentrates primarily on the role of projection, live camera images, digital video, and various 

screen surfaces in performances. The subject of the research is not the mere presence of 

technological devices, but rather the ways in which they function on stage. I am interested in how 

a projected image, a live camera image, or a digital video interacts with the other elements of a 

performance, how it is integrated into its dramaturgical structure, and how it participates in the 

creation of meaning. From this perspective, the technical image is understood as a component that 

can affect the use of space, the treatment of time, rhythm, the actor’s presence, and the organization 

of the spectator’s attention.  

One of the fundamental aims of the thesis is to understand the functions these technologies fulfil 

in individual performances. Rather than providing a technical description of the devices 

themselves, I seek to explore the situations in which they become an integral part of the 

performance and when they begin to function as independent carriers of meaning. I pay particular 

attention to cases in which the technical image modifies the point of view, creates parallel realities, 

brings the spectator closer or creates distance, and makes visible details that would otherwise 

appear differently, or remain entirely invisible, through the direct perception of the stage presence. 

In addition, the research aims to explore how the technical image shapes the spectator’s perception. 

The presence of a camera or projection can place the spectator in a situation that requires a choice: 

                                                           
1 The Transylvanian Hungarian theatres examined in this research are the Hungarian State Theatre of Cluj, the 
National Theatre of Târgu Mureș, the Tamási Áron Theatre in Sfântu Gheorghe, the Figura Studio Theatre in 
Gheorgheni, the Csíki Játékszín in Miercurea Ciuc, the Tomcsa Sándor Theatre in Odorheiu Secuiesc, and the Csiky 
Gergely Hungarian State Theatre in Timișoara.  



they must choose between the physical presence on stage and the mediated image, or perceive both 

simultaneously. This duality creates a distinctive mode of attention that also influences the 

interpretation of the performance. 

The thesis also seeks to trace changes in the use of the technical image from a historical 

perspective. The period following 1989 represents an important starting point because, after the 

regime change, the institutional, artistic, and technological conditions in which Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatres operated gradually began to change. Video and various visual technologies 

appeared increasingly frequently on stage and, over time, became part of the language of 

performance. At this point, the study connects with József Bartha’s research entitled Video and 

Spectacle, which mapped the use of video between 1989 and 2011. The present thesis builds on 

this foundation while placing greater emphasis on the period after 2011. The aim is not simply to 

continue Bartha’s research, but to examine how the use of video has subsequently developed, what 

new technological forms have emerged, and how their role within the structure of performances 

has changed.  

The ultimate aim of the research is to identify the recurring modes of operation and patterns 

through which the technical image is integrated into Transylvanian Hungarian theatre 

performances. The central research question concerns how the role of the technical image has 

changed in Transylvanian Hungarian theatre performances between 1989 and 2026. Within this 

framework, I primarily examine how projection, live camera images, digital video, and various 

screen surfaces are integrated into the structure of performances and what role they play in the 

creation of meaning on stage. 

One of the central questions of the research concerns the relationship between the technical image 

and stage presence. What happens when the spectator sees the same actor simultaneously as a 

physical presence on stage and as a mediated image on a projection surface or screen? How does 

this situation change the perception of the body, face, gesture, or gaze? What does the camera 

select from what is happening on stage, and which details does it emphasize for the spectator? 

Closely related to this is the question of the spectator’s attention. I also examine how the camera, 

projection, or screen directs the gaze and what kind of perceptual situation is created when the 

spectator has to divide their attention between the immediate stage event and its technologically 

mediated image. This also raises the question of whether the technical image merely determines 



where we should look or whether it shapes the interpretation of the performance in a more complex 

way. Another group of questions concerns the organization of space and time. How can the 

projected or mediated image expand, duplicate, or fragment the stage space? In what ways can it 

connect spaces that are physically distant from one another? How does prerecorded footage alter 

the temporal structure of the performance, and, by contrast, what kind of temporal situation is 

created by the live camera image?  

At the same time, the study also seeks to determine whether changes in the use of technical devices 

can be identified across different periods. What differences can be observed between the early use 

of video that emerged after 1989, the practices that developed after 2011, and the period following 

the 2020s? To what extent do the accessibility of technical equipment and the technological 

resources available to institutions influence the types of visual solutions that can be incorporated 

into a performance? The impact of the pandemic period beginning in 2020 constitutes a separate 

area of inquiry. I also examine what changes were initiated in theatrical practices by forced 

digitalization, online broadcasts, recordings of performances, and the creation of content using 

mobile phones. I further seek to determine whether these practices disappeared after theatres 

reopened or whether certain forms of them became integrated into subsequent performances.  

The initial hypothesis of the research is that the role of the technical image gradually 

changed over the period under examination. I assume that video initially appeared primarily as an 

occasional visual solution associated with individual productions, but later became increasingly 

integrated into the dramaturgical structure of performances. A further hypothesis of the research 

is that the pandemic period beginning in 2020 marked a turning point in the use of the technical 

image in Transylvanian Hungarian theatre. The forced digital presence of theatres not only resulted 

in temporary solutions but also generated technical experience that was later incorporated into 

stage practice. I assume that the more prominent presence of cameras, live switching, and mobile 

phones on stage after 2020 can be partly attributed to this experience.  

Finally, I proceed from the assumption that the development of the use of the technical image 

cannot be described as a single process of development that applies equally to all Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatres. Differences in technological infrastructure, financial resources, creative 

environments, and the specific requirements of individual productions result in diverse practices. 

The research therefore does not seek to establish a unified model of development, but rather to 



identify recurring patterns and shifts that emerge from the comparison of individual performances. 

The structure of the thesis follows the different levels of the investigation, from the historical 

background to a detailed analysis of contemporary practices.  

The first chapter discusses the historical precedents, including early forms of projection 

and the intermedial relationships between film and theatre, since, when examining the use of video 

in contemporary theatre, I considered it important not to associate the emergence of the technical 

image exclusively with the spread of digital technologies. Therefore, the first chapter focuses on 

the historical background of stage devices used before the emergence of cameras, video, or digital 

screens that were capable of transforming the visible stage space, creating images, and blurring 

the boundary between the real and the illusory. From this perspective, the contemporary use of the 

technical image can also be understood as part of a longer process in theatre history. One early 

form of this is shadow play, in which the body and its image are already separated from one 

another. The spectator does not necessarily see the body itself, but rather its image, created by light 

and projected onto a surface. This duality is particularly relevant to the present research because it 

represents an early example of a relationship that reappears in later uses of the technical image: 

the physically present body and the image created from it do not offer the same perceptual 

experience. The magic lantern played a significant role in the history of image projection, as it 

produced enlarged images on a surface through the use of a technical apparatus. Its use made it 

possible for the image to become detached from its physical medium and to appear in another 

space and at a different scale. Projection thus created a visual situation in which the image was no 

longer present simply as an object, but became part of the spectator’s experience as a visual 

phenomenon produced through light. Phantasmagoria, which became widespread from the late 

eighteenth century onward, further developed this possibility. The early theatrical use of light and 

projection also demonstrates that, even before the emergence of digital technologies, images were 

already capable of altering the perception of stage space. The projected image could create a 

location, figure, or visual scene that was not physically present on stage. In this way, the stage 

space could be extended: alongside the physically present space, another space created through the 

image could also appear. Reviewing the historical precedents of the technical image therefore does 

not mean that I directly equate the magic lantern or phantasmagoria with the contemporary use of 

video in theatre. The technology, the methods of producing images, and the spectator’s experience 

differ significantly. Rather, the connection can be found in the fundamental questions that 



repeatedly emerge: how the image becomes separated from the physical body, how a technical 

device can create a new space, how the size and mode of presentation of an image alter perception, 

and to what extent the technical apparatus operating behind the image becomes visible to the 

spectator. These historical precedents are important to the thesis because they demonstrate that the 

relationship between theatre and the technical image did not begin in the digital age. Technology 

has changed, and the possibilities for creating and displaying images have multiplied, but the 

relationship between the image and the physically present body, between real and mediated space, 

and between the visual spectacle and the apparatus that produces it became part of theatrical 

thinking much earlier.  

The emergence of the moving image created a new relationship between the image and theatre. 

While earlier projection techniques primarily made it possible to create still images, lighting 

effects, and visual illusions, film enabled images changing over time to be recorded and played 

back. From this point onward, the image appearing on stage could evoke not only another space, 

but also an event, movement, or human presence that had occurred previously. Film and theatre, 

however, organize the spectator’s experience in different ways. In a theatrical performance, the 

actor and the spectator are present at the same time and within a shared physical space, even when 

they are physically distant from one another. In film, the moments of recording and reception are 

separated. What the spectator sees has already taken place, and the image becomes accessible again 

through technological mediation. This distinction becomes particularly important when the 

recorded moving image appears as part of a live theatrical performance. Film incorporated into the 

stage can place two different temporalities alongside one another. The actor’s body is present 

before the spectator in the present time of the performance, while the projected recording 

introduces another moment in time into the same space. The recorded image may function as a 

document of an earlier event, a memory, a parallel event, or visual material whose temporality 

cannot be clearly determined. In this way, the moving image can also transform the temporal 

structure of the performance.  

A similar change occurs in the perception of space. The projected moving image can show a 

location that is not physically present on stage, while the spectator continues to perceive the actual 

space of the performance. In this way, two or even several spaces can be placed alongside one 

another. The actor may be present in one space while the image shows another location, or the 



action on stage and the projected space may enter into a direct relationship with one another. In 

this sense, the physical boundaries of the stage no longer necessarily define the entire visible world 

of the performance. Film also introduces a significant change in terms of point of view. The theatre 

spectator essentially follows the event from their own position in the auditorium and, to a certain 

extent, can decide which part of the stage to focus their attention on. Film, by contrast, offers a 

predetermined point of view. Framing, shot scale, camera movement, and editing determine what 

the spectator can and cannot see. When this visual logic enters the theatrical performance, these 

two modes of spectatorship begin to operate simultaneously.  

This is particularly evident in the case of the close-up. In the theatrical space, the physical distance 

between the spectator and the actor determines which details of the face or body can be perceived. 

The camera is capable of overcoming this distance. Enlarging a face can make visible subtle 

changes in the gaze, movements of facial expression, or details that may be barely perceptible 

directly from certain parts of the auditorium. However, the close-up does not simply show more; 

it also selects. While enlarging a particular detail, it excludes other parts of the body and the 

surrounding space from the frame. Alongside the theatrical use of recorded moving images, the 

emergence of the live camera image introduces a further change. In this case, the image does not 

bring back an earlier event but is produced in the present time of the performance. The camera 

captures the event, the image is transmitted, and it appears almost immediately on a projection 

surface or screen. The actor can therefore be present simultaneously as a physical body and as a 

technical image within the same performance. The image appearing on the screen is 

technologically mediated, yet it belongs to the same present-time event that the spectator can also 

follow on stage. Two interconnected visual experiences are thus created before the spectator: the 

directly perceived stage event and its version produced through the camera. 

At the same time, the role of the camera also changes, as it creates a point of view. It can move 

closer, exclude, follow, turn away, or reveal details that the spectator cannot see from their own 

position. The presence of the camera therefore also intervenes in the attentional structure of the 

performance: while offering a new image, it simultaneously determines what may become 

emphasized at a given moment.  

From this perspective, the encounter between film and theatre in this research does not simply 

mean placing two art forms alongside one another. When the moving image enters the stage space, 



it can alter the organization of presence, space, time, and point of view. The spectator encounters 

both the directly present and the technologically produced image simultaneously, while the two 

continuously enter into a relationship with one another. In examining the use of video in 

contemporary theatre, therefore, it is not the presence of the moving image itself that is decisive, 

but rather the relationship that a particular performance establishes between the stage event and its 

technical image.  

The appearance of the moving image on stage necessarily raises the question of the relationship 

between different media. When projected film, a live camera image, or digital video appears in a 

theatrical performance, two different visual and perceptual systems are placed alongside one 

another: the stage event physically present before the spectator and the image produced or 

mediated by a technical device. The concept of intermediality provides a useful starting point for 

describing this relationship. In this research, I use intermediality to refer to situations in which the 

encounter between different media does not remain without consequences, but also modifies the 

way in which each medium is perceived. This is particularly evident in the encounter between 

theatre and the moving image. The actor’s body present on stage and its technical image may be 

simultaneously accessible to the spectator, yet they do not offer the same experience. The spectator 

sees the actor from their own physical distance, while the camera creates a different point of view. 

It may show a close-up of the actor’s face, isolate a detail of the body, or offer a perspective that 

would not be accessible from the spectator’s particular position in the auditorium. The technical 

image can reinforce what is happening on stage, but it can also complement, duplicate, or even 

contradict it. The projected image may show the same event from a different point of view, but it 

may also make visible a space or event that is not directly accessible on stage. This relationship is 

also evident in the treatment of time. Prerecorded video can place an earlier event alongside the 

present time of the performance, while the live camera image creates a technologically mediated 

version of that same present. The spectator can thus encounter different temporal layers within a 

single performance. Intermediality, however, does not refer exclusively to the physical coexistence 

of two media. From the perspective of this research, what becomes important is the change that 

their encounter produces in the functioning of the performance. The mere presence of a projection 

surface does not, in itself, make a performance intermedial in the sense of the concept that is 

relevant to my research. It becomes particularly significant when a relationship develops between 

the stage image and the technical image that influences the perception of space, time, the actor’s 



presence, or point of view. The appearance of the technical image within theatrical space can 

therefore also alter the spectator’s position. In a traditional auditorium setting, the spectator’s gaze 

can move relatively freely between different points on the stage. The technical image, by contrast, 

offers a predetermined point of view. The camera has already made a selection: it determines the 

framing, the distance, and what remains outside the frame. When this image appears 

simultaneously with the stage event, the spectator’s own gaze and the gaze determined by the 

camera are placed alongside one another. In this research, I therefore use the concept of 

intermediality primarily to examine simultaneously present media forms that interact with and 

influence one another. I do not seek to classify the performances under analysis as either 

intermedial or non-intermedial. Rather, I am interested in what happens within the performance 

when the stage image and the technical image encounter one another. This understanding of 

intermediality is important to the research because it allows me to approach the technical image 

not as an element separate from theatre. The meaning of a projected or mediated image always 

emerges from the relationship it establishes with the other elements of the performance.  

The presence of the technical image on stage also raises the question of the relationship between 

different media. In their study on intermediality, Freda Chapple and Chiel Kattenbelt describe 

theatre as a space in which different forms of performance can encounter the media of cinema, 

television, video, and new technologies. In their words, theatre “provides a space where the 

different theatrical forms, opera, dance meet, interact and integrate with the media of cinema, 

television, video and the new technologies, creating profusions of texts, inter-texts, inter-media 

and spaces in-between.”2 This approach is important to me because it makes it possible to treat the 

technical image not as an element added to the theatrical performance from the outside. The 

presence of a camera, projected video, or screen can create a situation in which different medial 

forms are present simultaneously and their operations influence one another. In this case, the 

meaning of the technical image cannot be separated from the theatrical environment into which it 

is introduced. This becomes particularly evident when the same actor’s body appears 

simultaneously on stage and in a technical image. The physically present actor is before the 

spectator, while the camera simultaneously creates another version of that presence. The two 

images belong to the same body, yet they are not identical. The camera selects a frame, moves 

                                                           
2 Freda Chapple and Chiel Kattenbelt, Key Issues in Intermediality in Theatre and Performance, in Intermediality in 
Theatre, Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2006, p. 24.  



closer, emphasizes certain details, and excludes others. The spectator therefore does not simply 

see the same thing twice, but encounters the same actor’s presence in two different ways. At this 

point, the question of presence becomes important. In Liveness: Performance in a Mediatized 

Culture, Philip Auslander examines the relationship between live and mediatized events. His 

approach is useful for my research because he does not regard live presence as simply the opposite 

of technological mediation. According to Auslander, liveness can be understood as an active 

experience of the audience. The liveness of a performance takes shape through the process by 

which the spectator experiences the events on stage and perceives them as presence.3 This is 

particularly significant in the case of the live camera image. The image of the actor appearing on 

the screen is the result of technological mediation, yet it is produced at the same moment in which 

the spectator sees the actor on stage. Physical and mediated presence therefore do not necessarily 

function as mutually exclusive states. They coexist, and the spectator must continuously negotiate 

their relationship to both.  

Prerecorded footage creates a different situation. In this case, the body visible in the image belongs 

to an earlier moment, while the recording becomes visible in the present time of the performance. 

Thus, not only a spatial but also a temporal difference emerges between the stage and the technical 

image. The distinction between live and recorded images will therefore also be an important 

consideration in the subsequent analyses of performances. At the same time, the technical image 

can alter not only the perception of presence but also the spectator’s experience itself. In Erika 

Fischer-Lichte’s interpretation, performances can initiate perceptual processes that transform the 

spectator’s perception and, in doing so, make it possible to experience new states of 

consciousness.4 The appearance of the technical image intervenes in this perceptual process. When 

a screen or projection surface operates alongside the events taking place on stage, the spectator’s 

attention moves between several possible directions. The spectator may look directly at the actor, 

follow the actor’s camera image, or attempt to perceive the relationship between the two 

simultaneously. In this case, the shifting of attention is not a secondary consequence but part of 

the process through which the meaning of the performance is created. This is important for the 

research because the analysis of the technical image cannot be limited solely to what is visible on 

the screen. Equally important is the relationship the image establishes with the stage event, what 

                                                           
3 Philip Auslander, Liveness: Performance in a Mediatized Culture, 2nd ed., Routledge, 2008, p. 60.  
4 Erika Fischer-Lichte, The Transformative Power of Performance: A New Aesthetics, Routledge, 2008, p. 39. 



it makes visible, what it conceals or pushes into the background, and what kind of position it 

creates for the spectator. Reading the technical image therefore involves examining the 

relationship between the image, stage presence, and the spectator’s perception. The changing role 

of the technical image on stage cannot be separated from the processes that transformed the 

structure of theatrical performance itself during the second half of the twentieth century. Alongside 

the primacy of text and narrative, increasing emphasis could be placed on the body, space, sound, 

light, and image—in other words, on everything that makes performance an immediate sensory 

experience. Hans-Thies Lehmann also identifies this as a characteristic of postdramatic theatre, 

pointing out that such performances create new theatrical experiences by intensifying sensory 

layers and dismantling conventional forms of storytelling.5 This approach is important for the 

study of the technical image because the role of projection or video cannot necessarily be reduced 

to what it represents or what information it communicates about the narrative. The image can also 

function as part of the sensory dimension of the performance: it can shape the perception of space, 

influence the rhythm of the performance, interact with the actor’s body, or create a parallel visual 

process. Consequently, a distinction must be made between cases in which the technical image 

primarily fulfils an illustrative function and those in which it actively participates in the 

organization of the performance. A projected image, for example, may indicate a location, 

communicate information, or provide a visual background. In other cases, however, it may possess 

its own temporality, create a counterpoint to the action on stage, alter the perception of the actor’s 

body, or establish a visual point of view without which a particular scene would function 

differently. This distinction is fundamental to the thesis. In examining the selected performances, 

it is therefore not sufficient simply to establish whether a camera, projection, or video is present. 

The question is what kind of relationship the resulting technical image establishes with the other 

elements of the performance and to what extent it alters the way they function. From this 

perspective, the technical image can, in certain cases, become a stage element with an independent 

significance of its own.  

After reviewing the historical precedents, including early forms of projection and the 

intermedial relationships between theatre and film, I examine the cultural and institutional effects 

of the Ceaușescu era. I also briefly address the dramatic literature of the dictatorship, although not 

                                                           
5 Hans-Thies Lehmann, Postdramatic Theatre, trans. Zsuzsa Radnóti, Balassi Kiadó, Budapest, 2010, p. 103.  



in detail, since these factors together shaped the limitations and possibilities of using visual 

technologies in theatre. The history of the use of the technical image in Transylvanian Hungarian 

theatres cannot be separated from the political and institutional environment in which these 

theatres operated before 1989. The cultural policies of the communist period directly influenced 

the functioning of theatres, the development of their repertoires, and the creative possibilities 

available to artists. The various forms of censorship determined not only which texts and themes 

could be presented on stage but also affected the entire process of creating performances. At the 

same time, censorship did not mean that experimentation or the possibility of critical expression 

disappeared from performances. In many cases, indirect forms of expression became particularly 

important. Metaphor, allegory, the use of space, visual elements, or individual theatrical signs 

could convey meanings that would have been more difficult to articulate directly. A particular 

interpretive relationship could thus develop between the spectator and the performance, in which 

recognizing meanings that remained unspoken or appeared only through indirect references 

acquired particular significance. In the case of Transylvanian Hungarian theatres, an additional 

dimension was also present. Theatre became an important site of communal and cultural identity 

while remaining subject to the same mechanisms of state control as other institutions within 

Romania’s cultural system. For this reason, when examining this period, I do not consider it 

appropriate to describe Romanian theatre simply in terms of a delay in relation to developments in 

Western Europe. The difference was not exclusively temporal. Different political, economic, and 

institutional conditions determined what kinds of creative connections could be established, which 

technologies were accessible, and how new artistic tendencies could enter theatrical practice. This 

is also significant from the perspective of the history of the technical image. While film and, later, 

video increasingly appeared in experimental and performative practices in Western Europe and 

North America, technological access and the institutional environment in Romania provided 

different possibilities. This does not, however, mean that strong visual thinking was absent from 

Romanian theatre during this period. The use of set design, lighting, objects, the body, and space 

could create a complex visual language whose examination provides an important historical 

foundation for understanding the later use of the technical image.  

Following the regime change, the disappearance of the previous structures of censorship also 

created a new situation for theatrical thinking. The international theatre scene became accessible 

to artists in new ways, while the development of video technology and, later, the spread of digital 



tools gradually transformed the possibilities for creating images and using them on stage. The 

question concerning the subsequent period is therefore not only whether the technical image 

appears in performances, but also how it begins to become integrated into the visual language of 

Transylvanian Hungarian theatres. 

The regime change of 1989 also created a new political and institutional context for Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatres. With the end of the censorship system, the expansion of international 

connections, and the gradual increase in access to technological equipment, new possibilities 

emerged that also influenced the visual language of theatre. Naturally, this transformation did not 

happen overnight. The technological and financial conditions of the 1990s still differed 

significantly from those of today, but the use of video on stage gradually became accessible to an 

increasing number of theatre practitioners.  

In the second chapter, I examine this transition: the process through which the video image 

gradually appeared on Transylvanian Hungarian stages and subsequently became integrated into 

performances in various functions. In mapping the use of video between 1989 and 2011, József 

Bartha’s research, Video and Spectacle: Forms of the Video Image in Romanian Hungarian 

Theatrical Spaces, serves as my primary point of departure. The significance of Bartha’s work lies 

primarily in his chronological collection and documentation of Romanian Hungarian theatre 

performances in which various forms of the video image appeared. His research thus makes 

available a body of historical material without which later developments in the use of the technical 

image could not be adequately understood. Bartha’s study also demonstrates that the emergence 

of video on stage did not take a single, clearly defined form. Performances could incorporate 

projected, prerecorded, edited, and live-generated images, each establishing different relationships 

with the stage event. Therefore, even during this period, the use of video cannot be described 

merely as the introduction of a new technological device. There were significant differences 

between individual productions in terms of the role assigned to the image and the extent to which 

it was integrated into the structure of the performance.  

From this perspective, the 1990s can be understood as a transitional period. The accessibility, 

quality, and usability of technical equipment were still limited, and video was therefore often used 

in an experimental manner. Analogue video technology, projectors, and the available means of 

video playback required different workflows from those associated with later digital systems. 



However, technical limitations did not function exclusively as obstacles; they could also influence 

the resulting theatrical form. During the 2000s, digitalization gradually transformed this situation. 

The development of digital cameras, computer-based video playback and editing, and projection 

technology made the production and use of moving images on stage simpler and more flexible. 

Some processes that had previously required more extensive technical equipment became 

increasingly easy to implement. This did not automatically change the artistic role of video, but it 

expanded the range of possibilities available to theatre practitioners. Alongside these changes in 

technological accessibility, the video image itself could assume an increasingly diverse range of 

functions. It could function as a background, a document, prerecorded film material, a means of 

revealing another space, or a live camera image. The boundaries between these functions are not 

necessarily clear-cut: even within a single performance, the relationship between the technical 

image and the stage event may change.  

The conclusion of Bartha’s research in 2011 represents a methodological dividing line for the 

present thesis. My own database begins at this point not because I consider 2011 to be a turning 

point in theatre history in itself, but primarily because of the relationship between the two studies. 

Bartha’s work provides the historical foundation for the first two decades following 1989, while 

my own data collection focuses on the subsequent period. This continuity, however, does not mean 

that the present research is simply a chronological extension of Bartha’s work. In the period after 

2011, not only did the technologies being used change, but so did the broader technological 

environment in which theatrical performances were created. Digital cameras, mobile phones, high-

resolution projection, various display surfaces, and later LED technology introduced visual 

possibilities that either had not previously existed or had been considerably more difficult to 

access.  

My own study therefore focuses primarily on what happens to the technical image after 2011. I 

examine not only which new technologies emerge, but also how the position and role of the image 

within performances change. The database of 123 performances makes it possible to observe 

recurring approaches in the use of video and various forms of the technical image, as well as to 

identify whether there are changes that can be traced over a longer period of time. 

At this point, the distinction between technological development and theatrical use becomes 

particularly important. The emergence of a new technological device does not in itself constitute 



a new theatrical language. Technology provides possibilities, but creative decisions determine how 

those possibilities are incorporated into a performance. The same camera or projection technology 

may remain a simple functional tool in one production, while in another it may become a defining 

element in the way the performance is conceived. The examination of the period after 2011 

therefore does not seek to establish a chronology of technological development. Rather, it aims to 

trace how the use of the technical image changes, what functions it assumes, and when it becomes 

a stage element that actively organizes presence, space, time, or point of view. This forms the 

starting point for the thesis’s own historical and analytical investigation.  

The first period examined in my own data collection covers the years between 2011 and 2020. 

Within the database of 123 performances, these years can be distinguished from the later period 

because the productions were created before the COVID-19 pandemic. In other words, the use of 

cameras, video, and online broadcasting had not yet been influenced by the forced digital transition 

that fundamentally changed the relationship between theatres and technical media in 2020. During 

this period, the technical image appears in performances in a variety of forms. Alongside 

prerecorded video material and projections, television screens and monitors are also used, as well 

as cameras and live-generated images that become part of the performance itself. This already 

demonstrates that the use of video cannot be associated with a single theatrical function. There are 

significant differences between individual performances in terms of how long the technical image 

is present, how much emphasis it receives, and what kind of relationship it establishes with the 

action on stage.  

One of the simplest modes of operation occurs when the projected image appears as a complement 

to the visual elements on stage. In this case, it may indicate a location, create an atmosphere, 

provide a visual background, or communicate information that the performance does not convey 

in another way. The image remains connected to the stage event but does not necessarily alter its 

structure. In other performances, the technical image is more closely integrated into the 

dramaturgy. Prerecorded video can introduce an event or space that is not physically present on 

stage. It may represent a previous event, a memory, documentary material, or a parallel narrative. 

In this case, the image no longer functions merely as a background but adds information and a 

temporal or spatial layer to the performance. A separate group consists of situations in which the 

technical image enters into a direct relationship with the actor’s body. Projection may be cast onto 



the body, surround it, or create a visual environment in which the physical and technical images 

are layered upon one another. The live camera creates an even more immediate relationship, since 

the same actor can simultaneously become visible through their physical presence and as an image 

appearing on a screen or projection surface. The use of the live camera image also brings the 

question of point of view to the foreground. The camera does not simply mediate what is happening 

on stage but selects a particular part of it. A close-up can enlarge the actor’s face, a different camera 

angle can reveal a detail that is less visible from the auditorium, and framing can exclude the 

surrounding stage space. The spectator can thus simultaneously encounter their own perspective 

from the auditorium and the point of view created by the camera.  

When examining the material from 2011 to 2020, my primary concern is therefore not how 

frequently each type of technical device appears. More important is to observe what theatrical 

function these devices fulfil. The same projector or camera can assume entirely different roles 

depending on the relationship that the performance establishes with the image it produces. During 

this period, there are also significant differences in the technological resources available to 

individual institutions. Not every theatre has the same projection, camera, or signal transmission 

infrastructure, and the technical requirements of a particular production are not necessarily met by 

the theatre’s permanent equipment. Certain technical solutions may rely on equipment purchased 

specifically for a production, rented equipment, or systems developed by the creative team. The 

technological infrastructure therefore cannot be regarded as a neutral condition: it partly 

determines which visual solutions can be realized within a particular theatrical environment. At 

the same time, technological infrastructure alone does not explain the use of the technical image. 

Even in a well-equipped theatre, cameras or projection do not necessarily assume a prominent role, 

just as a performance in which the technical image plays a central role can be created under more 

limited technological conditions. The available technology and the creative approach therefore 

cannot be separated from one another, but neither can one be automatically derived from the other. 

From this perspective, the period between 2011 and 2020 demonstrates a variety of ways in which 

the technical image can function on stage. Projection, video, and cameras can serve as 

supplementary visual elements, dramaturgical devices, or factors that transform point of view and 

the actor’s presence. I therefore see the significance of this period not in any single technological 

innovation, but in the coexistence of multiple practices in the use of the technical image.  



Comparing these different practices required an analytical framework that takes into account not 

only the technical devices used but also makes it possible to trace how they function on stage. 

Therefore, alongside the historical overview, the second chapter presents the research 

methodology and analytical framework used in this study, the sources consulted during the 

research, and the database of 123 performances that I compiled, which forms the basis for 

examining the use of the technical image between 2011 and 2026.  

The research methodology follows a primarily qualitative, case-study-based approach. The 

thesis does not aim to provide a comprehensive description of every use of the technical image in 

Transylvanian Hungarian theatres, but rather to identify the modes of operation through which 

projection, live camera images, digital video, and other visual technologies become significant 

elements of a performance. I therefore examine individual performances not as isolated examples, 

but as cases whose comparison can reveal recurring approaches, differences, and changes. An 

important aspect of the study is the distinction between the technical device and the image it 

produces. A camera, projector, television, or LED wall does not in itself determine its function on 

stage. Therefore, in my analyses, I record not only which devices appear in a particular production 

but also examine them in relation to the meanings they produce. The same camera, for example, 

may be used to create a close-up, reveal another space, observe the actor, or even function as an 

independent presence on stage. Thus, alongside the use of the device itself, its dramaturgical and 

perceptual consequences become a central focus of the analysis. 

The research is based on a database of 123 Transylvanian Hungarian theatre productions 

created between 2011 and 2026. In compiling the database, I included performances in which some 

form of visual technology—such as projection, cameras, televisions, monitors, mobile phones, or 

LED surfaces—could be identified. The database I compiled provides a broader framework for the 

research, from which I select performances for more detailed analysis when the use of the technical 

image is particularly prominent or when they clearly demonstrate a recurring mode of operation. 

The selection of case studies is therefore based on how a particular production contributes to 

understanding the phenomenon under investigation. At the same time, the construction of the 

database has certain limitations. A theatrical performance is an ephemeral event, and the extent to 

which it is documented varies between institutions and individual productions. Complete 

recordings have not survived or are not available for every performance, and the amount of 



available photographic material, reviews, and other documentation is also uneven. I therefore do 

not consider the database of 123 performances to be a definitive and exhaustive catalogue of all 

uses of the technical image during the period in question. Rather, the database consists of 

performances that became accessible and could be identified during the course of the research. 

The source material used in the research is multilayered. I use recordings of performances as 

primary sources, as they make it possible to examine the temporal functioning of the technical 

image, the rhythm of image use, transitions between images, and their relationship to particular 

situations on stage. Alongside recordings, photographic documentation of performances also 

constitutes an important source. These materials are particularly useful for reconstructing the 

spatial placement of projection surfaces, screens, and technical devices, as well as the relationships 

between the actor, the stage space, and the technical image. The visual documentation is 

supplemented by statements and interviews with the creators. These are particularly important 

because they provide insight into directorial, scenographic, and technical decisions that cannot 

always be reconstructed solely from the performance or its recording. A further layer of source 

material consists of reviews, critical writings, theatrical documents, and other press materials 

relating to the performances. Comparing different types of sources is important because a 

performance recording, a photograph, an artist’s statement, and a review each provide access to 

different aspects of the same performance. At the same time, I have also had to take into account 

the limitations of performance recordings. A recording is itself constructed through framing, 

camera movements, and editing decisions and therefore cannot be regarded as a neutral 

reproduction of the original spectator experience. This is particularly important in a study that 

specifically examines the relationship between the technical image and the spectator’s attention. 

When an analysis is based not on my own experience as a spectator but on a recording, I take this 

into account in my interpretation and, where possible, supplement the recording with photographic 

documentation, reviews, and sources provided by the creators.  

In examining the period between 1989 and 2011, József Bartha’s research *Video and Spectacle* 

serves as a fundamental point of departure, as it chronologically mapped the use of video in 

Romanian Hungarian theatrical spaces. The thesis treats this period as a historical precedent, while 

my own data collection and more detailed case-study-based analysis focus primarily on the period 

between 2011 and 2026. The methodological framework of the research is therefore constructed 



through two complementary approaches. On the one hand, I trace the emergence and development 

of the technical image in Transylvanian Hungarian theatre as a historical process; on the other, I 

examine its specific functioning on stage through detailed analyses of individual performances. 

By combining these two approaches, I aim to demonstrate not only which technical devices 

appeared on Transylvanian Hungarian stages and when, but also how their roles within 

performances changed and what recurring modes of operation can be identified in their use. The 

geographical and institutional scope of the research is defined by the context of Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatre. My research encompasses seven Transylvanian Hungarian institutions: the 

Hungarian State Theatre of Cluj, the National Theatre of Târgu Mureș, the Tamási Áron Theatre 

in Sfântu Gheorghe, the Figura Studio Theatre in Gheorgheni, the Csíki Játékszín in Miercurea 

Ciuc, the Tomcsa Sándor Theatre in Odorheiu Secuiesc, and the Csiky Gergely Hungarian State 

Theatre in Timișoara. The thesis therefore does not seek to examine Romanian theatrical practice 

as a whole, but approaches the presence of the technical image on Transylvanian Hungarian stages 

through the performances produced by these institutions.  

Within the period under examination, 2020 brought significant changes. As a result of the COVID-

19 pandemic, the conditions of theatrical presence changed, and with them the role of cameras, 

online broadcasting, and other technical media. In the third chapter, I therefore examine how this 

situation transformed the role of technological mediation and what traces the technical experience 

acquired during the pandemic left on subsequent theatrical practices. 

The closure of auditoriums and restrictions on in-person encounters temporarily eliminated the 

shared physical space on which the theatrical event has traditionally been based. In this situation, 

the primary question was no longer how the technical image could be integrated into a 

performance, but how a connection could be established at all between the performance and a 

physically distant spectator. In this context, the camera assumed a new role. Previously, it could 

serve to document a performance or to produce images within the performance itself; during the 

pandemic, however, it became one of the fundamental means of mediation. A technical system 

necessarily came between the actor and the spectator: cameras, microphones, recording or live-

streaming technologies, and the digital platform through which the spectator could access the 

event. Transylvanian Hungarian theatres also began experimenting with various online solutions 

within a short period of time. Previously recorded performances were made available, live streams 



were introduced, and content was created specifically to be experienced through a screen. The 

Hungarian State Theatre of Cluj’s Theatre on Air initiative and the online broadcasts of the 

National Theatre of Târgu Mureș demonstrated how quickly the online environment became an 

important space of encounter between theatre and its audience. Particularly interesting are cases 

in which performances were staged before an empty or nearly empty auditorium while the audience 

followed the event online. In such situations, the performance still took place in the physical space 

of the theatre and in the present moment, but the spectator was no longer present in the same space. 

The live event and its reception became spatially separated, with technological mediation 

establishing the connection between them. This situation also placed the previously discussed 

question of liveness in a different light. The spectator of an online broadcast could be aware that 

the event was taking place at the very moment they were watching it on screen, yet they did not 

share the same physical space with the actors. Liveness could therefore be maintained even as the 

conditions of presence changed. At this point, Auslander’s argument becomes particularly 

important: live and mediatized experience do not necessarily appear as two mutually exclusive 

categories. 

The mediated theatrical event also transformed the spectator’s point of view. A spectator seated in 

the auditorium can, to a certain extent, choose which part of the stage to focus on. By contrast, the 

spectator watching a broadcast sees the image selected by the camera. In a multi-camera broadcast, 

the decisions of the director or vision mixer also become part of this process: changes in shot scale, 

close-ups, and camera movements continuously determine what is presented to the spectator at 

any given moment. This change also made the distinction between documenting and broadcasting 

a theatrical performance more apparent. The primary purpose of a recording made for archival 

purposes is to document the performance. An online broadcast, by contrast, creates a visual 

experience for a remote spectator. As a result, camera placement, the number of cameras, framing, 

and the rhythm of editing become not merely technical matters but decisions that shape the 

spectator’s experience.  

The range of digital content created during the pandemic, however, was not limited to broadcasts 

of theatrical performances. On theatres’ social media platforms, videos made by actors in their 

homes, readings, short video messages, and other forms of content that could be produced using 

mobile phones began to appear. In these cases, the aim was not necessarily to mediate an existing 



stage event. Instead, the camera and the screen became part of the medium for which the content 

itself was created. From the perspective of the technical image, the pandemic period therefore 

involved more than simply the more frequent use of digital technologies. More importantly, 

theatrical institutions had to rapidly acquire or make more intensive use of practices of image 

production and transmission that had not necessarily been part of their everyday operations before. 

The use of cameras, editing, live streaming, and digital platforms became a practical necessity. At 

the same time, the claim that the pandemic itself brought about the digitalization of theatre must 

be approached with caution. Video, live cameras, and online communication had already been 

present before 2020. Rather, the pandemic intensified and accelerated processes that had already 

existed, while also forcing institutions and theatre practitioners who had previously worked less 

extensively with these forms to adapt technologically. For the purposes of this research, therefore, 

the year 2020 is not significant only in itself. A more important question is what happened 

afterwards, when spectators were gradually able to return to the physical spaces of theatres. The 

technical experience acquired during the pandemic did not automatically disappear when the 

restrictions were lifted. Cameras, live images, mobile phones, and various digital platforms 

remained part of the visual environment in which both theatre practitioners and spectators continue 

to operate.  

The examination of performances produced after 2021 therefore makes it possible to observe 

which of the technical practices that intensified during the pandemic returned to the stage and in 

what forms. From this perspective, the live camera image, the simultaneous use of multiple points 

of view, the presence of mobile phones on stage, and live switching become particularly important. 

The question is no longer how the screen can replace the theatrical encounter, but rather how the 

experience of mediation can be reintegrated into a performance taking place before a physically 

present audience. 

With the gradual lifting of pandemic restrictions, spectators were able to return to the physical 

spaces of theatres, but this did not simply restore the conditions that had existed before 2020. 

During the pandemic, theatres had to adapt rapidly to communication through cameras, online 

broadcasting, and digital content production. These experiences made certain technical practices 

part of everyday operations that had previously not received the same degree of emphasis in every 

institution. In examining the period after 2021, my primary question is therefore whether 



recognizable traces of this experience can be identified in the use of technical images on stage. I 

do not assume that the pandemic directly and universally transformed the visual language of 

performances. Rather, I examine how the use of cameras, mobile phones, and screens within the 

corpus can be related to the changed media environment in which theatre practitioners and 

spectators have worked and lived since 2020. The live camera image becomes particularly 

important during this period. In the case of the live image, the camera does not insert previously 

produced visual material into the performance but creates a technical version of the stage event as 

it is taking place. The spectator can therefore encounter both the actor physically present before 

them and the actor’s image appearing on a screen or projection surface at the same time. The two 

forms of presence belong to the same moment, yet they offer different points of view.  

When a performance uses multiple cameras, the question of point of view becomes even more 

complex. In such cases, it is not only the framing of each camera that becomes important, but also 

when and how the transitions between the individual camera images occur. Live switching consists 

of a series of decisions made in real time during the performance. It determines which face, body, 

movement, or part of the space becomes emphasized at a given moment, while other elements 

remain outside the technical image. In this case, the creation of the technical image is itself 

connected to the temporality of the performance. The image is not entirely prerecorded and fixed 

but is produced together with the performance as it unfolds. The decisions made by the camera 

operator and the person switching between the camera feeds therefore directly influence the visual 

layer that the spectator perceives alongside the stage event. 

The presence of the mobile phone on stage represents another important phenomenon. The phone 

is simultaneously an everyday object and a complex device capable of producing, transmitting, 

and displaying images. An actor can use it to record footage, transmit a live image, display their 

own screen, or establish a connection with a physically distant performer. For this reason, the use 

of the mobile phone cannot automatically be assigned to a single theatrical function. At the same 

time, the image produced by a mobile phone offers a different visual experience from conventional 

theatrical projection. The movement of a handheld camera, images recorded at close range, vertical 

framing, and the visual language of video calls are all familiar from everyday digital 

communication. When these visual forms appear on stage, the spectator encounters not only a 

technical solution but also a visual language already familiar from everyday life outside the theatre. 



This becomes particularly important because, after 2020, the theatrical use of the technical image 

can increasingly no longer be understood exclusively within the physical boundaries of the theatre. 

The spectator’s everyday visual experience is also shaped by social media platforms, video calls, 

short-form videos, live streams, and mobile phone recordings. The technical image appearing on 

stage therefore enters an already highly mediatized visual environment. 

From this perspective, the presence of the screen on stage is not neutral either. A television, 

monitor, mobile phone display, projection screen, or LED surface are media of different sizes and 

are associated with different modes of use. The small screen of a handheld phone creates a different 

relationship with the spectator from that of a large-scale surface that begins to visually dominate 

the entire stage. In the analysis of the technical image, the size and spatial placement of its display 

surface therefore also become factors that shape meaning. When examining the period after 2021, 

it is therefore no longer sufficient to speak generally of the “use of video.” Live and prerecorded 

images, single- and multi-camera systems, mobile phone images, different display surfaces, and 

live switching each establish different relationships with the stage event. As technical devices 

become increasingly differentiated, the analytical criteria used to examine them must also become 

more precise.  

In examining the performances in the database produced after 2021, I therefore investigate when 

the technical image remains a supplementary visual element and when it begins to influence the 

structure of the performance itself. I am particularly interested in cases in which the image 

determines what the spectator sees and from where, transforms the perception of the actor’s body, 

establishes connections between physically distant spaces, or creates its own temporal and 

rhythmic structure.  

I therefore do not interpret the changes after 2020 exclusively in terms of technological 

development. Cameras and screens had already been present in theatre before this period. What 

changed, at least in part, was the media experience that both theatre practitioners and spectators 

brought with them into the theatre. During the pandemic, communication through screens rapidly 

became a defining part of everyday life. The theatrical consequences of this shift cannot be 

explained through a single cause-and-effect relationship, but this transformed media environment 

cannot be ignored when examining the use of the technical image in performances produced after 

2021. 



Toward the end of the period under examination, a further technological development also 

becomes apparent: the emergence of large-scale LED surfaces. These differ from conventional 

projection both in their operation and in their impact on stage. Due to their high brightness, image 

size, and spatial presence, the technical image can become an even more immediate part of the 

stage environment. However, since the research period ends in 2026, I do not yet consider this 

development to constitute a distinct historical period. Rather, I treat it as an emerging technological 

tendency whose long-term consequences for theatrical practice cannot yet be fully assessed.  

The study of the technical image after 2011 cannot be entirely confined to the physical space of 

the stage. During the same period, theatre communication increasingly shifted to digital platforms, 

while the visual environment in which institutions addressed their audiences also changed. From 

this perspective, social media is not a separate phenomenon but part of the broader visual and 

technological environment in which contemporary theatre operates. For this reason, in the third 

chapter I also devote particular attention to the online presence of the theatres under examination, 

focusing primarily on how the visual content appearing on social media platforms and the ways in 

which it is produced have changed. Initially, social media platforms often functioned as digital 

extensions of existing forms of theatre communication. Performance posters, theatre photographs, 

programme information, and event invitations also appeared online, while their fundamental 

communicative function remained unchanged. In this case, the digital platform primarily provided 

a new means of distribution. From the mid-2010s onward, however, other types of content 

gradually began to appear. Recordings of rehearsal processes, behind-the-scenes videos, short 

videos featuring actors, and content showing the everyday operation of the institution brought 

spectators closer to a world that had previously remained largely behind the stage. In this context, 

the camera no longer simply documented the completed performance but entered into the everyday 

operation of the theatre. The COVID-19 pandemic significantly intensified this process. When the 

physical spaces of theatres were closed, social media became one of the most direct means of 

maintaining contact between institutions and their audiences. Videos recorded by actors at home, 

readings, short video messages, online discussions, and various video experiments began to 

appear. Some of this content was produced under simple technical conditions, sometimes using 

only a single mobile phone. The mobile phone became a particularly important device in this 

process. It functions simultaneously as a camera, an editing and transmission device, and a screen 

on which the content is displayed. Image production and image consumption can therefore take 



place on the same device. This differs significantly from a technical system in which the camera, 

editing equipment, and display surface function as separate devices.  

Short-form video formats such as TikTok, Instagram Reels, and YouTube Shorts brought further 

changes. These platforms influence not only the length of videos but also their visual and rhythmic 

organization. Vertical framing, rapid editing, captions, close-up shots, and the communication of 

information within a short period of time have created a visual language closely associated with 

mobile phone use. For spectators, these visual forms have become part of everyday media 

consumption. At the same time, the various Transylvanian Hungarian theatres do not use these 

platforms in the same way or with the same intensity. Facebook has become one of the main 

channels of institutional communication, while the use of Instagram, YouTube, and TikTok varies 

from theatre to theatre. This may be influenced by the audience the institution seeks to reach, its 

communication strategy, and the human and technical resources available for regular content 

production.  

The examination of social media in this research, however, does not constitute an independent 

study of theatre marketing. I do not analyse the number of followers, reach, or communication 

effectiveness of individual institutions. Social media platforms are included in the study because 

they provide a clear indication of changes in the production and use of the technical image, as well 

as of the visual environment in which both theatre practitioners and spectators are present. This 

environment also influences how we perceive the technical image appearing on stage. The image 

of a video call, a vertically framed mobile phone recording, or the visual form of a live stream is 

no longer necessarily an unfamiliar technological image for the spectator. Theatre can use, 

transform, or reference these visual conventions. When, for example, an actor films themselves 

with a mobile phone on stage, the resulting image can simultaneously relate to theatrical presence 

and to forms of self-representation familiar from social media. The technical image thus creates a 

connection between the stage and the digital visual culture outside the theatre. A camera or mobile 

phone brought onto the stage therefore introduces not only a technical device but also the practices 

and visual conventions associated with its use. The image of a mobile phone recording, a video 

call, or a live stream can consequently evoke cultural experiences with which the spectator is 

already familiar before entering the theatre. From this perspective, the presence of social media is 

one indication of a broader transformation in the use of the technical image. The technical image 



is no longer associated exclusively with professional film or television apparatus. Image 

production has become an everyday practice, and the camera has become a constantly present 

device. This transformation also creates a new situation for theatre: when it places a technical 

image on stage, it addresses a spectator who also regularly produces, transmits, edits, and 

consumes technical images. 

 The study of the use of the technical image in Transylvanian Hungarian theatres also 

requires the establishment of a broader international context. Therefore, in the third chapter, I also 

examine international theatrical practices in which cameras, live images, and various digital 

technologies play a significant role. The aim is neither to assume a direct developmental 

relationship between these international examples and Transylvanian performances nor to evaluate 

the latter against them. Rather, the international examples serve primarily as points of reference 

through which different modes of using cameras, live images, and technological mediation on 

stage can be clearly observed. One significant form of contemporary theatrical practice is so-called 

live cinema, in which the process of creating a film itself becomes part of the performance. The 

spectator sees not only the resulting moving image but, in certain cases, can also observe the 

process through which it is produced. The camera, the camera operator, elements of the set, the 

production of sound, or the switching between images do not necessarily remain hidden but instead 

become a visible layer of the stage event. 

This mode of operation appears with particular consistency in Katie Mitchell’s productions. In 

several of her performances, the stage functions simultaneously as a theatrical space and a film 

studio. Alongside the actors’ performances, cameras, microphones, and various technical 

processes produce the image that the spectator can simultaneously follow on the projection screen. 

Attention is thus divided between the process of producing the image and the completed image 

itself. In this situation, the technical apparatus does not disappear behind the image. On the 

contrary, it becomes visible that the film image is the result of selections and technical decisions. 

The spectator simultaneously perceives what is happening in front of the camera and the process 

through which it is transformed into an image. The technical image therefore does not simply 

duplicate the stage event but creates a different point of view and a different visual structure from 

it. 



Kip Williams’s work approaches a similar issue from a different direction. In the form of live 

cinema he employs, the actor’s presence and the cinematic image can become so closely connected 

that the continuous transition between the two becomes one of the organizing principles of the 

performance. The spectator alternates between following the physically present body and its 

enlarged image or an image shown from a different perspective, while both forms operate within 

the same performance. The examples of Mitchell and Williams are particularly important to my 

research because they clearly demonstrate that the use of a live camera is not limited to mediating 

the stage event. The camera creates its own point of view, editing shapes the rhythm, and the close-

up alters the perception of the actor’s body. When these processes take place in the present time 

of the performance, the process of filmmaking itself can acquire dramaturgical significance. 

A different use of technological mediation can be observed in the work of Gob Squad. In their 

performances, cameras, video, and various communication technologies often contribute to 

establishing a connection between the theatrical event and spaces outside the theatre. The camera 

can move beyond the conventional stage space, following the performer or participant to other 

locations while spectators follow the event through a screen. In this case, the technical image 

destabilizes the boundaries of theatrical space. The performance can take place simultaneously in 

front of the spectator and at a physically distant location. The screen does not display a previously 

produced image but instead establishes a connection between two simultaneous events. 

Technological mediation therefore not only adds an image to the performance but also helps 

determine what can be considered the space of the performance.  

The work of Rimini Protokoll similarly creates situations in which technology is connected to 

questions of presence and participation. The digital and communication systems used in their 

performances do not necessarily function as visual elements, but rather shape the structure of the 

event itself. Participants may receive instructions through technical devices, interact with people 

in remote locations, or become part of a system in which physical and mediated presence operate 

in parallel. These examples use the technical image in different ways, yet they share the 

characteristic that technology does not remain an external or supplementary layer of the 

performance. In the work of Mitchell and Williams, live filmmaking comes to the foreground; in 

Gob Squad’s work, the emphasis is on space and mediation; and in Rimini Protokoll’s work, it is 

on the relationship between technology, participation, and presence. In each case, the technical 



device intervenes in the way the space and time of the performance or the spectator’s position are 

organized.  

When examining Transylvanian Hungarian performances, I do not treat these practices as direct 

models. The institutional, economic, and technological contexts differ significantly, and it would 

therefore not be appropriate to assume the same conditions of production. Rather, the international 

examples demonstrate the different directions in which the theatrical use of the technical image 

can develop when it functions not merely as a visual supplement but as an integral part of the 

structure of the performance. This distinction also draws attention to the fact that the use of the 

technical image is always connected to the environment in which a performance is created. In 

addition to the availability of cameras, projectors, displays, and signal transmission systems, the 

technical expertise and organization of work required to operate these systems are also necessary. 

The next question, therefore, concerns the technical infrastructure available to the Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatres under examination and the possibilities or limitations it creates for the use of 

the technical image on stage.  

When examining the use of the technical image on stage, the technological environment in which 

performances are created cannot be overlooked. Therefore, in the third chapter, I also address the 

technical infrastructure of the theatres under examination, considering how the available 

equipment and technological possibilities relate to the use of the technical image on stage. The 

realization of a directorial or scenographic concept depends not only on aesthetic decisions but 

also on the equipment, technical personnel, and operational experience available within a 

particular institution. Technical infrastructure is therefore treated in this research not merely as 

background information but as one of the conditions under which performances are created. The 

technical resources of the seven Transylvanian Hungarian theatres examined are not identical. The 

institutions have venues of different sizes, varying budgetary possibilities, and different 

inventories of technical equipment. Access to projection technology, cameras, monitors, LED 

surfaces, and the systems required for signal transmission may therefore vary from one institution 

to another. The same applies to the professional expertise required to operate these technologies. 

In assessing the infrastructure, I was interested not only in what equipment a theatre possesses but 

also in how that equipment is integrated into the institution’s operations. A permanently available 

technical system that is used regularly offers different possibilities from equipment rented or 



purchased for a single production. In the first case, the use of technology may gradually become 

integrated into the theatre’s working processes, whereas in the second, the technical system is 

linked to a specific artistic concept. This distinction can also affect the process through which a 

production is created. The use of a live camera image, for example, requires more than the camera 

itself. The image must be transmitted and displayed, switching between multiple images may be 

required, and a person or team must operate the system during the performance. The more complex 

the role of the technical image becomes, the greater the need for coordination between directorial, 

scenographic, and technical work. At the same time, the technical infrastructure does not directly 

determine the aesthetic quality of a performance or the dramaturgical significance of the technical 

image. An institution with a larger inventory of equipment does not necessarily employ complex 

forms of image use, while a solution that influences the performance as a whole can also be created 

under more limited technical conditions. The available infrastructure should therefore be 

understood as a system of possibilities and limitations to which theatre practitioners must respond. 

An overview of the technical conditions of the institutions under examination therefore helps 

ensure that individual visual solutions are not interpreted in isolation during the analysis of 

performances. It is important to establish whether a particular technical system formed part of the 

institution’s permanent infrastructure or was introduced specifically for a given production, which 

professionals operated it, and under what technical conditions the artistic concept had to be 

realized.  

However, this does not mean that the visual world of a performance can be directly derived from 

its technological conditions. In the research, I am also interested in the relationship from the 

opposite direction: what kind of creative need gives rise to a particular technical solution, and how 

the institution adapts to it. A production may require new equipment, a new signal transmission 

system, or a new technical workflow precisely because the artistic concept demands it. The 

presence of the technical image on stage thus emerges at the intersection of aesthetic intention and 

technical feasibility. Technology offers possibilities, but it does not in itself create the visual 

system of a performance. A technical device becomes part of theatrical thinking when theatre 

practitioners assign a function to it and when the technical solution enters into a relationship with 

space, the actor’s presence, time, and the spectator’s attention.  



Building on this, the fourth chapter examines the dramaturgical functions of video in 

Transylvanian Hungarian theatre performances between 2011 and 2026. I seek to understand the 

role of the technical image in organizing space and time, shaping the actor’s presence, and 

directing the spectator’s gaze. At this stage, I discuss these modes of operation in broader terms, 

returning to them in greater detail in the analyses of individual performances.  

Before turning to the case studies, the fifth chapter examines the technical database as a whole in 

greater detail. I compare the performances in the database in terms of their institutional context, 

genre-specific characteristics, directorial practices, and technical complexity. The aim is to 

identify the differences and recurring approaches that emerge across the material as a whole and, 

on this basis, to define more precisely the position of the performances selected for detailed 

analysis.  

Based on the technical database, it can be observed that, in Transylvanian Hungarian theatre after 

2011, the use of video and other forms of the technical image has become increasingly consciously 

integrated into the dramaturgical structure of performances. In many cases, the technical image no 

longer functions merely as a visual supplement but actively shapes space, time, the actor’s 

presence, and the spectator’s attention. The database of 123 performances makes this process 

visible within a broader context, while the four case studies I have selected provide an opportunity 

to examine the different modes of operation of the technical image in greater detail in the sixth 

chapter of my research.  

In my analysis of Nóra6, I focus primarily on the relationship between the projected image and the 

stage space. In addition to communicating information, the numbers, faces, and other visual motifs 

that appear are connected to the character’s inner world as fragments of memory and psychological 

imprints. Projection thus creates an atmospheric and psychological space while continuously 

reorganizing the reality visible on stage and the spectator’s perception of it.  

                                                           
6 Title of the performance: Nora. Premiere date: 16 March 2019. Premiere venue: Hungarian State Theatre of Cluj. 
Director: Botond Nagy. Assistant to the director: Emőke Veres. Playwright: Henrik Ibsen. Text adaptation: Ágnes 
Kali, Botond Nagy. Visual designer: András Rancz. Set design: Carmencita Brojboiu, András Rancz. Costume 
designer: Carmencita Brojboiu. Digital graphics: Szidónia Szederjesi. Cast: Balázs Bodolai (Torvald Helmer), Anikó 
Pethő (Nora), Csilla Albert (Mrs. Linde), Lóránd Váta (Krogstad), Gábor Viola (Dr. Rank), Melinda Kántor (Anne-
Marie), Zsuzsa Tőtszegi (Kiddo).  



In the case of Nem történt semmi7 the focus is on the presence of the camera on stage and the 

doubling of presence. The closed-circuit video system allows the spectator to access the same 

situation in two different ways: they see the stage event directly while simultaneously seeing a 

selected and enlarged detail of it through the camera. In this performance, the camera is not a 

neutral observer. Its presence is connected to questions of surveillance, control, and power, while 

also determining what the spectator focuses on and from what degree of proximity.  

The case study of Boldogtalanok8 examines the dramaturgical role of live image editing and 

multiple points of view. Changes in shot size, close-ups, and transitions cutting to black do not 

simply mediate the stage action but also shape its rhythm and emotional tension. The technical 

apparatus actively directs the spectator’s gaze: it selects, brings elements closer, then conceals 

them or shifts to another point of view. In this case, the techniques of cinematic image editing 

become part of the dramaturgical structure of the performance. 

Among the four case studies, Emma életének értelme9 presents one of the most complex uses of 

the technical apparatus. In Radu Afrim’s production, the stage space, live camera images, screens, 

                                                           
7 Title of the performance: Nem történt semmi. Premiere date: 31 October 2021. Premiere venue: National 
Theatre of Târgu Mureș. Company: Tompa Miklós Company. Director: Aba Sebestyén. Playwrights: Réka Dálnoky, 
Elise Wilk, Csaba Székely. Set designer: Beáta Sós. Costume designer: Réka Oláh. Cast: Erzsébet B. Fülöp/Dorottya 
Nagy (the editor-in-chief), András Korpos (the famous actor), János Henn (the studio director), Örs Hunor Bálint 
(the unemployed man), Ramóna Gecse (the actress), Katalin Berekméri (the journalist). 
8 Title of the performance: Boldogtalanok. Premiere date: 19 January 2021. Premiere venue: Figura Studio Theatre. 
Director: István Albu. Playwright: Milán Füst. Set designer: Kató Huszár. Costume designer: Doró Sikó. Camera 
operators: László Forizs, Zsolt Molnár, Péter Kozma. Editor: Csongor Fehér. Cast: Norbert-László Moșu (Vilmos 
Húber, production manager), Zsuzsanna D. Gulácsi (Róza Gyarmaky of Nemesváralja, television employee), Anna 
Sosovicza (Vilma Víg, television employee), Boglár Tamás (Mrs. Húber, Vilmos’s mother), Gábor Kolozsi Borsos 
(Ferenc Sirma, master butcher), Péter A. Dávid (Dr. Gyula Beck, physician), Zénó Faragó (Ferenc Székely, director), 
Míra Szilágyi (Rózsi, Vilmos’s sister), Alain Leonard Fodor (Pista, butcher’s apprentice), Boróka Bartha (old peasant 
woman), Zsolt Molnár (Mihály, camera operator), Eszter György–Tálas (television employee), Vidor Barabás-
Tamás, Aida Fodor, Panka Kozma (orphaned children). 
9 Title of the performance: Emma életének értelme. Premiere date: 9 September 2023. Premiere venue: National 
Theatre of Târgu Mureș. Company: Tompa Miklós Company. Director: Radu Afrim. Assistant to the director: Bea 
Fülöp. Playwright: Fausto Paravidino. Set designer: Anna Kupás. Costume designer: Blanka Bajkó. Video: Ede 
Barabási. Video mapping: Samu Trucza. Cast: Erzsébet B. Fülöp (Antonietta, Emma’s mother), László Zsolt Bartha 
(Carlo, Antonietta’s husband), László Rózsa (Marco, son of Antonietta and Carlo), Noémi Kádár (Giulia, Marco’s 
younger sister), Boglárka-Katalin Simon (Emma, daughter of Antonietta and Carlo), Katalin Berekméri (Aunt Berta, 
neighbour of Emma’s family), Dorottya Nagy (Clara, Antonietta’s friend), Balázs Varga (Giorgio, Clara’s husband), 
Szabolcs Csíki (Leone, son of Clara and Giorgio), Botond Kovács (Don Mario, parish priest), Ildikó P. Béres (Dr. Froli), 
Viktória Renczés (Genziana / singer), Orsolya Moldován (Ingrid, contemporary visual artist), István H. Ferenczi 
(Nello, the handsome young man), Fruzsina Szabó (foreign activist), Ildikó P. Béres, Bea Fülöp, Zoltán Adorjáni 
Nagy, Csanád Tamás Fábián, Fruzsina Szabó, Örs Hunor Bálint, Szabolcs Csíki, István H. Ferenczi, Noémi Kádár, 
Botond Kovács, Orsolya Moldován, Viktória Renczés, Lehel Rigmányi, László Rózsa, Noémi Simon (other roles). 



animations, and prerecorded videos operate in relation to one another. Here, the technical image 

is no longer a separate layer of the performance but becomes one of the organizing principles of 

storytelling and reception. The documentary film created live during the performance 

simultaneously brings the observed reality closer to the spectator and destabilizes its certainty, 

while the projected and digital images also shape the perception of time and space. At times, the 

image reinforces the stage action; at others, it diverges from or counterpoints it. The technical 

apparatus therefore does not merely show something but participates in the theatrical construction 

of memory, identity, and the perception of reality. 

The four performances demonstrate four different modes of using the technical image. In Nóra, 

the projected image plays a significant role in constructing psychological space; in Nem történt 

semmi, the camera is associated with the doubling of presence and the question of surveillance; in 

Boldogtalanok, live image editing becomes a defining element; while in Emma életének értelme, 

the interaction of multiple technical media structures the world of the performance. These do not 

represent stages of development but rather different approaches that reveal different aspects of the 

same fundamental question: how does the technical image alter the perception of presence on 

stage?  

In the seventh chapter of the research, I summarize the findings of the study and, based on the 

complete database, review the changes in the use of the technical image that emerge between 2011 

and 2026. Between 2011 and 2020, various forms of video use come to the foreground, while the 

role of the technical image differs significantly from one performance to another. The pandemic 

that began in 2020 created a new situation: within a short period of time, the use of cameras, online 

broadcasting, and mobile phones became part of the everyday practices of theatrical institutions. 

In performances produced after 2021, it therefore becomes particularly important to examine how 

live cameras, mobile phones, and live image editing appear on stage. Toward the end of the 

research period, the emergence of large-scale LED surfaces and more complex digital systems 

indicates the possibility of a further transformation. However, since the study concludes in 2026, 

I do not yet consider this a distinct historical period. Rather, it can be understood as an emerging 

technological and aesthetic tendency whose consequences can only be assessed more precisely 

from a longer-term perspective.  



At the same time, the process under examination cannot be described as a linear trajectory of 

technological development. Transylvanian Hungarian theatres operate under different institutional 

and economic conditions and possess varying levels of technical infrastructure and professional 

capacity. Alongside the director’s approach, the genre of the performance, and its aesthetic 

concept, the available equipment, technical personnel, and financial resources of the production 

also influence what kind of technical system can be integrated into a performance. These 

conditions, however, do not determine the final result on their own. In each case, technological 

possibilities and artistic intentions interact in shaping the visual world of the stage. 

One of the most important conclusions of the research is therefore that the significance of the 

technical image does not derive from the novelty or complexity of the technology employed. A 

simple projection can be dramaturgically decisive, while a complex technical system may remain 

merely a visual element. The key question is what kind of relationship the image establishes with 

the actor, space, time, and the spectator’s gaze.  

At the same time, the historical overview of the period between 1989 and 2026 reveals a shift from 

occasional and supplementary uses of images toward performances in which the technical image 

becomes part of the performance’s underlying logic. This does not mean that earlier forms of use 

have disappeared or that all Transylvanian Hungarian theatres are moving in the same direction. 

Different forms continue to coexist. This is precisely why it is necessary to examine not the 

technical device in itself, but its specific function within the performance.  

At the beginning of the research, I started with the question of how the camera changes the 

perception of the actor’s face. Over the course of the research, this question gradually expanded. 

It became clear that the close-up cannot be separated from the camera, the camera from the screen, 

or the screen from the stage space, and that all of these are inseparable from the spectator who 

encounters both the directly perceived and the technologically mediated image at the same time. 

This is how my research developed from an examination of the actor’s face into an investigation 

of how the technical image functions in theatre.  

For me, reading the technical image ultimately means reading this network of relationships. It 

involves examining what the technical image reveals, what it selects, what it enlarges or conceals, 

what point of view it offers, and how it transforms what we simultaneously see directly on stage. 

In this sense, the camera, projection, monitor, mobile phone, or LED surface is not significant in 



itself. It becomes a theatrical question when it alters the functioning of presence, space, time, or 

the spectator’s attention.  

The research concludes in 2026, but the process it examines does not. Emerging visual 

technologies, LED surfaces, automated systems, and various forms of virtual presence are already 

raising questions that extend beyond the timeframe of this dissertation. The role these technologies 

will come to play on Transylvanian Hungarian stages will depend not only on technological 

development. It will also depend on the financial and technical resources of institutions, the 

interests of theatre practitioners, and how theatre responds to a world in which the spectator 

increasingly lives surrounded by technical images. This dissertation cannot yet provide an answer 

to that question. It can, however, show how the use of the technical image in Transylvanian 

Hungarian theatre has reached a point at which the image no longer simply appears on stage but 

actively participates in shaping how the performance becomes visible. 

 


