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The thesig investvigates the concents, vrocesses and
rurroces involved in ada2pting one play into another,
The study is based on pest-1SE6 cdaptations of Shakespeare'!s

* be clecesified dinto
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nlevs, and we find that these ma

T

five dizstinct tymnes on the bssis of The adantive
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processes used: collages, cultural rositions,

domestications, reorientations znd trensformations,
Despite differences between these tyres, &2ll have common

ch cteristics which enable us to term them ‘adapteations'
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as onnosed to directorial inte rpretations or new nlays.
Havirz estzblished a definition of an adaptation we proceed

to brozden itvs application, showing that any narrative

forn (e.g.cmovel, film) using e narrative source

(e.z. history, legend) can e sutiected to the same
processes, The modern Shakesrtszre adaenbtations-are then
placed within their theatrical and »nclitical contexts

in an etternt To exnplain Their existence znd their form,
In this w27 we discover that the period 1959 to 1964 saw

chen—ez of dramatic form end of Thematic purpose,.

incdicate how eiffectively this rarticular genre has been
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ITNTRODUCTIOR

For many centuries, writers, actors, managers and

directors have altered existing plays to suit theilr own
purposes. Afdaptation, therefore, is not a new practice,

and 1t can be applied tb any play, though normally the

classics are used, Shakespeare's plays often appear in
~adepted form, both today and in previous centuries,
Shakespeare himself hardly invented a plot but drew
heavily on a wide varietvy of sources, both dramatic and

non-dramatic. Geoffrey Bullough hes reproduced, in

eight volumes, the main na rratlve and dramatic sources of
Shakespeara's plays and he also discusses his conclusions

. . 1
rained Trom & study of these sources., He conments:

lodern study of Shaxespeare sources has been
1ncreau1ngly aware of its twofold oblicgations:
first, to investigate the ambience of story, drama,
ideas, beliefs, and current events which affected

the dramatisv from time To time; second, and even
more important, to consider how he used this materiai
us a poet and craftsman in the theatre so as to
produce plays vhich were not only '"for an age!
but also 'for all time',

These two objects of investigation can be suunnarised

sneare's

D

s 1) the splrlt of the age, and ii) Shek

4

dramatic technioue., Einilarly, by conmparing modern

"‘J

mpuatTOPS of Shaliespeare's plays with the Shakespeariar

rizinals we should geain some ideas abouv the spiriv of

.ne modern age znd dramatic techniques used by today's
playwrights. ilore speclifically, the process of

cdeptation reises several interesving quections about

Lf
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1s an adavcvation? how does one

ct

dramatic creation: wha
recognlse an adaptation? at what point does LDhakesneare!s
play Decoi re someone else's adaptation of that play?

why does anyonc want to adapt Shakesveare's plays

(rather than start from scrétch)? how are Shakespeare's

of another period? why are acapters dravn to

!

Shakespeare's plays in the first place? how do The adapted
plays relate to culturael, sociesl and politicel conditvions
prevailiﬁg v e time of their creation? how far are the
adaptations velid in their own right (without relerence

to the origirel)? The aim of this thesis 1s to

ansver sore of theese questions as Sat1=¢acto rily &as

)
3
I-—l
(D
~
)
.

possible by SuUd rinz adaptations of Shakeapearef
Rather théen consider adaptations dé'all psriods
in detail, I have 1limited my choice of piays to thocse
written since 1956, i do not want to argue that since
1956 there has beenrn z radically different kind of dramé,
but it does ssem that after Osborne's Look Back In Lnger
opened iﬁ Inay oi thetv year, fhe theatrical scene in

S .

pmeneral becare more vital with theatre manzZgenents

being more prepvpared to experiment with new pleys and
playurights, and with many new theatres beingbuilt.j
The group of &da»nvativions considered therefore contzins

¢ plays in the earlier tradition and
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both very rezlis
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rrays writtver in response to the new theatrc
and actor/avéience reletionships which heave becone

increasingly prevalent during the last vio decaies,
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1e pleys studied to one period, & sourcc of
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introcduced, but I hope to -minimise this by drawing

oy

bias 1
on the worx of other scholars U0 DrOVlde the necessary
historicel rerspective and detaills, 4L second limit T
have 1mposed 1s that of language. 1 shall consider only

those pleys written and first produced in the English

exxtuzl angd
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to consider trenslevions and zdaptations of Shakespeare in
other languzges would crcatve unnecesssry conplications,

Finally, I have onitved thosc adaeptations desi

G'?

to introduce children to the work of Shakespesre, whether
they are shertened, edited versions to be either watched

or acted by chil dre ., Or whether they &re nodernr

ct

b
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paraphrases of

(D

original texts for the use of
exanination candifebtes. oSuch adaptations raise totelly

differcent issues to those under discussion in this thesis.5

- The pleys considerel here are uyritten &s incepencent

dramatic works for & normal adult audience.

During the period 1955-1S80 there have besen abouv

thirty adaptetions satisiying the above criteris of

Pl
il

date, langusge &nd purpose, not a largec number

consicderinz the ennuzl output of new plzays but

nevertheless signpniiicant and, by virtus of the attention

)

&Y TNhEe zere

'

many of thsn receive, of more import ©
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ILet us ncy consider the concepts o
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'a¢aptation'., The MNew Encslich Dictionary gives two
definitions cf the verb 'adapt!':

ned primarily



1. To fit (a person or thing to another, to or

for a purpose), to suit, or make suitable.
2. To alter or modify so0 as to fit for a new use.

These definitions indicate certain necessary conditionsy
for cdepting: therc nust be

a) an original object:

D) & new vse or purpose;

c) a way of alterirng (a2a) to suit (b),.

More specifically in relation to this thesis, dramatic
adaptation reguilres

a) en original plaj“(fo: our purposes, & Shakespeare

)

b) an altered set of culturel, social, politicel and

ct

e
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&

theatrical cbnditions;

c) an adapbter who wili elter (2) in such a way that
it is more relevani, effective and/or comprehensible
+0 people in (b).

This framework forms the basis of the followi

discussion, and it raises two key questions:

1. ¥hat azre the new condivions prevailingt
Ze 10 Coes the gdenter change the original plays

to suit these new conditions?
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urther probleune arise vwhen one tries to defermine

exactly what constitutes an adeaptation. Christopher
. : . 7
Snencer gives the fellowing defainition:



The typical adaptation includes substential cuts

of scenes, speceches, and speech assignments; much
alteration of language; and at least one and usually
several important (or scene-length) additions.
Accompanying these measurable changes are alterations

or at least new emphases in tone, in character,
‘and in theme. | |

'Ruby Cohn uses this as the baslis of her definition, but
broadens the scope by including all 'plays that are
relatively faithful to Shakespeare's story, however

far they depart from his text.' (pp.3-4)

L stage production of a play can take one of the
following vhree forms:

a) 'straight' presentation of one of Shakespeare's plays
(neaning that it is presented as it was in Shakespeare's
time)

b) adaptation of one of Shakespeareis plays;

cC) enfirely.seParate play.

However, the dividing line between one category ani another

is verj'blupred. First, no presentation of a Shakespeare

play is eﬁer 'straight' - the director has to make choices
for every noment of the production, &nd as the play can

no longer be performed as iv was in Shakespeare's

1ifetime (if only because both audience and performers

are twentleth century beings, not Elizabethan) some forn

of adaptation is inevitable. ©Go, we then ask what changes

can be made to a pvlay without us wanting to re-classify it

as an adapvation. For'instance, 1f a director presenvs
Julius Caeszar on an open stage, using a full text and
Elizaﬂethan costume with no gléring incongruities, we
would be reluctant to'term.his play an ‘'adaptatvion';

if, on the other hand, he made drastic cuts, added a few

sections of pastiche Shakespearian verse to fill in the



narrative gaps, and set the play in Nazi Germany, then we

might be tempted to see the production as an adaptation.

In fact, throughout the ﬁhesis, the text of the relevant
Shaﬁespeare play forms the basis for comparison because
it constitutes the onlj tangible evidence we have of
Shakespeare's plays - staging techniques, business etcC.,
are all ephemeral, comprising the area which the director
must manipulete znd control, making his own choices tTo

strengthen his own particular opresentation oi the play.

(There are, of course, precedents and traditions of

staging, but none carry the weight of Shakespeare's
authority as his text does.8) - Cohn mentions the group of
Shakespearian productions which are changed irom the original
text only by cﬁtting 1ines‘and/or erending words, and
maintains that these should be considered as theatre

history rather than livterary alteration.9 However, she

‘does not take any account of the effect of such cuts

or emendations on the total meaning of the production.
e .
WJells, on the other hand, distinguishes three categories: O

There zre those who believe that the best way to
present a Shakecpeare play is in conditions which
approxirate so tar &s possible to those in which 1T
was originally performed. At the other extreme are
those who believe that the plays can make their tTrue
effect only when they are rewritten, recostumed,
recomposed, rastaged, reset, and generally reconstituted.
iJithin thecse tvo classes there are many gradations.
There is moreover a third class - and one whick does
not necessarily exclude members of the second &nd even
the first. It is nmade up of those whose prime

concern in stzging & play of Shakespeare's is not To
put across either the body or the -idea ol the original
... bubt rather to construct a theatrical event which
will work ir its independent way. These are the
adapters, even the burlesguers, of Shakespeare.



Here Wells recognises that rewriting (which I take to
include cuﬁting) can be Just one element of the |
'reconstitution' of a Shakespeere play, where the final
productioﬁ is not actually an adaptation. Thus we are
interested here in the'diviaing line between Vells'
second and third categories, and mey find the answer in the
‘motives for textual alterations. VWells maintains that
in some cases the motive is nerely greater éase of
comprehension while in other cases the aim is to create
something essentially new out of the or:‘i.g:"m.al..1/I This
may form the basis for a distinction between interpretation
and adaptation.

The discussion above concerns the changes ﬁhich
must be made t6 2 ohakespreare play before it is termed
an 'adaptation'. The other problerm is that a direct link
with Shakespeare's - text must be established for & play
- to constitute an adaptation. One of the tasks of this
'study is to exarine the strength and nature of this link,
For example, Julius Caecer presented with the same plo®
and character relationships as Shakespeare but with
modern language and eguivalences we would term an adaptation,
but woutld that still be so if Caeszr was merely shown
in, say, the wars sgainst Fompey? would we 1link this
pléy to Shakespeere or rather to history (after all,
Shakespeare did not invent the character of Julius
Caesar)?

To attempt to resolve <Tlhese questions, an initial
course of action 1s the iderntvification of variant and

invariant features in each of the adapted plays. Thus,



by considering those features of thé adapted pleays which are
variant (i.e. altered from the Shakespearian original)
we may discover what must be contributed by the adapter
to establish his play as an adaptation, not just a
director's interpretation of Shakespeare; by considering
invariant features (i.e. those which remain the same as .
in Shakespeare's plays) we establish the nature of the
link between Shakespeare and the adaptation. Such &
pProcess can be used only on Those plays vvhich
intuitively we would wish to term adaptations - having _
determined what the necessary conditions of an adaptation
appear to be, one can appiy'the rules to more doubtful
cases.,

Christophe? Spencer, 1n discussing the Restoration
adaptations, describes tvwo main approacnés to

d
Shakespearian adaptations: .

On the one hand the adapvations have been studied
clinically as products of the rules and Restoration
and eichteenth-century stage conditions and
conventions, often with a classification of changes
by type.... On the other hand the adaptations. are
compared critically with the Shakespearean originals
as a part of the history of attitudes towards
Shakespeare; '

By using both approaches one can gain further insight
into both the adaptation's 1link with Shakespeare's plays
(compared with the Shakespeerian originals) and its own
merits and qualities (viewed as a product of the age in
which it was created). Spencer very much advocates the
approach which regards each édaptation as a new play,

13

to be examined on its own merits. However, during

the Restoration, adapters set out to 'improve'



Shakespeare, thuvs inviting critical conmparison (and therety
suftering). DNo such claim is made by modern adapters.
They'acknowledge Shakespeare's supremacy in the art of
dramatic creation and instead they assert that they merely
wish to make Shakespezare's plays 'relevent'. '"Therefore,

,
criticel compa:ison with the Shakespeearian original
has little ainterest for us today. However, Spencer's
preference is echoec by Vells who maintains that the more
drastic the adarptation the more easily we can accept it

. : 14
in 1its own right.

Since the sixteenth century, there have been two msin
periods of Shakespearisn adaptation, the Restoration
(1660-1700) and thrhe twentieth century. Between these

ﬂ.

rveare's plays vere presented in adapted

m
5®)

two periods, Shalk
versions, but few lnnovetionrs were made, and towarcs the
end of the eighteenth century therc begen a wmove bacxk

. 15 | :
respesrian text. © Thus, most aralysis

* 1"'
Q?

to the originzl &nh

of Shakespearian adzptation has been bzsed on the

of

Restoration versions. &llardyce Nicoll and F.w.Kilbourne

‘have both atterxpted to categorise the alteratiocns, Nicoll

ﬂ

being more concerned with the spirit of the age and
Kilbourne with cCrazztic technigue, Thus, HNicoll lists the
.categories into which The changes in the plays naturally

. 16
divide Thenselves:
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1. There were changes meade because of a genuine
critical discatisfaction with Shakespeare's
development of a scene or of a character.

2. There were changes due to the decsire for meXxing
more heroic, elements already instinct with herolsmn.

5. There were changes made owing to the influence
of the classic spirit.

4, There wvere changes made 1n comedy through the
infiuence of the new spirit of wit and reckless
immorality.

5 There were changes made in order to pander to the
prevaliling desire for novelty.

5. There were changes made in order to enforce a
polivical parallel between Shakespeare's plob
end contemporary conditions.

7« There viere changes made for the purpose of
simplifying Shakespeare's language. |

8, And, finally, there were changes due to a

thoughtless and senseless passion for any kind
of elteration., |

Zilbourne concerncs himself more with the form which these
changes took. He maintains that the Restoration audiences

demanded the following elements in thelr plays:q7 .
a) spectacle and nusic (partly e result of the introduction

of scenery);
b) the pfeservation of the unities of time and space
c) pecetic Jjustice;
d) the hero and heroine should not be villains;
e) tragedy éna comedy should not mingle in one play;
f) an increase in the love interest (a French influence);

g) tragedy should be that of an estimable monarch,



11

L
Consequently, D'Avenant and Dryden's The Enchanted Island S

condensed ShakXespearian vassages to make room for more
songs, dances, visions and spectacle in general, while

Tate's King Lear fulfillad several of Lhe above conditions
loks haﬁing bdgar and Cordelia in love and by allowing

all the 'goodies' (including Lear and Cordelia) to live.
Kilbourne also suggests that the task of the adapters

was to 'refine' Shakespeare's language, and this led to
the substitution of modern equivalents and omission of
much figurative language. (Such alterations are also
tyopical of modern adaptations, though the motives tend

to be clarification rather than refinement. )

The categories distinguished oy Nicoll and Kilbourne
would not necessarily apply to any period other than the
Restoration, but they provide two examples of methods of
classification, based loosely on social influences and
dramatic changes. |

Twentieth century adaptations have taken a rather
different form. Early in the century, the influence of
Freud 1ed to anigterest in Psychological motivation

and consistency, and several contemporary plays considered

the life of a Shakespearian character either before or

‘]
after the events depicted by Shakespeare.9 Thus, 1n
Bottomley's Gruachzﬂ)we see the meeting and wooing of

IMacbeth and Lady IMacbeth, while Ervine, 1n The Lady of
Belm:::mt,zw1 shous usAntonio,‘Bassanio, Portia, Shylock
and the rest ten years after Antonio's trial in

The Merchant of Venice. In these cases the language 1is



nodern verse or proée, bearing no relationship to

Shakespeare's language. The adaptations rely rather

on a ¥nowledge of Shakespeare's blots and a presentation

of his characters. Tﬂis form of adaptation fails to
;distinguish between dramatiq characters (wﬁo have no

off-stage existence) and real people, a distinétioh later

explored by sStoppard in Rosencrantz and Guildenstern

are Dead;

Y‘hen studying adaptations, tThe usual method of
classification has been to examine together all adaptations
of the same source.play.e.é. éll adaptations of Hamlet.zé
Such a method takes no account of the various processes
by which the source play has been adapted. _As it . 1s these
processes which afe of central concern in this thésis,

I have used them to divide the adaptations into five
categories:
Te Collage i.e. rearrangement of Shakespeare's words

(though passages from other plays, writers or even

new writing may also be included).

Charles Marowitz is the chiéf adapter in this category, -
though each of his collages uses slightly different
techniques.,

2 o Cultural ﬁransndsition i.e. the same'plbt'and characters

as Shakespeare, but placed in a different cultural
situation (usually modern) with modern language.
These tend to be political pleays, with the emphasis

on situation and plot rather than character. John

Osborne's A Place Calling lItself Rome is typical,



%2. Domestication i.e. again, the plot and characters
“parallel those of Shakespeare in a modern situation,
but political figures are changes into social or
domestic figures éuch as famous writers or scientists;
also, the plot 1s less close to Shakespeare‘s'than
in the transmpositions for here the i1nterest 1s more
in character than in situation. An example 1S
Mister Lear by Robin lMaugham.

t, Reorientation i.e. major events and characters tend
to remain the same, but there are changes of emphasis
(especially of character) and scope for the introduction
of other themeég these plays usually use modern
language, though Shakespeare's language is not out
of place. Details of plot may be added, but they are
cOnsistent with what we already know of Shakespeare's
play. The most famous example of.this'type 1S
Tom Stoppard's Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are Dead.

5; Transformation 1i.e. these plays take major oharaéter
relationshiﬁs and a situation from Shakespeare but
then transform the material into a totally new play

explorinzg different themes and, particularly, using

& ecreatly altered plot. One example 1is lear by

mdward Bond.
In the following five chapters we shall investigate each
of these categories, and see how far they are distinct
and comprehensive,

In Chapter © we shall dfaw together the strands of
-the previous five chapters in an effort vto define an
adaptation and distinguish it from an interpretation and

from a new play. We shall also examine the special way
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in which an adaptation can worx theatrically, for there
is a double focus (oﬁ adapted play and édaptation) which

cén be exploited.

ShakesPeare'adaptations are not the only ones, as

Robert Brustein points out:27

.ss €vVen scripture, in previous times, was susceptible
to interpretation and adaptation. Just as the gospels
of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John were adapted by
medieval guilds in the Passion plays, so The Homeric
nyths - which constituted scripture for the Greeks -
have been in a constant state of development and
change. The Electra story, ifor example, was
dramatized by Aeschylus, then by Sophocles, and then

by Buripides, each treatment a brand-new departure

which reflected each writer's own religious, social, and
psychological obsessions. Roman drama 1s 1little more
than a free revision of Greelkr comedies.and tragedies,
particularly those of lMenander and Luripides, performed
in Greek dress, but clearly Latin in tone and temperament.
Racine adapted Furipides and Seneca to his own purposes,
while Moliere Frenchified Terence and Flautus. In
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century France, England,

and Italy, almost every writer with literary pretensions
revised or. adapted the Greco-Roman dramaj; in the
nineteenth century, the Germans Joined the parade;

and in our own day, btne traaition or myth drama -

vhich is to say, the updating of classical plays

by contemporary hands - reached 1ts peax,

Wobody, for example, dares to produce.Greek originals
more radically than Cocteaun, Anouilh, Giraudoux,
7.S.Eliot, and Eugene 0O'lleill dare to rewrite then.
To turn Oedipus into a willful neurotic with a mother
fixetiony as Cocteau did in La Machine Infernale, or
to make LAgememnon into & revurning Civil Var of'ficer,
as 0'leill did in Mourning Becomes Electra, or to |
"bring the Alcestis story into the modern drawving room
vwvith Herakles transformed into a spiritual advisor
and .psychological counselor, as Eliot 4id in .

The Cocktail Farty, is To wreak havoc on the original
intentions of the original auvthors of these plays.

The aim of Chapter 7 is to see how rFar tThe analytical .
framework derived from modern Shekespeare adaptacvions can

_be applied to non-Shzkespezrian edaptations of vaerious
periods, genres and medila. Is the same rance of adaptivs

processes used in all cases?



The finzl chapter places che rodern Shaliespeare adcntetions
with thzir theatrical and poliftical context in an
ctempt to explain the existence and form of the adaptations.

he basis on which we should

ct

This chapter also examines

judge adantations, and establishes criteriz for

s

evaluating tTthen,

There has been much discussion in recent years &bouwu

- » 21!' | -
methods of Shakespeare production |, and Shakespearian

H23

adzptations have oiten been criticised because commentators

$‘1

"y
a)
<
q)
o
{4
1_11

20 ed the wrong criteria To them, seeing them as

interpretations., Hopefully this thesis will enable us

se zdaptations, become sware of their objectives

f=do

to recorn

o7

=nd methods, and evaluate them accordingly.
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1 o Ggeyfrey Bullouzh (ed.),MNarrative and Dramatic Sources

of Shakespeare(8 vols) (Routledge and Xegan Paul,

London, 1©57-1975.) vol.&, p.344,.

Bullough goes on to idenvify the ways in which
Shakespeare did alter his Souroes, and factors which
influenced him in his choice of sources. ‘T'hese
include-the practical pressures of the available
company and the need to appeal to a popular audienoe
as well as the more aesthetic choices where themes,
chacv2cters or situations appealed to his dramatioﬂsense.
Bullough shows how Shakespeare took elements from
several sources for one play in order to provide
parallelism, sub-plots, contrasts, illustration,
proliferation of 1ncidents, or even o replace elements
in the main source which for some feason‘(morally

or dramatically) were unsatisfactory. He created
characters who would be most Llikely to fit into a
given situation, either taking the broad charecter
outline from sources or inventing new characters,
'Imegery was also often susgested by the sources,
either directly or indirectly. Few general statements
about how Shakespezre treated his sources are possible
for his treatment varied with each play or group of
plays, but the above comments indicete the type of
information to be mgained from a comparative study

of Shakespeare's plays and his sources. For more:

jetails see Bullough's 'General Conclusion'! vol,R8

pP .« 541-405,



For other studies of Shakespeare's sources 1n relation

to his plays, see

a) Xenneth Muir, Shakespeare's Sources (1): Comedieé
and Tragedies (Methuen, London, 1957.) '

b) Margaret Brown Ackerman, Directions of Change in

Shakespeare's Alteration of hils Sources: The
Comedies (PhD thesis, University.of California,
Berkeley, 1968.) .

¢) John Richard Elliott, Jr., Political lMotivation
in the lLencastrian Tevralogy: L4 Critical Study
of Shakespeare's Use of Sources (PhD thesis,
University of California, Berkeley, 1964,)

My chief concern is with.stgge_plays,-but 1T Should

be remembered that this process of Shakespearian

- adaptation has occurred in other media, for example,

fiction, poetry, films, television. There have also

been many musicals based on Shakespeare's plays

~but these I do not include because they are governed

by differenﬁ conventions to the straight stage play.
See bibliography for a 1ist of these musicals,

See Introduction to John Russell Taylorg

Anper and After: 4 Guide to the New British Draﬁa
(Methuen, London, 1962,)

Ruby Cohn, in her Modern Shakespeare Offshoots

(Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1976.)

considers adaptations in English, French and German.
See also Chapter /7 of this thesis when the problem of

translzeation is discussed.
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Thomas Cliftord Kartak has written his thesis on the
problems of adapting Shakespeare's plays tfor child
audiences. See The Adapting of Shakespearean Comedies

or Child Audiences Jlv

ay S

h Actings Versions of Four Pl

s Examples (PhD thesis, lorthwestern University,

August 1971, )

For other examples of Shakespearian adaptations for
children or stctudents, Ssee

2) Gertrude Lerner Kerman, Shakespeare for loung
Players: From Tens to Teens (Harvey House,

New York, 1964.) >

b) Lois Dean, Prospero's lMagic Cape (licKay,
New York, 1964,)

¢c) David Holbrook, Thieves and ‘ngels: Dramatic

- Pieces for use in Schools (Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 1968.)

d) Eleénore Patmore Young, Shakesgeare'for Young Actors
(Exposition Press, New York, 1957.)

e) Elsie H.Katterjohh, Julius Caesar in llodern English
Ardapted trom Shakespeare's Play (Scott, Forésman,ﬁ
Chicago, 1957.) |

f) Esther W.Currie, lMacbeth in Modern English:

Adapted from Shakespeare's Play (Scott, Foresman,
Chicago, 1959.)

This figure includes adaptations which have either

been published or have had 2 wide circulation in

performance. Detailed comments will ﬁe made only

on those plays which were seen or could be read by

a large number of people (and for which I have been

able to acquire the texts). In addition there have

been other Shakespearian adaptations during the period,
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10,

11.
12,

14,
15.

16.

17 «

18.
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usually produceé in one place for a short time and
not published. Those which have come to my notice

are listed in the bibliography.

Christopher Spencér, IFive Restoration Adaptations of

Shakespeare (University of Illinois Preés,
Urbana, 1965.) Intfoduction_p.?
Even the text we have of Shakespeare's plays is known
to be corrupt in places, and there are variousiversions
of some plays. However, for the pufpose of this tnesig
T am assuming that the text as we have 1t is Shakespeare's
work. All references to Shakespeare's plays are
based on Peter Alexander's texv.
See Cohn, p;5
Stanley Vells, 'Shakespeare's text on the modern stege!
(Shakespeafe Jahrbuch(Heidelberg), 1967) pp.180-181
lells, p.1¢0
Spencer, Introduction p.7
Spencer, Introduction ﬁ.52
Vlells, p.191
For details of this transition period see R.W.Babcock's
article 'The attack of the late eighteenth century
upon alterations of Shakespeare's plays'

cuepge Notes, vol.45, November 1930,

(Ffodern lLang

PP 446451, )
Allardyce Nicoll, Dryden as an Adapter of Shakespeare
(Cxford Urniversity Press, London, 1922.) p.10

See Frederick W.Hilbourne, Alterations and Alaptations

of Shakesvpeare (Poet Lore Co.,Boston, 1906.)

Introduction passim.,.

This and other major Restoration adaptations are

reprinted in Spencer. Descriptions and analyses of

most'Restoration’adaptations can be founcd in Kilbourne
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and in Shekespeare Improved: The Restoration Versions

in Quarto and on the Stage by Hazelton Spencer

(Harvard University Press, Cazmbridge, lMass., 1927.)
Compare this with‘The Girihood of Shakespeare's
Heroines (% vols) by liary Victoria Cowden Clarke
(Dent, London, 190€; orig. pub. 1850-1852)

Here, Clarke presents a series of short stories
depicting the early tife of rany Shakespearian
herolnes,

Gordon Bottomliey, Gruach end Britain's Daughter:

Two Plays (Constable and Co., London, 1921.)

St.John G.Ervine, The.lady of Belmont: A Play in

- Five Acts (Allen and Unwin, London, 1923%.,)

22 o

24,

Examples are Ruby Cohn's lNModern Shakéspeare Offshoots

and & thesis by Dolores ¥Xay Gros Louis,

Shakespeare by Mary Other Names: -Todern Dramatic

Adaptations (PhD thesis, University of Visconsin,

1968, )

Robert Brustein, 'No more masterpieces' (Yale/Theatre,
vol.I, no.,1l, 1968,) pp.11-12
For example, in May 1977 Bernzrd Levin strongly

objected to the textual alterations made by Peter

Barnes to Jonson's The Devil is.an iss (see 'The

ungentle art of doctorirg Jonson', Sunday Times,

8 “ay 1977.) Various.directors (Trevor Nunn, Stuars
Burge, Charlies Marowitz) replied to Levin's charges
(see 'Lambasting Levin'; sundzy Times, 15 May 1977.)
anilthey maintain that textusl zlterations to classics

made them more comprehensible, enjoyable and closer

to the original intention of the pleays. The contiict
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led ultimately to a BBC documentary programme,
'Hends off the Classics', first shown on the
programme Arena Theatre on 9 November 1977/, in
which there was an investigation into modern methods

of Shakespeare production.



CHAPTER 1: COLLAGE ADAPTATIONS

paul Baker Hamlet ESP (1970)
John Barton King John (1974)
The ‘Jars of the Roses (1963%)

Tan Davie A Play for Prospero (1964)
Charles Marowitz The Marowitz Hemiet (1955)

A Macbeth (19690)

Meésure for Mezsure (1975)

| Aﬁ Othello (1Q872)
The Shrew (1073)

Joseph Papp William Shakespeare's 'Naked' Hamlet (1968)

Yle begin with & considerztlion of the above group of
plays because of all the adaptations they are the ones
most obviously based on Shakespecare's plays. The two main

tasks of this investigation are the identification and

examination of a) invariant and b) variant features of
the'adaptations., 1t therefore'seems sensible to begin
with those plays which (at teast, superficially) have the
highest proporvion of invariant features, thus working
from the most familiar plays towards the plays with fewer
familiar (invariant) features.

The princival feature which these plays have in comnmon
and which allows us to consider them as & group is that they
211 use a very high proportion of Snakespéare's
language - over 507 of eacn play is in fack Shakespearian.

The other 507 ot the text may also come from a play of

I

Shakespeare (either from The play being adapted or from
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another play in the canon) but this is not necessarily
the case; Dassages may be taken from or based on the texts
of other writers (e.g. the sources of Shakesveare's plays),
or totaliy new passagés written by the adapter may be
inciuded. This technique of taking passages from various

contexts and ficting them together to form a new coherent

pattern has come to be known as 'collage',
mainly used in reference to Marowitz's adaptationslbut
equally applicable to others in the group.

From this overalil description of the colliage
adaptatidns it can be seen that the actual text, the
language, 1s of prime importance. Therefore any
comparison between a ohakespeare play and an adapﬁation
begins with the text. 4s we conslder the Shaxespeare
play to be the text as we have 1t, then an adaptation
must in sone %ay alter that text, for if the driginal
Shakesvpearian text were préserved 1% would be difficult
to see in what sense the ShakeSPeare play had been adapted.
TThus, the language of the play 1s our first clue to the
- type of play being considered: a high proportion ot
Shakespearian language indicates a close relationship
Wwith a Shakesveare play; the inclusion of
non-Shakespearian passages or out-of-context
Shakesvearian passageé indicates some form of adaptation.
I'he COLLage‘adaptations have both of these language
typés (Shakespearian and non-Shakespearian), and the following

.
table shows the constituents ot each adapted text:©



Marovitz:
Hamlet
Macbheth

Othello
oshrew

lMeasure
Barton:

ars of
the Roses

(Eenry VI)

(Ed.IV)

(Rich.IIT)
- King John

Baker:
Hamlet ES?
repp:

'Nalred'!
lamlet

Davie:

lay for
Procspero-

<3 3
1036 -
1040 -
850 |69
5.}-6;1- Z:-Z;-.!.‘}E:
755 , 020 -
che 55 55-7%
1275 -
S
5021 | 1474
79871 12.9%
128677 730 ,
7V 55| 27495
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2290 1152
C3,.8.16.250
1585 1693
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12135 | &2
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1260|254
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15
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16
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594

22 o 256
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5.65!

5800
2087
5257

2554

2675

12,273

4806

5829.

5608

257

5800

2800

10%6
1040
1528

1175

1288

7416

2613

2552

2157

2670

5059

2"« 26%
49,835
47,03

46 ,01%
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c0. 4%

Sl . 377

c0.95%

67,0355

103,85
80, 55
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Column 4A: number of Shaizespezrel!s lines in the adaptation;

Column B: number of lines written by the adapter

in the adaptation;

Column C: number of lines frormm other sources in the

adaptation;

Column D: number of lines in the criginsl Shakespeare

Ax DB+

play (where ap pllCablE),

C: total number of lines in the adaptation;

L+3+C x 100: length of the adaptation as a percentage of

D

the original Ethakespeare play.

-,M-l

Figures 1n columns A, B and C are also given as percentzages

of t

stati

any
feat
1.

he total number of linegs in each adaptation.

One should not attach too much importance to this

istical informatior beczuse of the difficulties of

line-count, but it does reveal two interesting
ures:
Perhaps most obvious is the difference in length

between fhe Shakespeare ﬁlay and vche adaptation; 

Only Barton's King John exceeds the original length,
and epart from that only 3alkzer's Hamlet ESP comes
anywhere near the original (largely because of the

way the dialogue is set out). Ctherwise the collages

are very much shorter than the originals, showing

thet necessarily much of each origingl has been omitted.
Davie's A Flay for Prospero 1s unique within this

gEroup iﬁ that 1t does not adavt anyrggg play buv

rathel takes passages Ifron most.of the plays in the
cshalzespeare canon. Thus any comparison of length

i8S meaningless,



D)
{)

The other rmain point of interest concerns the various
sources of the passages 1n the collages. At least
50 of each of the collages is Shakespearian, but the
other half of each play mey come from other sources.
Some collages are taken wholly from the one
shakespearian source play e.g. lMarowitz's Hamlet

and liacbeth, and Baker's Hamlet ESP., 1In IMarowitz's

Othello, however, a large proportion of Marowitz's

own dialogue is included, and in Xing John Barton

inclﬁdes not only his own dialogue but also long passages
~fromn Shakespeare's sources. The sources of collage
passages give sone indication of the interests of the
adaptcer - 1f all the dialogue is_Shakespeariaﬁ, then
the adaptation is probably intended primarily to .
elucidate aspects of the original play; i1f there are
long passeges written by the adapéer, then he probably
wvants to inject some new ideas or themes into the
originai; passages taken from other texts have varidﬁs
purboses, but those taken from Shaxespeare's

sources may be used to give é wider perspective, -

to show another side of a protagonist or to provide

explanations considered unnecessary by Shalespeare.,
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In order to make a general discussion of this group
of'piays meaningful, a brief descripvion of each of the
plays follows,

John Bartoﬁ‘s Wars of the Roses is a trilogy

comprising Henry VI (based on Shakespeare's 17 Henry VI

and 2 Henry VI I - IVi), Edward IV (based on 2 Henry VI

IVii - V and 3 Henry VI) and Richard IiI (based on
Shakespeare's Richard IIT). Henry VI opens with the funeral
of Henry V and the reading of his will, The will is taken
from Hall's Chronicles, not Shakespeare, and is intended
to stress- 'the pélitical and economic heritage lef{ by
Henry V'.5 The first half of the play is teken up with
the'batﬁles between England and France, and by the time of
the interval, peace hés been concluded much %o the disgust
of York who consequently loses his land in France. He '
decides to wait a while and then preséﬂhis claim to the
throne. Two other important themes are introduced in

this first hélf of the play: the qﬁarrel betvween York

and Somerset occurs (positioned earlier than in
Shakespeare) thus setting the foundation for the Vars Qf'
the Roses; élso, Gloucester suggests that all decisions
_‘of state should be taken democratically By the Coupcil

(an addition by Barton). The second half of the play is
mainly concerned with the events leading to Gloucester's
death - Eleanor's meeting with the witch and the

conjuror is used as a pretext for arresting Gloucester
who, before coming to trial, 1s murdered. The Conmons
believe Suffolk and the Cardinal (Winchester) to be
responsible and by the end of the play these two characters

too are dead. Other kéy events 1n this play are the
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marriage between King Henry and Ilargaret, and the sending

of York to Ireland as Regent. Thus the whole of ShakeSPEare's
1 Henry V1 is compressed into hzlf of Barton's Henry VI

and Barton uses the second half of his play to.bhange the
focus from battles abroad to factional rivalry at home -

it i1s the civil war which interests him most.

Edward IV depicts the events leading to Edward's
succession and some of the problems he encounters during
his reign. _Yofk, returning from Ireland with an army,
persuades King Henry to name him and his successors as
heirs to the throne after Henry's death, but York's sons
persuade their father to break his oath to Henry (in which
- he promised to allow Henry to rule peacefully until his
death). There :then follows a series of battles where
first the Laﬁcastrians then the Yorﬁists gain SUPremacy.
By the interval, York is dead énd hisiéldest son Edward is
preparing for his coronation. EHowever, Edward rules
badly, quickly alienating both Warwick and Clarence who

join forces with the French King Lewis and the

Lancastrians. Another series of battles takes place with
power being seized fifst by one side then the other.

When the play ends, Edward is still kipg, while Henry and
his son Prince Edward have been killed by Richard of
Gloucester, but Richard is already'making his own plans to
galin power. In this play power 1is determined by war and

violence, wvhereas in Henry VI the power-seekers manipulate

the law through the Council.
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Richard 111 shows a third method by which power is
obtained - the insidious use of underhznd schemins and
deception. The first_half of the play shows Richard's
path to the throne, both his public concern for the welfare
of the country and his private ambitions and methods of
.realising themnm (i.e. the murders of Edward, Clarence,
Rivers and Hastings, and the i1mprisonment of the princes
in the Tower). However, once he is crowned he has reached
the height of his power, and increasingly we become aware
of the strength and support commanded by Henry of Richmond.
Barton emphasises morelthaﬁ.Shakespearq}the importance of
Richmond's marriage‘to Princess Elizabeth (a marriage
which would unite the Yorkists and Lancastrians) and by
the time we reach the Battle of Bosworth Field there 1is
a certain inevitability about the result. Indeed,

Richmond kills Richard énd seizes the crown for himself.

Thus, by the end of the trilogy, the red and white
rOSés are united and Henry VII looks forward to establishing
peacé and prosperity.

Each play is a separate entity, but there are also
various factors designed to unite the plays into & single
experience. On several occasions, &ll three plays were
presented on the same déy, allowing spectators to ?iew
the overall movement of the action. fithin éach rlay
there are feferences to events which occur in the other
plays, thus linking the three more closely. Another.
uniting factor was the set design of the Royal Shakespeare

Company production - the dominant image (inspired by the
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armoury of Werwick Castle ) was of cold, hard steel
which became increasingly worn and tarnished as the long
yvears of war took their toll. John Bury, the designer,

>

comments:

Colour drains and drains from the stage until, among
the drying patches of scarlet blood, the black night

of England settles on the leather costumes of Richard's
thugs., | -

The setting, illuminated by a harsh bright light, was

generally considered to be 3Brechtian in effect. One of

the key images within this setting was the Council table

which functioned as a éontrol on the disputing factions

as well as alloﬁing sttention vo be focﬁsaé_ on themn.
Barton thué adzapts four plays into three, largely

by omitting scenes and passages. The omissions ard

compressions fall into various cétegoriee:

a) several scenes'coﬁflated, cut, compressed (mainly battle

sScenes) ; ‘

b) whole scenes omitted (often those incorporating the

common people; sometimes the events of the omitved
scene are referred to instead);
c) lencthy descriptions reduced;
a) some plot elements omitted (sometimes replaced by others,
or needing new dialogue to provide continuity);
e) many minor characters omitted. |
However, Barton also added passages oL pastiche Shekespesrisn
verse (preserving tﬁehoverall tone), and these give

more of an indication of Barton's purpose in the
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adaptation. Again, they czar be divided into various

categories:

a) purely structural additions n2e¢ded to provide
continuity and conéeal inconsistencies caused by
omitted passages etc. i.e; connecting sections;

b) references to past and fubture events within the trilogy,
knivting the three plays together more closely;

c) explicit accounts of plans, alliances, current situation
etc.;

d) more reelistic portrayzl of character;

e) new or expanded thenes:

'\.‘-'\-

i. . the origins of power, including the democracy
of the Council teble, the violence of war and the
insidiousness of underhand scheming;
ile. e€emxrhasis on pragmetic solutions instead of divine
retribution;
ili. crclical view of history and the consequent
futility of 1life.
Thus some of the additions provide structural clarity
while others alter the meaning of the plays. Gillian Day
argues that '... the adaptation's reflection of
contempcrary concerns with the nature of Man's existence
and the futility of life, [reveals] an idealogical bias
with;n the adaptation direcfly opposed to the world order
affirmed by Shakesveare in his Henry VI plays.'6 She

maintains that Shakespeeare's conception of a Providential

7

design, largely portraved by his symbolic presentation
of character, is totally undercined by both the omissions
and the &dditions in The Barton adaptation, and her

conclusions are supported by a detailed textual analysis.



This thematic, ideological change is one of The rain

arguments for considering the trilogy as an adaptation

rather than directorial interpretation. In their introduction
to the published version of the trilogy neither Peter Hall

nor John Barton suggest that an icdeological transiormation

has occurred - they assert that the ideas in their adeptztion

are in Shakespeare, =&ther, they adapted the plays to

make them worx theatrically, maintaining that the text we
nave is Jjust ore stage in a2 continuous process of revision.

This emphasis on theatrical viability was also tThe
impetus tor Barton's other adaptation, king John,

but the rationzle behind the production was rather

9

different. Ronald Bryden explains:

.so bthe aim of presenting a ful!l ShaxkXespeare text

and the aim of presenting it alive, in a production
which will convey its full force and vitality to an
audience, can come into conflict, particularly in ths
early and textually corrupt playSe...

.o the plays are bound to change as audiences |
change. Their whole meaning changes with The knowledge,
associations and emotions that audiences bring to then.

Most of us, surely, accept that a director nust
restore lost meaning wherever he cane...

Shakespeare clearly assumed, in his abrupt handling
of the plot fof King John} , knowledge and assumptions
in his sudience which made it unnecessary for him to
spell out certain things in his texts...
| Yet curiously, as John Barton pointed out, the
exactly contemporary "Troublesome Reign of King John,"
cenerally accepted as Shakespeare's source, explores
nmost fully the areazs of the story which"King John”
leaves cloudy, &rd vice versa.,

He concludes the argument by suggesting that the 'lost
"meanings' of ¥Xineg John might be found in the sources of
that play as Shakespeare will have assumed that hils

audience would be farmiliar with those sources. Thus,
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Barton's King John incorporates long passages fron

The Troublesome Reign of Kines John and about thirty lines
from John Bale's Xing Johan as well as Barton's own
dialogue., Shekespeare's version ol the story forms the
framework of the adaptation, but many of the original
rassages are compressed, omitved altogether or replaced
by their eguivalent passage in The Troublesome Reign.

As witn The Wars of the Roses, King John opens with a
funerzl and the reading of thz will - this time the dead
hero is Richard Cordelion,jénd John is named &s his heir,
Fiost o1 the first half of the play takes place in France.
John's right to the Engliéh crown 1s opposed by France who
supports Arthur's claim. The armies of John and ﬁhe French
King Philip fight for supremacy but ﬁitL 1ittle resultv as

both gicdes ere ecrvel. Eventually the Citizen of Anciers
ol J o

suggests a marriage treaty between John's neice Blanche

and Philip's son Lewis. The termes are agreed, the only -

D
3

dissenting party bteing Constance, Arthur's mother, who
considers ﬁerseif betrayed by Philip. Howevér, Pandulph
enters znd because of John's disrespectful behaviour |

to the Archbishop of Canterbury, he excommunicates John.
Thus, Fhilip Too must be opposed to John if he does not
'wish to risk excommunication. He therefore reluctantly
severs his ties with John and joins Pandulph and Constance
in declaring war on England. John triumphs, capturing
Archur in the process, and the knglish leave for their

homeland. John leaves Arthur in Hubert's care,

suggesiving that Arthur would be less of a2 threat dead.



The second halr of the play takes place in England.

Hubert is persuaded by Lrthur not to kill him but when
Arthur-tries to escape he brezks his neck. John and

Hubert are blamed by the barons for Arthur's death and they

decide to support Lewls who, supporved by Pandulph, 1is

pressing his claim (through Blanche) to the English throne,

Such opposition is oo much for John and he makes a show
of contrition before Pandulph who reinstates him in the
Church. However, Lewis rerfuses to be ruled by Pandulph
and continues to fight. John leaves the battlefield,
eick, and resides at Swinstead Lbbey where he is
poisoned by a monk and dies. Prince Henry is named &s
John's successor and he is crowvned.

This account of the vlot could in fact refer either
to Shakespeare's Xing John or to Berton's. The main
.plot difference between the two is that by the end of
Shakespeare's version, peace between France and England
is concluded whereas the fighting still continues in
Barton's version, The real differences between the tvwo
plays concern emphases and characters, Ih both plays,
Philip Faulconbridge, the bzstard son of Richard Cordelion,
is always at hand to conment on the action. LEowever,
Barton also uses these comments to point out the eontemporary
relevance of the action, as when the Bastard observes (using
Barton's‘words) that men always have been, and still are,

governed by expedience:qo
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Since sweet Commodlty first tickled Eve

'*Twas ever thus; and will be, I conceive.

Is 1% not so e'en now, this latter day -

Nay, if I err, T pray you all, to say -

Jhat, silent quite? The world doth still assent:
iethought your wisdom Xxnew well what I meant.

This emphasis on the contemporary relevance of the play
extends to other areas, as when the English lords describe
the soclal and economic conditions prevalent in Ingland.,
Another change of emphasis relates to the scenes with
Fandulph. Shakespveare tends to gloss over these passages,
including ogly what 1s sTrictly necessary for the plot,
Barton, however, provides ifar more dpportunity for John to
railfagainst the powér and wealth of the Church, passages
ot invective taken from the sources which Shakespeare had
obviously deliberately omitted. Linked to this is dohn's
greatly extended contrition before Pandulph where the
king undergoes great humiliztion before being allowed %o
regéin his crown at the hands of Pandulph. Barton slso
chose to emphasise man's mortality, with references to
rotting corpses, and the conseguent futilit} of life,
another typical twentieth century theme. Several of the
characters undergo a change. John hinmself is belittled,
becoming a king who is at the mercy of his whims and fancies;
the Engiiéh lords, who return to supprort John towards the
end of the play, do so from expedience, not true
repentance as in Shakespears; Hubert, who loses

importance in Shakespeare after Arthur's death, here
becomes incréasingly important-as John's confidante,

a role originally assumed_bj the Bastarad who 15 consequently

reduced in significance 2t the end of the nlay - he does,

-

nowe7er, read out John's will (a Zarbtonian additio

»
1 “at Py 1 .. 3 5 - — - - ~
Trere zre thus various ways in wWwhich 2arton nns 2xpanded

ra



the original Shakesveare play: events originally referred
to or assumed are actually shovwn; ideas, missing from
Shakespeare (or only slightly referred to) butv prominent

n The Troublesone Reign are included; totally new ldeas
are injected into the framework, often uéing dialogue
specially written for the purpose. The overall effect 1is
that the Bastard's search for a viable moral code, crucial
in Shakespeare'ls vercsion, becomes submerged in the more
cynical Bartonian enphasis on expedilence and futility.

In both his adeptations, Barton has concerned hiwcself
with history —~ actions and events, wars and ailiancesxf
aimine to portray an overall view of the historical
pattern and vo show how futile any acvion 1s. _Oﬁher
adapters have different concerns, often theavriceal or
psychological. Hemlet is the Shakespeare play which
is most often subjected to adapbtation, znd three different
col;age versions have been created.

-Joseph Papp's 'Naked' Hamlet presents most of the

major events of Hamlet in approximately the original

order, but the air oI the play 1s not To present &

coherent story or well-constructed plot. Rather, the alim
is to force spectavors to see lines, 5peecnes;scenes,
characters and ections in Hamlet in a vTotally new light;
this should lead them to question their preconceived ideas

about the rlay, and so contribute to the creation of new

1nterpretati S Papp'assumes, therefore, a high degree of
audience familiarity with Eamlet, In his introductior ©O

the play, Papp states that distraction (Hamlet's 'artic

disposition') becomes the norm, and thus psychological
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questions become irrclevant. He then goes on to relate

this to their particular presentation c¢f the play:

The monumental guestion of the piay, "To be or not to
be," needs no invesvigation in our chosen circumstances.
Guestions of action or thought are meaningless, The
end 1s always in sight - a poisoned sword, a poisoned
cup, and in our text a roulette bullet. All that was
required of the director and the company was to invent
- engaging and interesting devices to sugarcoat the
agony of 2z man living out his short span of life. VYhy
the sugarcoating? Because the truth is unbearable -
for the audience &s vell as for the character and the
players., And so we devised burlesque skits, song and
dance routines, familiar vaudeville tricks guaranteed to
hold the attention of any red-vlooded man, woman, or
child. Tricks to reveal vhe truth and the keep the
spectator from dozing off, escaping into the syrup
oif tamiliar recitations. We found tricks and sketches
to reveal the truth in easy doses.

Thus, the overall mode of the play is modern, activé,
spacious, funny. However, even befpre a yord is spoken,
i the audience undergoes several changes.in its reaction to
the piay‘s style. On first entering the auditorium the
_spectatqrs-see a stark, prisOn—like set with ladders,
-catwalks, siliding doors and grated windows illuminated by
harsh white tights. "This is the first clue to the type

of ﬁroduction (possibiy emphasising ClLaudius's milibtary
dictatorship). The second clue is in the programme with
-comments by the director about the ‘shattered focus'

of the1playand tvio strangé nares in the cast 1list,
._Rosséncraft and Giiderstone. From these the spectator
'miggt deduce'ﬁnat:not even the text will remain inviolable,
possibly'at,this stage anticlpating 'an intellectual fiasco!.
- Next, the lights dim and there is a loud burst ol rock

nusic. (Is it going to be a musical version?) Just as the



audience has regisvered this, various actions take plece on
stage: sliding doors are opened and guards push on the
Royal Bed on which Gertrude aﬁd Claudius are sleeping;

more guards push on a coffin (fitted like a bed) in which
Hamlet (wearing only underw ear, glasses, a beret and
handcutts) is sitting, reading; other guards carry out
survelllance activitlies, playing tlashlights on the audience.
kFach i1mage now present to the audiencé suggests a dittrerent
style: modern-dress, symbolic, spool and such liie,

At thls stage in the text, Pepp clarifies his ideas by

ta word of advicel' to the director: 5 g

This gueesesing geme 1s essential to your production
and will cozntinue with the audience asking themselves
a2bout all the devices and situations you offer then.
ireep &ll your choices speciiic, never vague. IIf you
have twc ideas about something, use them both; mzlke
both 1deas clear, and let The audience choose. AlsO,
never let one idea cr device go on too long or it will
viear out and tvhe cuvdience will get ahead of you.

i

oimilar changes of style occur from one scene t0 the nexy,

- 140
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and often within a scene. rFor example, the scene where

Claudius and Gertrude velcone Rosencrantz and Guildenstern

(in this adeptation, Rossencraft and Gilderstone) and ask

them vo spy or Eamletv proceeds fairly normally, giving the

@
}_1

avdlience something fapilizr o ing To, until Gertrude
suggests that Rocsencr*”; anad Gilderstone should be tirped.
She does Thilis by pointedly repezting to Clauwdius 'As fits
a king's remembrance', at which point Claudius admits he
has no ready cash; the guards too are unéble'to provide the
necessary, so Remon pays (Ramon being Hamlet disguised as

a Spanish Jjanitor). The scene then I nishes with Rossencraft

and Gilderstone promising obecience, as in Shakespecare,

(

]
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Fapp here uses Hamlet as the framewor¥, but includes a

a few Jokes both for their own sake and as a way of
indicating that Rossencreft and Gilderstone are being
boughty at the same time there is the comic irony of
Hamlet providing the money for those who are to: spy on
him. The whole adaptation 1s full of these technigues which
alter the focus. That focus consequently shifts between
an interest in the characters, in Hamlet, in This
production of Hamlet, visual and verbal jokes, contemporary
conments and the nlot. In fact, as in most of These
collages, the plot of the original play remains reasonably
intacy (fhough Hamlet's féthsr meets his death through
lightning not poison). What is mqresurprising ié that,
despite the radically altered overall impression, 93.7; of
the text 1s taken from H;mlet - the Jokes, additions and
altered viewpolints are 2l created wiﬁﬁ a ninimun of new
dialogue and with maximum use of stage business, visual
humour, and altered contexts for speeches and scenes

(for example, famous soliloquies occur in different
contexts‘with 'star' treaztment; the content of the speech
1s then less important than the fact that & speech.is
being delivered - the occasion 1s transformed from a
private .  to a publié occesion.); The one more-—or-less
stable feature of the play is the way in which Hamlet
controls all events - he is searching for a way to prove
Clauwdius's guilt, but he does so with more authority and
paﬁache than Shakespeare's Hamlet. Thus, his 'antic
disposition'! provides a rationale for the ‘continually

shattered focus.



The second Hamlet collage, Baker's Lamlet ESF, also
nakes extensive use of theatricel effects. The setting
consists 9£ a large ramp, a level platfornm aﬁd a
fairground booth with cut-outs of the King, Queen,
Polonius and lLaertes; there are 2lso two craffiti boards

» Wwhich the characters write and dravw duri the play.

0'?

A rock band provides music, two Mike girls distribute the
microphones and a rrop girl distributes the properties,

ThrOuThout the play attention is drawn to the devices of

theatricel DroducUlon, with toxen costume changes, and the
dlSurlbuthn and collectlon.of properties taking place in

full view of the audience. The play begins with the actors

‘1

playing with a ball (designed to represent a head) and

doing warm-up éxercises. “he three Hanlets, on seeing that
2ll is ready, signal to the rock bend and begin the first
speech, 'C, that this too, too solid flesh would nelt'
punctuated at firs:t by loud musical chords; the different-
Hamlets take different.parts of the speech. Thus the éction
of the play 1is set within what amounts to a rehearsal
framework, and the atmosphere throughout the play is not
unlike the casualness of a relaxed rehearsel. However,
despite the overt concern with the prlay as a pléy,

Baker's meain interest is in Hemlet's rmind and his view

' : 1
of events. Paul Bzxzer explains: 2
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The main action of the play hanpens inside Hanlet's
mind ... I decided that this adaptation would play out
the events as Sha¥espeare déveloped them and as Hamle?d
tives thern - throusgh the mind and imasgination and
actions of Hamlet. In orier to accomplish this we
cast three men as Hamlet; each of these three Hamlets 1s
a complete Eamlev... |

. oo Hamletv re-enactvs the bits and pieces of the scenes
wvhich have gelled him most, or have dug deeply into
his memory. while doing this, usually one of tThe
characters remzins a Hamlet while the other two

teke the character of the Xing or the Gueen, or
Ophelia, laertes, or Folonius, and will say vhe

King's lines (or Polonius' lines, or Ophelia's) as
Hamlet, with his marvellous sensitivity and insight
into human character, felt and saw them when the line
had heppened in its original seguence. -

Thus one of the main fariants in’ this adaptation is the
redistribution of lines - many lines originally spoken
by other characters &are now spoken by one of the Hamlets
impersonating the original character. One example 1s
Baker'!s Scene 9 (pp.72-76) which is eguivalent to
Shakespeare's 1ILii, 170-21Q, where Polonius.meets namlev

who 1s reading. Folonius opens the conversation buv

thereafter, all his remarks addressed to Hamlet are spoken
by Hamlet 5 who has acquiredPoloniué' head cloth from tThe
Prop girl. Hamlet % (as Polonius) speaks alternately to %
Hamlets 1 and 2 (who during the scene acguire books from
the Prop girl). ZFolonius himself speaks those lines

which are 'aside' in the original text and not addressed
to Hamleb (for, presumably, Hamlet did not hear them and
so could not recreate Therm 1n his miﬁd), and he also
voices his own farewell to finish the scene, While the

Hamlets return their props to the Prop girl. The tText

»
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itself throughout the play is very close to the original -
there 1s much repetition, but otherwise the sequence of
events and the language itself is more or less invariant.
There are some omissions, notab;y-Fortinbras and all events
after Hamlet's death.  However, there are no additions of
1anguage, character (other than two more Eamlets) or ploib;
the element added by Beker 1is a clcser exaninztion of
Harzlet's mind, znd tvhe technicue used seens entirely
appropriaté.

The same cannot be said for Marowitz's collage Hamlev

which also purports to be an examination of Hamlet's state

. . . ) 16
of mind., Marowitz writes:

Hamlet17 talzes rlace in Hamlet. Ve see sights because
they are reflected through Hamlet's sensibility.

This is simlilar to Beker's 1ideas, but lMarowlitz seenms

actually to work against his own stated aim. The framework

for the adaptation is Hamlet's speech beginning: 'How gll
occasions do inform against me, And spur my dull

revenge.' (IV 4) IMarowitz then sets out to show how Hamlet
uses any excuse he can find in order té avoid what he knowvs
to be his duty, that duty being to kill Claudius. The

Ghosﬁ and Fortinbras both strongly urge‘Hamlet to avenge

his father's desth, but to little avail. This main thene of
Hemlet's essential weaxness 1S establﬁshed towvards tThe
beginning of the play and, using the collage technicue of
rearranced scenes and interpolated speeches, is re-stated

in various ways until the end of the play when EHamlev

stabs (ineffectually) the other characters who continue



moclking him even after they have fallen to the ground.
Thus, Hamiet is portrayed as wvezlr, inefiectual and tThe
subject of derision - would this be so if we were really
seeing the action from Hemlet's point of view or seeing
into Hamlet's mind? It might if Hamlet wvere suffering
from a persecution comnlex, but lierovwitz scews To be
Suggesting that Hamlet really is deserving of scorn

This is a detached, external view of Hamlet's actions, and
events are not 'reflected through Hamlet's sensibility'

Marowlitz, writing of tThils experiment to portray the

e

poycholoﬂlcal state of his protagonist, posed the following

18
guestvion:

Is 1t not possible to use the theatre to reflect

states of mind more accurately - not sinply by removing
settings buv bv implementing the space- oi—the stage

SO that its visual clenents coavey psychic moods, not
only 'period'!'! environment andg phy ical locations?

He puts this idea into practice by, for example, having
Rosencrantz and Gulildenstern joined to one another by a
rope which 1s manipulated by Hamlet - a visual symbol of

w2racters,. It is

by

the relationships between the threes c?
theatrically effective, but such ztvemnts to show Hamlet's
attitude are far less frequent than those indicating the
attitude of others (including Mzrowitz) to Hamlet. Bzker
is much more consistent in his portrayal of Famlet's
psychlc state. IMerowitz elso sveted that he wanted to

y : : 10 . :
do away with narrative secguence, -~ and acmits that 1n
order to do this he has to rely on an zudlence being

- . v - - - 20 * ®
familiar with the originzl play; cervzinly, given



familiarity with Shakespears's Hamlet it is possidble to
follow Marowitz's version, However, the problem is that
the collage technigue prasents several aspects zlmost
éimultaneously, and once these are graspsd There 1is

little to hold our inbterest - we already zZnow wnat happens
in Hawlet so we are notv interested in character

development or the resolution of the action., Instead we
look for an interpretation, but this is obvious after the
first few scenes, and little is added. Tne liarowitz Hamlet®
therefore does ﬁave flaws both of structure and of contradict
aims; however, it was the first collage of 1ts kind vo

emerge, and it raises some interesting quest
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the use of narrative and the visual representation of
psychic staves.

Marowitz has followed this_first collage adapvation
of a Shakespeare play with several othersgq, each of which
raises interesting issues. The second adaptation was of
“acbeth, and this follows. the original sequence of events

~far more closely than twe Harlet collzge (especially in

ravive dzesvelopment

S

the second half) thus a2llowing more na
thrgughout the play. Marowitz's aim is to present an
interpretation of Macbeth in which all the action is seen
5o be under the coﬁplete control of the witches led by
Lédy'ﬂacbeth. This 1is established right at the beginning
wheh the witches surround an effigy of Macbeth, and

Lady Macbeth‘intones 'T'11 drain him dry &8s hay ...',
obviously a statement about the witches' intentions

F

concerning rlacbeth. From thatv moment we now that lMacbeth
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is Jjinwed., The witches appezar at all key points 1n the
,—-—._—-—"’,’ -

action, oftén taking over various roles themselves

(e.g. the guests at the bancuet), indicating their total
control. However, Marowitz falls into the same trap

as he did with Hamlet - that of a logical contradicvion
between the professed vievpoint and the actual interpretatvion:

1. The professed viewpoint 1is lMacbeth's Sensibility:22

..o What we see on stage  -1s only a reflection of what
lMfacbeth sees, and so all questions of reslity have to
be referred back to the psychotic protagonist through
whose distorted vision we view the play.

2, The actual interpretation, of the witches' total

control, is one of wnich lMacbeth himself i1s supposed

25

to be unawvare:

He constantly turns to his wife for reassurance &and
absolution. He is too simple, too Christian, to
suspect her complicity in that design, too
unimeginative to realize he has been appropriated
for devil's work. | '

If Macbeth is unaware of vhe witches, and yet we sece the
action through his eyes, how is it that we are avare of

the witches? Obviously our view of events 1is nrore external
than HMarowitz suggests in his introduCtiqn. There are
moments, however, when we do see into Macbeth's mind,
such as his 'prophetic-vision'g4 near the beginning oI
the play (a scene telescoping all the major events of
Macbeth's 1ife) and the visual representation of his

A

increasing paranoia (a circle of characters surround
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I“acbeth, each delivering warnings or threats, describing
his defeats and verbalising his doubts). In both these
instances, the 601lagé technigue 1s used with great
effect, bringing together 1n rapid succession key-eventé

r speeches, each lasting Jjust long enough to contribute

significantly to the overall impression. However, despite
these gliﬁpses of Macbeth's nmind, we have little interest
in Macbeth as a character because he has no choice - we
know that he is the victim of the witches and must do &s
they wish: any internal struggle becomes irrelevante.
Thus, as in lMarowitz's Hamlet, the protagonist is reduced
in stature.

An Othello was Marowitz's next adaptation, but this
used a very différent technigue - for the first time,

Marowitz included non-Shakespearian dialogue (44,4% of the

A

text being written by liarowitz). The adaptations of

Hamlet and Macbeth aimed to present serious interpretations

of the'Shakespeare plays; An Othello insteaa uses the

Shakespeare play to express new ideas about race,

25

IMerowitz explains:

It was my belief that there was no great relevance

in reviving Othello today without accomodating the
black revolutionary spirit irrationalliy lodged in an
audience's expectations that made me want to tackle
it: and by tackling it, I mean bypassing Shakespeare's
original intentions and extracting only what I needed
to achieve my own purposes.

Ilarowitz vas .disturbed by the fect that Othello is a
black man in & white society, coﬁforming to the norms of

that society. He felt that this issue of race was of
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koy interest o a modern audience, and set out to
ythello's moral position. In the zdapbation, Iago -

black too, and he becomes a choric figure, providing
cbmmentary on Cthello's actions and the attitude of wh.

to blacks; he is the revolubtionary black (llalcolm X's
'field nigger') while Cthello is the conformist black
(Halcolﬁ X's 'house nigger').26 Basically, Iago tries to
-convince Othello that the whites just use him for their
0Wn purpoées (Othello is, after all, a very cood general),
and that énce his usefulness is ended they Wwill dispense
with him. Othello's marriage to Desdemona is outwardly
accepted while the rulers need Othello to help fight the
Turks, but it counts heavily against him, and finally
Lodovico (helped ﬁy the Duke and‘Cassio)'is forced to Xill
Othello, having failed in his attempt to persuaée Othello
to kill himseif. The ouvline of the political parts of
chakespeare's plot is preserved, and there are several

| intérpolations designed to widen this political theme:
lago's revolutionary comments; the Duke's promofion of
Cassio while instilling him with racial prejudice against
Othello; Desdemona's explanation of her sexual attraction
to the black Othello; Brabantio's monologue showing his
raclial prejudice; the insidious arguments of the Duke,
Lodovico and Brabantio suzgesting that Othello kill
himself, All these intervolations are written by rlarowitz
in modern colloquial prose., rilarowitz has not, however,
totally omitted the jealousy theme. Othello's epileptic
1% 1s brought forward, taxing place after his marriage

to Desdemona has been revealed and outwardly condoned.
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Mlarowitz uses the fit as the excuse for seeing into
Othello's mind and we have a collage scene (similar to
those in A.Macbetﬁ) in which various images follow one
another in rapid succession: Desdemona's unfaithfulness,
her pleading for Cassio, Iago's insinuations and Othetlo's
questioning of Desdemona are the main images, In fact, we
never know how much of this collage is purely Othello's
imagination and how much basis in fact his suspicions have
- after this collage scene, it is taken for granted by
both Othello and Iago that Desdemona is unfaithful, and
they plan accordingly, but the audience is never quite
sure. The trouble is that this Jjealousy theme as a whole,
central to Shakespegre's_play, is really irrelevant
to Marowitz's adaptation as he does not have room to
explore it as fully as is necessary. Certainly the
Desdemona/Othello relationship is an example of the
white/black relationship, but we are not shown enough
of the real feelings and attitudes of the characters
for this relationship to 5e meaningful to us - we have to .
rely on Iago's comments. The play as a whole, therefore,
takes on the rather didactic tone typical of most
politically-motivated plays, with the characters becoming
more stereo-typed.

The next adaptation, The Shrew, also incorporated
much newly-written dialogue, but in this case it was not
interwoven with the Shakespearian dialogue but confined
to specific scenes designed to comment on the manipulation

of power in personal relationships by showing a modern



Boy/Girl relationship in its various stages. Thus the
'Shakespearian scenes portraying the Kate/Petruchio story
constitute the framework, into which three modern scenes
are inserted at various points. The Shakespearian sequence
follows the original very clocsely, the chief omissions
being the Induction znd passazes 1nvolving Bianca and her
suitors. The other changes seem to be largely a matter of
directorial interpretation and presentation: Fetruchio,
Grumio z2nd Hortensio conspire to tame Kate by using
ﬁsychological and physical weapons, especially starvation;
Petruchio achieves Kate's obedience, but it is made clear
that she obeys only under compulsion, ﬂét conviction.

The ideas are all present in Shakespeare's play and,
though there are soxe textual changes, these do not add
any new idea or theme but rather serve to emphasise The
Mafie-like conspiracy against Kate. There would be little

point in adapting Shakespeare's play if nothing were addec;

Marowitz himself writes:27

eee the director-adaptor has got to have something
specific to say; that is, he has to shape his material
in such a way that the new pattern, despite the
existence of familiar source-materizl, delivers a quite
specific z2nd original message, a message which does not
merely duplicate the statements of the UR=text.

As this 'specific and original message' does not occur 1in
the sequence of Shakespearian scenes, we must look to the
modern scenes for it. The first ol these occurs after

Petruchio and Baptista have agreed the marriage arrangenents,



Kate's acceptance being torced by violence, The Girl and
Boy (Bianca znd Hortensio in modern'clothes) meet ana are
obviously mutually attractéd, though the Boy states his
feelings while the Girl tor the most part attempts to
remain aléof; their conversation takes the form of a mild
verbal duel, each scoring occasional poinﬁs} they leave
separately. The next modern scene takes place after the
wedding of Kate and Petruchio, and now the Boy and Girl
are engaged: the Boy is constantly seeking reassurance
from the Girlgtnat everything is alright, while the Girl
1is unwiliing to be branded as his property; the scene ends
amicably, though with the Boy still not totally reassured.
The finsl modern scene comes aiter we have witnessed
Fetruchio's tofturing of Xete, and shows the Girl being
possessive while the Boy'wants to retajn his indevpendence -
he becomes so riled that he Slaps the Girl (ftheir first
and‘only resort to physical violence) after which she
adopts a tone of calm reason and then leavesj; nothing 1is
resolved, and the two seem to have little in common.

The Boy and Girl make one more appearance, at the end of .
the play, this time in vheilr wedding‘attire. The
Shakesvearian scenes show Kate being totally overpowered
by the physical violence of Petruchio; the modern lovers,
however, use verbal rather théﬁ physical violence, and
this aliows tThe two to remain on an equal footing - tne
tirl can have as much pover as the Boy, and she uses it

to humiliate. him (as Petruchio humiliates Kate). The
modern scenes also constitute a2 comment on our

contemporary lack of vioient feerings - there are no
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creat passions and everything 13 seen as a duel; on the
few occasions when either the 2oy or the Girl relents

and ofters something, it 1s seen as a weakness, a point
scored by the other person. Both types of scene otter
views of marriage, the Shakespearian scenes showing the

man's 1mposition of his will on his wife who outwardly

submits, and the modern scenes cynically showing marriage

as the l1ast hope of & couple who want to salvage the remains

of tneig relationship; both examine- the manipulation of
verious typés of power in personal relationships, and so by
incorporating the modern scéggs, Marowitz has broadened
the scope of'tne investigation ot the power struggle in
marriage.

In lleasure for ileasure lMarowitz returned to a totaiiy

Shakespearian text (apart from 13 1lines from Two Noble
Kinsmen), but he so rearranged and organised it that
Shakespeare's ending was completely reversed in the
adaptétion. The play begins in a very straightforward
way - the position of some scenes is altered, but the
scenes themselves remain more-or-less intact with only'a
few omissions. However, the DJuxe realily does vanish
leaving buclo to toox after Isabetla, Thus there is no
feeling of security &s we watch the play - we cannot be
certain that tTthings will worx cut alright in the end es
ve can with Shekespesre's nlay. Once the situation is
established, llarowitz bégins to rearrange the lines far
more radically, &nd 1t 1s here thet again the logic of his
ideas seems Eb tfell down. ALt one point, the Frovost tells

Isabella that a pardon for Claudio is unlikely. "his is




immediately followed by a scene which is presented in such

a way as to suggest it is a fantasy of Isabella's

i.e. there is a dream-like quality with quick changes

of focus and unrealistic ections. In the scene Isabellea
and Angelo spar playfully; Isabetla confesses, repents
and is hurled away by her confessor (the Bishop); Claudio
leads her to Angelo's bed where ingelo undrescses her;
Claudio is killed and Isabella discovers his head. The
problem is that the rest of the play suggests that the
events of the scene rezlly happened, despite the fantasy
treatment - there are no machinations to make it look to
Angelo as though the evenfs occurred when in fact they
have not (i.e. no Mariana sub-plot and no mention of
Barnadine or Régozine). This i1is a major alteration
tipping the play away frono comedy-towards potential tragedy.

. : 28
larowitz s&ys:

oo fOor me, it was necessary that a real sin be
committed ... Once Isabella is made to yield - for
whatever the reason - she becomes human rather than
angelic, and her dilemma is one. that connects with
human conilicts and demands human solutions.

This supports the notion that the events really happened.
Why, then, is it given fantasy treatment? By now, Lucio
has taken over certain functions of Sheakespeare's Duke,

and@ he advises Isabélla to air her grievances to the Duke
on his return. She takes his advice, but the Duke refuses
to believe her, supporting Angelo and sending Isabella

to prison. (In Shakespeare's play the Duke begins by
apparently supporting Angelo bubt gradually reveals Angelo's
corruption - lMarowitz omits this later development.)

4

The last scene too is rather puzzling: we are shown the
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Duke, Escalus and Angelo eating, drinking, clowning and
mimicking the lower classes - a picture of conviviality.
Certainly it shows the rulers sticking together, untroubled
by accusations of corruption, but it also suggests a
conspiracy between the three of them which is inconsistent
with Escalus's attempts to persuade Angelo to be less
harshe In both the original play and the adaptation the
Duke absents himself for two reasons, to awaken the law

and to test Angelo - Shakespeare is more interested in

the testing of Angelo, but Marowitz emphasises the need to
awaken the law, despite the hypocrisy of those who administer
that law. Marowitz has taken Shakespeare's plot but
removed the benevolent deus ex machina in the person of
Friar Lodowick/Duke and so all that is threatened actually
comes to pass, leaving one at the end with a cynical
attitude towards authority.

The final play in this group is ﬁavie's A Play for
Prospero which, rather than adapt any one play, incorporates
passages from most of Sbakespearg's plays in a sort of
Shakespearian pageant conjured up by Frospero and Ariel.
ITherefore the first and last scenes show Prospero and
ariel planning,and commending themselves on,the scenes
they have created; in both, Ariel hears Voices which
speak of music, harmony, dreams, sleep, love, seasons and
such like, Between these two scenes we are shown various
ShakXespearian strands: Shallow, Silence, Slender and
Shakespeare converse in challow's orchard; Falstaff is
pursued and punished by the Lord Chief Justice; short,

self-contained passages from various plays arec performed

H

by the players; critics and the anonymous Shakespeare
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discuss Shakespeare's purpose in making Prince Hal reject
Falstaff at the end of 2 Henry IV. Davie refers to his
play as an 'extravaganza'29 and hopes it communicates

'something of the teening spontaneity, the astonishing

50

diversity of Shakéspeare's worlds'. If this were Davie's
only objective then it would be wrong to view this work

as a play, 2 single entity - it would be more in the nature
of an entertainment comprising separate passages from
Shakespeare's major plays with 1ittle_connéction‘between

5

then. However, Davle continues:

The play sets out to present the relationship between
'real' and 'imaginary' from both sides of the mirror,
as 1%t were - without, however, presuming to account
for the nature of that power by virtue of which
Shakespeare persuades us that his characters have
something more than a stage-life.

The play therefore purports to have a philosophical theme
with the elements being arfénged in such a way as to
1lluminate that thene. Tﬁis may be so up to a point,
with certain roles being doubled (Prospero/Shakespeare/
Hamlet), different characters controlling different parts
~of the action (especiall&Prospero and ShakesPeare) and
one character (Falstaff) taking on the roles of player,
character and spectator. However, the overall ilmpression
1S one of confusion as there 1is no clear narrative line -
people, players and characters come and go with little
point or purpose other than Shakespearian pageant, and though
short passages taken on thelir own seem to be full of
significance, their combination lacks meaning,

Technically, however, 1t is the most extrere form of
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collage 1n the group, with some speeches containing 1i£gg“mxxhﬁh

'from thrée or four different plays, thus linking the
similar themes from different plays - the pollage of short
passagés 1s far more successful in terms of meaning than
the play as a whole.

The most obvious feature of this group of plays 1s
the very high proportion'of Shake;peare's language which
each collagé incorporates. Other types of adaptation
do use Shakespeare's lines, but not nearly to the same

extent as the collages., The presence of the Shakespearian

language leads one to ask why it is Being used. There are
various possible answers, such as the power of the languége
or the comparative ease of rearranging someone else's
words'ratherréhan creating one's own. However, the most
interesting and iikely reason_is that Shakespeare's plays,
more than most obther plays, have a general familiarity.
kven people who have not read the plays are likely to have
seen them on stagé, film or television, or-at least will
know the story. The adapter can therefore use this
familiarity in a number of ways. This will .be examined

in more detail later in the chapter.

A corollary'of the high proportion of Shakespearian
language is that major events, protagonists, context and
theme are also preserved in the adaptation, though each
may undergo aiterations or be added bto. Thus, Macbeth
may experience a personality change but he is still the
protagonist who Xills Duncan and is consequently illed

-1

himself. These stable factors, governed by tnh2 lanzus—o,

Ty
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are the invariant features, and they lorm a éecure 1ink
between'theroriginal sharespeare plar and the adaptation.

The next stage 1s-to consider the ways in which the
originél play is altered for it is the zlterations
(variaats) which allow us to see the adaptations as new
plays, not’ just directorial interpretations. These variants
may be considered under the headings of languege, plot,

character, context and themnme.

Lancuage

e have seen that at least 50% of the text of each of
these collage adaptations is Shakespearian, and as there_is
such a 1arge cap betvween this percentage and the corresponding
figure for other adaptations, it seems reasonable to assume
that any adaptétion, the text of which comprises about 50
or rmore Shakespearian language, wlll be a2 collage adaptation.
However, despi%e this high figure, théfe are many ways in
which the text of the adaptation may differ from the
original text: - ‘

a) lines from the original play may be onitted (process

of selection) - this in fact occurs in all the collage'
edaptations;
b) the Shakespeafe lines used may be presenrnted in a

different order e.g. the last few lines of Barton's

Henry VI:52

MARGARET: DNey, then this spark will 2 Henry VI
prove a raging fire, LI, i, 502-72032
If wind and fuel be brought
to feed it with: | '
Think therefore on revenge 2 Henry VI
' and ceacse to weep. IV, iv, 3
KING: Corme, wife, let's in and 2 Henry VI
learn to govern better: IV, ix, 48-4C

For yet may England curse
my wrevched reign.



07

¢) a line or speech mz2v bhe civen to a:iifferent character
(redistribution) e.g. in The Marowits Héhlet the clown
coaches Hanlet using the passage begihnin: 'Speak the
speéch, 1 pray you, as 1 pronounced 1t to you,

trippingly on the tongue.;'33 originally spoken by

peare's Hamlet in I1Lii,

(2
-y
0
ol
(D
N

d) non-Shakespearian additions may be included such as

passages from The Troublesome Eeipgn in Barton's

King John or newly-vwritten dialogue in Marowitz's

Othello or Shreiw:.

Plot

ey events of the plot are incorporated into the
edaptation because they form the skeleton on which to
hang the rest of.thé play. However, those events can be
altered in various ways, and minor events are often |

onitted altogether. The following alterations to the

original plot are possible:

a) the order of scenes or major passages may be altered,
as when the York/Somerset quarrel in The Yars of the
Roses is brought forward to emphasise from the starf
the York/Lancaster conflict, key to the whole cycle
(originally IT,iv, it now conmes after I,ii in Barton's

Fenry VI);

b) elements of the »lot mzy be omitted e.g. in Hamlet ESP

there is no mention 'of the war azainst Norway or of

{0

Fortinbras;

c) the plot may be esltered, as in lMarowitz's lieasure for

Measure where Claudio is beheaded, , Isazbella sleeps



with ingelo and tre Duke provides no restitubtion or
solution at tre end. In this case, the subject remains

the same but, whereas 1in Chaliespeare these events are

(1)

narrowly averted, in IMzrowitz they cccur;

d) there may be additions to the Shalkespearian events such
as the use of the Counrcil Table in The VYars of the Zoses
or the incorporation ol the modern scenes in
Marowitz's The Shreuw,.

Characters

Just as the key events oif the ﬁlot gre reteined,

so the vrotegonists also:remain. Thus Shaxespeare's

Hamlet remains*HamLet; Pfince of Denmark 1n the adaptations

i.e. their 'status remains the same. On the other-hand

there are character changes resulting itrom omission,

addition or alteration:

a) often minor characters zre o:itted; especially in
The Viars of the koses, but also in every other collage
édaptation;

.b)-occasibnaliy nsW characters afe introduced; these

have varidua functions:

1. they are characters referred to by hakesrpeare
but not shown *e.g. Princess klizabeth in
The Vars of the Roses)

2, further menifestations cof a protagonist

. (e.g, three Hamlets in Ezmlet ESP)

5. modern characters, sometimes reflectving or

paralleling Shakespeare characters (e.g. Girl and

Boy in The Shrew) | S

4, supernumaries (e.g. guard in the 'Naked' Hamlet)



c)

1,._‘,1

the interrelationshir of characters may be altered,
with some assuming a more dominant role at the expense

of others, for example, in Barton's King John Hubert,

*
i

rather than the Bastard, gradually adopts the position

of becoming the King's confidante; similarly, in

The Marowitz Hamlet Fortinbras becomes the friend to

Hamlet that larowitz believes Horatio should have been -
Horatlio 1s excised éitogether;
one character may combine the roles of two or more
Shakespearian characters e.g. Marowitz's Clown combines
the roles of both Polonius and the gravedigger;
characters maj undergo .& personal change - they. experience
the same-events as in the original and retain their
staitus, but'their_viewpoint is altered; thus, in
Mearowitz's versioﬁs, Ledy Nécbeth becomes one oif the
witches, lago is'black'and Petruchio is & seadist;
finally, specific character traits may be emphasised
at the expensg_gf others; there are several reasons
for this:
1. to differentiate between characters (e.g.fYork's
sons in The Vars of the Roses)
2. to indicate The tTypicality of the character
(e.g. Marowitz's Boy and Girl)
5; to investigate that character trait (e.g. the
weakness of Mzrowitz's Hamlet)
L, to use a stereotyped character to examine its eiffect
on the protagonist, there being little interest in

the stereotype itself (e.g. the black Iago).



Contexv

/e have seen that in objective terms the events and
characvers remain as in the original, and so the
Shaespearian context 1s »nresgserved - references to
Shalrespearien place-names are retained as 1s the power
structure. However, in addition to this context, two
other contexts may be included for some parts of fthe
adaptation: '

a) the psychological world - Baker shows us events as seen

through Hamlet's perception; MNarowitz shows us Othello's

(/]

tate of mind during his epileptic fit, and Macbeth's

increasing paranoia. In these cases the context is

e

psycholozical - we are no longer viewing objective

{'D

reality but.rather events coloured by the subjective
perception of the probtagonisty;

b) the modern world - in two of liarowitz's plays we
recognise features of the ncdern world: 1in An Othello
there is the Harlém‘nigger, Wwith pontemporary raciai
attitudes prevalent; in The Shrew there is a typical
boy/girl relationship.

Both of these features are notably different from those

which empléy the Shakespearian;context,'and they link the

Shakespeare play to the contemporary world (or, in modern

jargon, g