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1 Introduction

Talking to my cousins in Australia a few years agaame face to face with what can
probably generally be termed the ‘teenage attitude/ard Shakespeare. They were both
around 15 year-old at the time and ‘doing’ Shakespeat school. They were attending
different schools in different towns yet their apim of Shakespeare was the same. He is dull.
| had to point out to them that as a theatre-stusgiedent | was the wrong person for them to
come to with their complaints and that | harbouabdolutely no sympathy for their claimed
sufferings. | encouraged them to try and see beybad admittedly often rather complex,
Shakespearean language, and to settle for undeirsgaperhaps only half of what is being
said, but therefore to enjoy the half they did usténd. For | find it perfectly acceptable,
when approaching Shakespeare for the first timenils life, to do just that. If one gets too
caught up on the details of this complex, poetiglemge, the whole exercise becomes a strain
which makes comprehension of the written word evealer.

It was this conversation with my cousins that me thinking about how Shakespeare is
probably seen throughout high schools around thdédwbaving grown up in Austria myself,
I never experienced it first hand (but | do rememnthenking Goethe was a bit of a pain, and
yet his 18-19" century German is certainly easier to understaBd).having been exposed
to Shakespeare in a positive way from an earlybggey parents, | never felt his plays to be

ultimate heralds of boredom.

In my thesis | want to focus on a few of those ®spkeare adaptations which set out to
capture the imagination of the young audience dayp and which | believe succeed in

making these Elizabethan plays more accessible.

Yes adaptation can also constitute a simpler attémmake texts ‘relevant’

or easily comprehensible to new audiences and rglaigs via the processes
of proximation and updating. This can be seen aartstic drive in many

adaptations of so-called ‘classic’ novels or drdoratelevision and cinema.

Shakespeare has been a particular focus, a bemgfiegven, of these

‘proximations’ or updatings.

At this point | would like to emphasise that theeldl of Shakespeare adaptations’ as | would

like to call it, is a very large one, and that | miot aspire to cover it in its entirety. | will be

! Sander, JulieAdaptation and Appropriation: The New Critical ldioLondon [et al.]: Routledge, 2006. P. 19.
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dealing exclusively with movie adaptations and ebveme | will merely pick out a few
representatives to work with: Baz Luhrmann’s eftofheo + Juliet” (1996), Julie Taymor’s
“Titus” (1999), Michael Almereyda’s “Hamlet” (2000Channel 4’s “Twelfth Night” (2004),
“Much Ado About Nothing” from the BBC’s 2005 TV miseries ShakespeaRe-Told and the
Royal Shakespeare Company and Gregory Doran’s “efarf009).

When deciding on which adaptations | shouldkamweith for my thesis, | was originally
determined to steer clear of Baz Luhrmann’s alreglijoo-often-dealt-with “Romeo +
Juliet”. With its by now 17 years of age it can digrstill be counted amongst the current,
edge cutting adaptations of today. However during pariod of research | was quickly
proven wrong. When | talked to people about my ithéspic and explained how | was
writing about modern Shakespeare adaptations, sual uwesponse | got was: “Oh, like
Leonardo DiCaprio’s ‘Romeo and Juliet'?”. | cameréalise that there was in fact more to
this picture than | had suspected. Obviously it nave done something extremely right for
it, after all these years, to still be the only ISéspeare adaptation of our age to successfully
make a name for itself. Moreover, it is the onhapidtion the general public (and by that |
mean people who do not otherwise deal with Shaleespand his works) has actually seen
and probably also the only one they have even hefrtllow, if you think about it for a
second that really is impressive! So from havingrbén retrospect ashamedly) rather anti
towards this particular adaptation and the hype thman remember all too vividly which
circulated around it during and also long after ridease, | actually became an ardent
advocate of this brilliant piece of work.

| came across Julie Taymor’s “Titus” for thestf time during my exchange semester at
Sydney University. | attended a lecture on Shakagpthere and leading up to the exam the
lecturer (Huw Griffiths) organised public viewing$ all the plays we had dealt with in that
semester. Of course we had all been required W tiea plays, but Griffiths was of the
opinion that plays were foremost there to be seehaafilm adaptation was certainly better
than nothing. So on a hot summer’s day in Novenhbare myself away from the beach and
sat myself down in the darkened lecture hall witlyca few other interested students. And
for the next two and a half hours | was mesmerisgdhe magic which is Julie Taymor’s
“Titus”. | had already been extremely intriguedthg play upon reading it for the first time,
but seeing it brought to life like that really goy enthusiasm going. | thought: this is what
young people should be shown at school. For, whatenms it than an extremely artful,
Shakespearean splatter movie? And if only youngsteuld be made to realise that this too

was Shakespeare, they would be certified Shakespmaers for the rest of their days.



Michael Almereyda’s “Hamlet” was also one loé ffilms Griffiths arranged to be screened
while | was studying in Sydney. Unfortunately | wasable to attend this showing, but when
doing my research for this thesis | rememberedotission with which Griffiths spoke about
this adaptation and bought the DVD to then be esgtiumyself. Particularly intriguing is
Almereyda’s use of modern technology to tell tive thundred year old play.

What first got my undivided attention when glahg Tim Supple’s “Twelfth Night” was
the music score. The song “O mistress Mine” of &ake jester’s, with lyrics by William
Shakespeare and music by Nitin Sawhney immediaietame stuck in my head for the next
half a year. Furthermore | liked the adaptationpraach to racial integration issues in
England.

The BBC’s mini series ShakespeaRe-Told ingthume and | would say it was a key
element for getting me started on the whole ide¢hisf thesis. | was already very familiar
with two of the plays of the mini series (“Much Addout Nothing” and “A Midsummer’s
Night Dream”) and was tickled pink by these versiaapproach to the plays, doing them all
in modern day English. The series raises questikesWhat is an adaptation? When do we
still speak of an adaptation? Is it more importaniget the message across’ or to present an
‘authentic reproduction’ of the original? What udihce do media and their marketing
strategies have over us?

Gregory Doran’s “Hamlet” starring David Tenhavas then the movie which sealed the
deal for me. An unabashed fan of David Tennant'skywbawaited the release of the DVD
version with heightened anticipation. And when dliged its marvellous linkage to “Doctor
Who” (more of which later in the chapter on castirgnd what this meant for millions of
“Doctor Who"/David Tennant fans around the worlknew there was enough material here
to keep me busy for quite some time.

Overall | chose these adaptations becauskenf immediate interest to young people of
today and because | saw in each one of them arpagprto the art of adaptation (and
adaptation precisely for these young peopid)ich | felt raised them above others of the
same genre. This is the reason why such adaptaden®Richard III” (1995), “Love’s
Labour’s Lost” (2000) and “The Merchant of Venic€004), to name but a few, did not
make the cut. They are all of them wonderful adapta in their own right, but from a young
person’s point of view perhaps equally as dullresrtoriginal plays. “Richard IlI” staring lan
McKellen as Richard Il is set in a 1930s Englardween the World Wars, a time which
suits the play perfectly, but not one with whichrtagers of today can much identify. Kenneth

Branagh turned his “Love’s Labour’s Lost” into anrantic Hollywood musical with classic



Broadway songs from the 1930s, a form which | nowl imnost enjoyable. But when | first
saw the film at age sixteen, | remember wishingatild ruddy well just end, as | found it so
excruciatingly boring | could barely keep my eygew. “The Merchant of Venice” staring Al
Pacino as Shylock and Jeremy Irons as Antonio wésin the time and setting it was
originally written for. A beautiful and brilliantlplayed movie, but historic costume dramas

are simply not what youngsters are out to see.

My work is structured according to topics rathearthplays, therefore none of the movie
adaptations will be dealt with in its entirety. tesd | have chosen to discuss and analyse nine
larger topics which | believe to be of interestportance and relevance for modern day film
adaptations. First however, | dedicate an entieptdr to the question of why adaptations are
so important and what in fact it means to adap; @ior to that | insert a short theory-infused
chapter, but the main bulk of my paper will congsibt list of topic categories which | have
named thus: “Space”, “Soliloquies”, “Eavesdroppigd the Art of Spying”, “Economical
Shakespeare”, “Marketing”, “Casting”, “Teaching Metls”, “Language” and “The Language
of Pictures”. Most of the time within each topictegory | deal with the relevant films
straightforwardly, one after the other; but occaslty, depending on which method is
appropriate for clarity’s sake, | sub-categorised @lump together several relevant movies

under an homogenous heading.



2 The Theory

Before | embark on my journey through the ups amars, the ins and outs of Shakespeare
adaptations, let me first lay down a few grounesuDefinitions must be made and a context
for further interpretation created. The ultimatelgs to find a suitable definition of the word
‘adaptation’ for the purposes of this thesis, Hohg the way it will be necessary to tackle

definitions of other words and phrases first.

In her book “Adaptation and Appropriation. The N@wtical Idiom” Julie Sanders states that
the definition of ‘adaptation’ encourages

[...] a wide vocabulary of active terms: version, igdon, interpretation,
continuation, transformation, imitation, pasticlpgrody, forgery, travesty,
transposition, revaluation, revision, rewriting,hec As this list of terms
suggests, adaptations and appropriations can postakly different, even
opposing, aims and intentions; as a result, adaptatudies often favour a
kind of ‘open structuralism’ along the lines propdsby Gérard Genette in
Palimpsestg1997: ix), readings which are invested not invprg a text’s
closure to alternatives, but in celebrating its @ng interaction with other
texts and artistic productions. To this end, sexjyalequels, compression, and
amplification all have a role to play at differgimes in the adaptive mode.

This “open structuralism” is the approach | too éna@hosen. For when dealing with such old
and popular texts as those of Shakespeare, theydlemady gone through such a multiple of
adaptations which are impossible to ignore in tlgation or viewing of any new adaptation.
This is what Sanders means when she suggests fsequequels, etc.” also have a part to
play in the forming of a definition for the worddaptation’. The supposed founder of this
way of thinking, Gérard Genette, likes to compareadaptation to a palimpsest and | could

not agree more with him.

What is a palimpsest? Two dictionary definitionad@s follows:

“Palimpsest(a manuscript [usually written on papyrus or pareht] on which more than
one text has been written with the earlier wriingompletely erased and still visible)”.
“Palimpsest (Gr. palin, again; @stos, scraped) a re-used papyrus or parchment grgsus

in which the original text has been washed or stayff and a new one substitutéd”.

2 Sander, 2006: 18.
¥ Word Net: A lexical database for Engligii July 2011).
http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?sipasest
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It is like a form of recycling. Instead of usingoeand new parchment, an old one is simply
cleaned and used again. What does this mean forkeSpeare’s plays when
transformed/adapted for the screen? In the samse smoviemakers will not always create
new stories, but will often take existing pieceswairk from literature, an already existing
‘manuscript’ and add their own work to it. Theyla the original ‘manuscript’ which, for
purposes of creating a new ‘manuscript’ has begarteritten’, but the original will always
be recognisable underneath. This can be donetelffroften, either always using the original
‘manuscript’ upon which to overwrite, or indeed ngialready ‘overwritten manuscripts’
again. In such cases not just the original, bud &k reworking will be recognisable in the
newly created work.

Considering adaptations as palimpsests méans exists in your mind a ping-pong game
between the original, already experienced workthecthew adaptation of this work. Ideally a
director will set up a miniature table-tennis tableyour mind for the ensuing ping-pong
match between the original, already experiencedkwanrd the new adaptation which is his or
her work. Of course all this happens without themer’'s explicit knowledge. The match may

even take place secretly in the confined spackestibconscious.

| almost feel | could stop right here and leavedkénition of a palimpsest to stand as a near
perfect definition of an adaptation. But | will ndtwill continue a little further for better
understanding and clarification. As Genette hagaaly been mentioned | will add another
aspect which he deems necessary when dealing witidaptation: intertextuality. What is
intertextuality? Genette’s basic definition of tlverd ‘intertextuality’ is the “presence of one
text within another®. In its simplest form this is the ‘quote’. In as$eexplicit and less literal
form this is the ‘reference’. In the case of anmdaon the original source is ever present,
without it there would of course be no adaptationthis form ‘intertextuality’ is essentially

like a palimpsest.

Shakespeare’s own ‘original’ pieces of work wemeadly subject to such adjustments and re-
writings or over-writings of the same material. Tdheare no fewer than three “Hamlets”
handed down to us through the ages, and almostf dlis works exist with at least some

alterations depending upon which ‘original’ pubtioa, be it a Folio or Quarto, you look at.

* Codex Gigas(7 July 2011). http://www.kb.se/codex-gigas/emgityGlossary/
® Genette, GérardPalimpsesteDie Literatur auf zweiter Stufé&serman trans. Wolfgang Bayer,
Dieter Hornig, my own translation into Englishrankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 2001. P. 10.

6




Shakespeare now exists in an environment of textuwadiplicity. The text is
multiple, iterable, subject to an inevitable lawabfange. It is never original,
always copied. The grounds on which a priori asgionp could be made
about the automatic superiority of one text ovesther have disappeared: so
texts remain to us as plural, relative to one agthot severed into separation
by some absolute judgment, but embedded in a nktafodifferences. The
text gives us no direct access to any pure spacutbiorial intention, for
someone has always already got there before us.

This is immediately apparent when looking at pds&ék&spearean
appropriations. But to take an obvious examplenabe Jacobeaklamlet
with its three incommensurable published textsmigsterious relation to a
lost urHamlet its multiple and discordant sources, presenteadetof textual
instability and mutation. In the early modern pdne sedHamletbeing
continually re-written, passing through a pluralifytexts; we know that more
than oneHamlet play appeared on the stage; and we can with rebona
confidence surmise that as both “plaafid “text,” [sic] Hamletexisted in a
contested multiplicity of modes and manifestations.

For a better understanding of what makes an adaptahat it is, Descartes came up with a
very useful comparison. | found these metaphotizalights(like the one above) in Graham
Holderness’ “’Dressing Old Words New’: Shakespe&eience, and Appropriation” and |

feel it illustrates nicely what | am trying to say.

When Descartes addressed this same problem, heyddpthe figure of
beeswax, an example lying easily to hand in thenfof the stick of sealing
wax in his desk. At first glimpse, wax is a piedesolid matter with definable
properties — density, temperature, acousticityodars sensory traces of its
own history, being redolent of honey and pollen:

Let us take, for example, this piece of wax whids hust been

taken from the hive; it has not yet lost the swessof the honey it

contained; it still retains something of the smailthe flowers

from which it was gathered; its colour, shape aimk,sare

apparent; it is hard, cold, it is tangible; angtati tap it, it will emit

a sound. So, all the things by which a body cakrtwevn distinctly

are to be found together in this che.
But when heated, the wax changes shape, coloe, sstell, and transmutes
from one state of matter, solid, to another, liquil the empirical evidence
suggests that in terms of physical properties peabée by the senses, this
object has undergone several radical changestefata condition:

But, as | am speaking, it is placed near a flameatwemained of

its taste is dispelled, the smell disappears, dewr changes, it

loses its shape, it grows bigger, becomes liquatyve up, one can

® Holderness, Graham. “Dressing Old Words New’: I&fspeare, Science, and Appropriatidddrrowers and
Lenders: The Journal of Shakespeare and Appatipri. Vol. 1, no 2, 2005. (5 May 2011).
http://www.borrowers.uga.edu/cocoon/borrowessigid=7149P. 6,7.

" Descartes, Ren®iscourse on Method and the Meditatiofisans. F. E. Sutcliffe. London: Penguin, 1968.
108. Cited in: Holderness, 2006: 7.
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hardly touch it, and although one taps it, it widl longer make any

sound. Does the same wax remain after this cha@yef? must

admit that it does remain, and no one can den¥liat, then, was

it that | knew in this piece of wax with such distiness?
Since to the senses, “wax” is a discontinuous andmmensurable sequence
of changes, and yet the observer continues to khaw wax, the identity of
the object is not in itself, but in “an intuitiori the mind”: “Certainly it could
be nothing of all the things which | perceived bgans of the senses, for
everything which fell under taste, smell, sighydo or hearing, is changed,
and yet the same wax remaihsDescartes goes on, of course, from these
observations to prove that he himself exists, sialtkough he can doubt
anything about wax, he cannot doubt his knowledgg: dor “it cannot be

that, when | see or . . . think | see, I, who thiak nothing*®.**

Even though it is hard to believe that a ‘thing’piace of work, is still related to its source
after having undergone so many alterations, et@at ts precisely what Holderness is
implying; try as it might, it cannot deny its omgi. Wax is always going to be wax, whether

hot or cold, just like Shakespeare is always gammfe Shakespeare whether performed on

stage, on the silver screen or in pantomime orstfeets of Turkistan.

In his book “Redefining Adaptation Studies” Richatd Hand sets five definitions for an
adaptation. He calls them the “five creative sgie of adaptatior® Omission, Addition,

Marginalization, Expansion, Alteratid.

In the strategy of “Omission,” [sic] narrative axtual material is removed
when a source text is dramatized. In “Addition,fnative or textual material
not in the source text is introduced in the adamtatin “Marginalization,”

thematic issues are given less prominence in thamalization. In

“Expansion,” thematic issues suggested in the sotext are given more
prominence in the dramatization. In “Alterationhetmes, textual style,
narrative events, and details are modifiéd.

These are no doubt very competent guidelines wieéinidg an adaptation, but | feel that the
aspect of the underlying presence of an adaptatioobts, so beautifully portrayed in

Genette’s definitions of palimpsests and intertabty, is missing here.

8 Descartes, 1968: 108.

° |bid.: 109.

%pid.: 111.

' Holderness, 2006: 7, 8.

2 Hand, Richard J. “It Must All Change Now’: Victétugo’sLucretia Borgiaand Adaptation”. Eds. Dennis
Cutchins, Laurence Raw, James M. Weldefining Adaptation Studidsanham: Scarecrow Press, 2010.
17-30. P.17.

13 |bid.
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Linda Hutcheon divides her definition of an adaptatinto only three points, but in a way
these are more all-embracing than Hand’s five. 8aBnes it from “three distinct but
interrelated perspectiveS’(and | now paraphrase):

Firstly it can be seen as a formal entity oodoict, in which case an adaptation is an
announced and extensive transposition of a paatiaubrk. This ‘transcoding’ (here meaning
the equivalent of translating) can involve a sbiftmedium (poem to film) or genre (epic to
novel), or a change of frame and therefore contieling the same story from a different
point of view. This may often induce a differentarpretation.

Secondly, it can be viewed as a process @ftiore To adapt means to (re-)interpret and
then to (re-)create; this is known as either theo@ppropriation or salvaging, depending on
your perspective.

And thirdly, adaptation seen as the procesea#ption makes it a form of intertextuality.
They are experienced as palimpsests through ouromyeaf another rendition of the same
piece.

In her book “A Theory of Adaptation”, Hutchesammarises these points as follows:

» An acknowledged transposition of a recognizaltteowork or works
* A creativeand an interpretive act of appropriation/salvaging
« An extended intertextual engagement with the tetapork'®

These three points crop up in all the Shakespedaptations | deal with in this thesis:
therefore for my understanding of an adaptatioheadt for my purposes here, | would need

to combine these three approaches.

And last, but not least, let us have a look atviloed’s Latin roots. To ‘adapt’ derives from
the word ‘adaptaré’, which means ‘to fit’, ‘to adjust’. And there wave it. When adapting
something, you must, when it comes down to it, make; make the adaption fit its new
environment, be it through omission, expansion,itealg intertextual engagement, or any
number of other forms listed above. “The adaptabbrshakespeare invariably makes him
fit' for new cultural contexts and different patitl ideologies to those of his own adé The

ways leading there are multiple, the results evererso.

So, to surmise, what is my definition of an adapteét All of the above.

!> Hutcheon, 2006: 7.

'®bid.: 8.

" Dict.cc.: Dictionarium Latino-Anglicum(4 Feb. 2013)http://browse.dict.cc/latin-english/adaptare.html
'® Sanders, 2006: 46.
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3 Why Adapt?

The question ‘why adapt?’ incorporates many difieromponents: why adapt a play from
the stage to the screen at all? But also why adaphe sense of changing the original, not
only by transferring it from one medium to anothkbut by making active alterations in
length, scene chronology, pacing, language, locagtc.

During my research for this thesis | came s&ra letter that Alfred Hitchcock wrote in
response to objections to film adaptations of Skp&are published in an article by the well
known actor, director, producer, playwright andicrHarley Granville-Barker. The original
article and Hitchcock’s response were both pubtishel937 when mainstream movies were
only just taking off. Nonetheless this piece of icghwriting does not seem all that dated, as
Mr. Granville-Barker’s views are still kept alivey Imany today. It sums up nicely why plays
should make the jump from stage to screen andsiich a juicy piece of writing, composed
by such an esteemed pioneer of the cinema, tledt inlaking selected references to it would
not have done it justice. Therefore, despite ngtle, | will quote the letter here (almost) in its

entirety:

Critic Harley Granville-Barker, in a feature artielheaded ‘Alas, Poor Will’
(The Listener Volume XVII, § March 1937), argued that ‘Shakespeare
either does not want pictures, or if he does heandakem in his own fashion.
All questions of quality apart, the two arts inith@ature and their methods, it
seems to me, are radically and fatally opposed’aiNbllows is Hitchcock’s

reply [sic].

Shakespeare was an imaginative playwright — heennig scenes as taking
place in forests and ships at sea. He had almestdénario’s writer’s gift for
keeping the story moving from setting to settingit,Bfor all his flow of
imagination, sixteenth-century stagecraft let hioavd. It could not rise to the
settings of forests and ships at sea — it hadhsoskill to build him Macbeth’s
castle as a fitting background for his drama.

Shakespeare, undaunted, used another deviceadanwardly he pined for
scenery, but, deprived of a paint brush, he putdlisurs into the words of his
plays. In poetic metre he called upon his actormé&ke up for the loss and
describe the scene supposedly around them in wdxdslumsy device,
perhaps, but he had no other way out, and all girdbe years the stage has
not once tried to help him. And Mr. Granville-Barkieas no intention of
doing so today.

The cinema has come to Shakespeare’s rescue. ‘Gdiy’ of artistic
expression has seen stage directions in Shake&ppastry where decades of
theatrical craftsmen have only seen words. The-filakers have today given
Shakespeare a forest where he asked for it — atyeod where his action
pleaded for it (and was denied it) — a banquetwhére Mr. Granville-Barker
would have only a trestle table with three plardid hcross it.

10



[...] ‘Shakespeare’, said Mr. Granville-Barker, akg on behalf of
Shakespeare, ‘does not want pictures’. Speakingebralf of pictures, | say
they don’t want Shakespeare. The cinema can dooutitShakespeare. The
stage and the screen both have their range, wghdifierence that the
screen’s range is unlimited. The stage can go rsdta beyond that it comes
up against a solid wall. Its power of dramatic egsion fails. In its attempt
sometimes to surmount this barrier, it producegupitesults. Stagecratft is so
limited that it just can’t imitate the devices bEtscreen.

The screen, on the other hand, can take a navslory, a biography and
most certainly a play — and improve it. Adaptativom the stage is an
everyday occurrence. Can it be said that the dtagesuccessfully adapted
anything from the screen?

The great power of improvement that the screddshis used with a certain
judiciousness by film-makers. Their territory isoemous — the subjects which
they can take and produce as films on the screfetie avorld are legion. But
they temper their enthusiasms with a certain caufitw, above all, the film
must still retain its universal appeal. The generdlic will not be talked at,
and will never allow themselves to be forcibly ealigci from the screen.
Therefore in the world of films and film-productidnis the public’s appetite
that must first be appeased — their natural cramgromance, drama and
comedy that must be sated. This naturally handieapsrimenting with films
as an art form.

The art of Shakespeare and the art of cinemaQvanville-Barker says are
radically and fatally opposed. He is being polie means why the devil are
the films meddling with Shakespearean art. Why tthréy stick to their own
art form? He forgets that the stage has had She&ssgn art for over 300
years. The juvenile film industry, in comparisotil $1ras 300 years to go.
Therefore, to draw level and in its constant sedockan art of its own — its
constant probing for something new in ideas — dtgpéion and discarding of
new sources — it lighted on Shakespeare.

Novelty is the essence of successful film, areldimema took Shakespeare
as something new to present to its millions of §bars. It was a bold step, for
to the majority of the public anything connectedSimakespeare is as dull as
ditchwater. Mr. Granville-Barker will not undersththis. | do not expect him
to. With due credit to the playwright, the world $hakespeare lovers (ruled
by Mr. Granville-Barker) is a very little one compd with the world of
cinema enthusiasts.

What is poetry to the busy housewife but a lohofsense and something
they teach her kid at school? To the man in theesdr Shakespeare is
something very dull and too pregnant with classraoemories to smack of
entertainment. To the modern gkbmeo and Julietnay certainly be the top
in love stories, but she would not be able to fellthe dialogue of the
sixteenth century. In other words Shakespeare sspelhsiderable gloom to
the average mind of today.

The screen, therefore, took a heavy gamble whdimed Shakespeare.
Hollywood made a projectile, as it were, to breakvd the barrier of public
prejudice. Briefly, the cinema condescended to nfalkakespeare palatable.
That may be rather blunt, but it is perfectly triteis no use adopting the
rather sacred attitude of Mr. Granville-Barker tossaShakespeare when you
are banking on entertaining millions of cinema-goeWith Shakespeare
anathema to the man in the street, the trestle tabtl carefully-dictioned
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poetry methods of Mr. Granville-Barker won't do.éyhwould seal the fate of
Stratford’s playwright once and for all in the mndf the cinema-going
public.

[...] What has Shakespeare on the film done? Eatimedindying hatred of
Mr. Granville-Barker, alone on his trestle tableutBthe cinema has
popularised Shakespeare. In one showing of ROMEM@ ANLIET round
the country, more people will see a work of Shakasp than will ever attend
stage Shakespeare in a year.

Mr. Granville-Barker’s little world will swell wh the addition of thousands
of new Shakespeare lovers in a matter of weeksntxss members of the
general public will develop a new regard for Shakese — may become
Shakespeare fans. To them the works of Shakespeidireassume new
meanings, new comedy, romance, adventure. And istgiing to popularise
Shakespeare in England? | am afraid Mr. GranvibkekBr will never admit it.
The answer is — The Cinema.

Hitchcock certainly takes a radical view towards thatter and he perhaps gives the theatre
less credit than it deserves. First of all, writemglay in lyrical prose and poetic verse should
not have to endure being called a “clumsy devi&iakespeare’s language has been and
remains an inspiration to us all and it is becanfskis poetic style that he became so well-
loved to begin with. And it is also not fair to stiyat “all through the years the stage has not
once tried to help him”. For over the years playgesuhave indeed made quite a number of
attempts to visualise Shakespeare to the besteaf ability. Max Reinhardt for one became
well known for lavish stage sets such as his prodoof “A Midsummer Night's Dream”.
He produced numerous stage versions of this pheyfitst in 1905, an outdoor performance
in Salzburg in 1932, in Oxford in 1933 and in Hallyod in 1934 to name but a few. The film
for Warner Brothers came out in 1935These all date from before the Granville-Barker —
Hitchcock correspondence took place. Nor is it fairsuggest that the stage’s “power of
dramatic expression fails”. Hitchcock’s words amdih and unfounded. Stage productions
have other values than those of the movies. It matybe able to compete in claims of
realism, but it has its own devices for creatirdyamatic expression.

But the premier point which Hitchcock wantsget across is that without the movies
Shakespeare plays would suffer a rather heavy oteday’s day and age. And | believe
that The Master of Suspense is right and makegpdiig quite well. He relishes poking the

finger at Granville-Barker and therefore keepséahef his letter light hearted while making a

9 Hitchcock, Alfred. “Much Ado About Nothing?The ListenerVol. 17, no. 426. 1937. 448-50. Cited in:
Gottlieb, Sidney (ed.) and Hitchcock, Alfréditchcock on Hitchcock: Selected Writings and Iniews
Berkeley, Ca. [et al.]: University of CalifoenPress, 1997. 179-183.

2 Bilderback, Walter. “Shakespeare in Hollywood: &obn Max Reinhardtken Ludwig (29 Jan. 2013).
http://www.kenludwig.com/news/articles/shakesge in_hollywood_notes_on_max_reinhardt.php
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strong case for his cause. Only someone with engefffconfidence and a sizable dose of

good humour could have come up with such a response

[...] ‘Shakespeare’, said Mr. Granville-Barker, speak on behalf of
Shakespeare, ‘does not want pictures’. Speakinbetralf of pictures, | say
they don't want Shakespeare. The cinema can dooutitBhakespeare. The
stage and the screen both have their range, wghdifierence that the
screen’s range is unlimitéd.

Beyond arguing that the screen offers Shakespeaydugtion a much wider range of
possibilities he further argues, quite convincinghhy the adapting of Shakespeare to the
medium of film is a perfectly acceptable, if notalj form of experiencing his plays in the
20" century and beyond. “The film-makers have todaiegiShakespeare a forest where he
asked for it — a courtyard where his action pleafiedt”. Towards the end of his article,
Hitchcock also broaches the idea of in effect miamgethe old bard’s words thus appealing
not only to his already existing fans, but alsth® busy housewife, the man on the street and
the young school girls and boys at school, theregnaging to “make Shakespeare
palatable”. And this of course is the exact poihtal | want to bring across in my thesis. The
key is to introduce the uninitiated to Shakespebut,not to “forcibly educate” them. The
statement: “the general public will not be talkdt] & true. It is quite a natural reaction
immediately to lose interest in something as saorae believes it may be educational and
therefore not ‘hip’ enough. After all, who were theolest kids in class? Certainly not the
goody-goodies with their hands raised at every tipesitting in the front row. However up
until that point, as long as one could linger unither impression that Shakespeare is simply
something cool and ‘totally far out’, one was petfi content to enjoy it and subconsciously
to learn from it. Therefore the flmmakers mustthothe general public and appease “their
natural craving for romance, drama and comedy” @r@imnavigate their opinion that this
might just be “as dull as ditchwater”. Once thas lieeen done one is left with a lot more
artistic freedom than was perhaps anticipated.

Film is the leading medium of the™@nd 2 centuries and Shakespeare has to move
with the times. | believe Hitchcock was right irsasing that “in one showing of ROMEO
AND JULIET round the country, more people will seevork of Shakespeare than will ever
attend stage Shakespeare in a year”. Of coursestinat to say all other mediums should be
dropped and shoved under the carpet. Shakespearansaalways will be a playwright and

not a scriptwriter, and since the medium of thads} play has been around since antiquity, |

21 Hitchcock, 1937: 450.
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doubt it is going anywhere soon. But film and teden do dominate today’s entertainment
world and only the foolhardy would wish not to bartpof that. “Yes adaptation can also
constitute a simpler attempt to make texts ‘relévam easily comprehensible to new

audiences and readerships via the processes dfration and updating®

So, how to go about it? Just film a stage prodactind put that on screen? Yeah sure, that
will work well enough, but will it be interestindgRo’ | dare claim is the indisputable answer
to that question. Naturally | am not suggesting thatage production is uninteresting. Not at
all! But a stage production should stay a stageyction because as soon as you convert it to
a different medium it loses half its credibilityike it or not, a piece of work transferred from
one medium to another must conform to the grawoitati laws of the new medium. Otherwise
you are left with some kind of half-finished ‘wari&, something which can be considered,
as at its best, a ghost of its original. And therefyou need to (yes, this is a must!) adapt,
with all the cuts, appropriations, compromises, eagions, elaborations, associations,
modernisations, etc. that go with it. You havertake it fit'. However even after complying
with all this necessity, the result is still nott@matically a ‘good’ adaptation. Of course,
labelling something as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ is giving imo subjectivity, but one can also make
these assumptions according to such hard factexasfbice sales, popularity, endurance, etc.
An adaptation has to be set apart from its origiliieé a child has to make its own way in the
world, it is surely influenced by its parents aret its own person. Alain Resnais suggested
that making an adaptation without changing anythiigg like reheating a mea® and
eventually everyone gets bored of leftovers. RoB&am compares the process of adapting to

that of an evolutionary mutation:

[...] if mutation is the means by which the evoluaoy process advances,
then we can also see filmic adaptations as “mutatithat help their source
novel “survive.” Do not adaptations “adapt to” charg environments and
changing tastes, as well as to a new medium, wghdistinct industrial
demands, commercial pressures, censorship tabodsesthetic norms? And
are adaptations not a hybrid form like the orchige meeting place of
different “species?

Stam’s wonderful excursion into the world of botaffers us a rare collection of ideas worth

noting. He speaks of evolutionary processes, “narat which help the original source, or,

?2 sanders, 2006: 19.

3 Stam, Robert (ed.)iterature and Film: A Guide to the Theory and Piiee of Film AdaptationMalden,
Mass. [et al.]: Blackwell, 2005. P. 16.

2% Stam, 2005: 3.
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as in our case, the original text, “survive”. Tlolows the second of Linda Hutcheon’s three

point definition of an adaptation: “a creative atsalvaging™

Hitchcock, being an established man of show businesd not leave out financial
considerations in his campaign for adapting Sha@aspwith enough romance, drama and
action as necessary to keep the masses inter&§tesh you are “banking on entertaining
millions of cinema-goers” obviously you have to Wnahat is going to sell; and Hitchcock
certainly knew what ingredients make a movie ddéiltcheon also makes a plea for always

considering both ends of the adaptation scale:

Obviously, the creation and reception of adaptatiame inevitably going to be
intertwined — and not only in commercial terms. &ese audiences react in
different ways to different media — thanks to sbeiad material differences,
as Ondaatje imaginatively suggests — the possiésponse of the target
audience to a story is always going to be a conoktine adapter(s¥

Catering for the largest audience group possiblgoimg to be the movie-maker's goal.
Targeting the younger generation is always goingrawide you with a higher ticket sale than
say, the middle aged or elderly. It is this sectiosociety which is most likely to spend free
time hanging out at the cinema. Filmmakers like Rathrmann and Julie Taymor and
Michael Almereyda no doubt had this in mind wheeating their adaptations of “Romeo +
Juliet”, “Titus” and “Hamlet”. | will tackle this @gbject in greater depth in the chapter on

marketing.

Moving away from finances, Hutcheon goes on to ssgghat “radio, television and film
have radically increased our exposure to storiab taerefore, some claim, our ability to
comprehend them®, and also that this exposure has led to an ineceappetite for stories.
And not necessarily for an infinite flow of new 8&s, but perhaps a desire to hear and see
the same ones again and again. Hutcheon asks tsat &/ the real source of the pleasure

derived from experiencing adaptatiasadaptationgsic]?"*®

[...] the appeal of adaptations for audiences lietheir mixture of repetition
and difference, of familiarity and novelty. Noveliilian Barnes satirizes part

% Hutcheon, 2006: 8.

?® |bid. 114.

2" Thompson, KristinStorytelling in film and televisiotCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 20037%.
Cited in:Hutcheon, 2006: 114.

8 Hutcheon, 2006: 114.
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of this appeal inEngland, Englandwhen his French theorist character
describes the joys of a theme park as fitgafisation [sic] of reality”: “We
must demand the replica, since the reality, théhtrthe authenticity of the
replica is the one we can possess, colonize, redidé jouissancesic] in"?°.
While parodying various French theorists, Barnes @lut his finger on one of
the sources of the pleasure of replication — araptation — for audiences.
Freudians too might say we repeat as a way of mgalkinfor loss, as a means
of control, or of coping with privation. But adapten as repetition is arguably
not a postponement of pleasure; it is in itselfleagure. Think of a child’'s
delight in hearing the same nursery rhymes or repthe same books over
and over. Like ritual, this kind of repetition bg® comfort, a fuller
understanding, and the confidence that comes Wwélsénse of knowing what
is about to happen neXt.

Keeping this in mind, it is not the amount of adajoins of the same material which is in
some cases the problem, but just the fashion irclwtiiey are done. An adaptation should

strive for “difference as well as repetitiott”.

I will end this chapter with the words of librettiplaywright and adapter for musicals and
films, Terrence McNally: “The triumph of successfoperas and musicals is how they
reinvent the familiar and make it frest”And, as Linda Hutcheon rightly says, “the same

could be said of any successful adaptatitn”.

29 Barnes, JuliarEngland, EnglandLondon: Jonathan Cape. 1998. P. 35.

%9 Hutcheon, 2006: 114.

1 |bid.

%2 McNally, Terrence. “An Operatic Mission: Fresh&e Familiar”.New York Times: Arts and Leisu2002.
(29 Jan. 2013qttp://www.nytimes.com/2002/09/01/theater/musicegreratic-mission-freshen-the-
familiar.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm.

% Hutcheon, 2006: 115.
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4 Space

This chapter does not deal with the anti-gravitaloperplexities of outer space, sorry to
disappoint. Nevertheless | would like to start theghty part of my thesis off with a bang. In
the following pages | will examine the space, ia ffense of room or location, in which some

Shakespeare adaptations take place.

A major and inevitable change in transposing attkepiece from stage to screen is the
change of the space in which it is performed. I tiaditional sense of theatre or at least in
the one we have come to know since the establishofelizabethan theatre houses in the
16" century, the performance is linked unequivocatid anconditionally to the stage. Sure,
every plot can claim to take place in another liocatand with the aid of stage sets and props
(and of course in the case of Shakespeare abover@ilis) this can also be more or less
convincingly conveyed, but ultimately it is playedt on the stage of a theatre house. When
put on screen these plots can take place wherbegrlike — for real. Either in the location
suggested by the scriptwriter or playwright respety: in Verona, at the court of Denmark,
on an isolated island; or the movie-maker can beertiberal with his or her interpretation of
Verona and its equivalent of today and turn theiSlamourt into a New Yorker business
company for instance. Of course, this re-interpgetand re-locating of the plot can also be
done on stage, but there it is still played outtbe stage it was first written for. Even
Shakespeare himself was already very aware ofimisations and pointed this out in his
famous prologue to Henry V:
“ [...] But pardon, and gentles all,
The flat unraised spirits that have dared
On this unworthy scaffold to bring forth
So great an object: can this cockpit hold
The vasty fields of France? or may we cram
Within this wooden O the very casques
That did affright the air at Agincourt?”

Henry V (prologue 8-14)
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The space in which a story is told is very reveglof its essence, which is really all that
counts and not so much the original location ingehdy the playwright. | will adopt a very

schematic approach in the following pages, listing adaptations of interest one after the
other, in turn looking at each adaptation’s genesldcation of the plot and then at several

more specific examples of the use of space witin fbcation.

4.1 Romeo + Juliet

“‘Romeo + Juliet” is full of cleverly comprised stafand changes in location. The entire
storyline is relocated from Verona, Italy, to VeaoBeach, a fictitious city made to look like a
mixture between Mexico City and Miami with stroregemblances to Rio de Janeiro, situated
possibly somewhere along the border between NarthLatin America. Verona Beach is a
rough place, unofficially ruled by two large Mafmtke families, the Capulets and the
Montagues. Like in the play the city’s allegiansesplit between the two houses. Their
businesses are spread throughout the city; thgmslan the tops of the largest skyrises
dominate the skyline.

By creating his fictitious location fully fronscratch, Luhrmann allows himself the
possibility of also creating his own reality; aligawhich is strongly based on our own, with
many similarities, but with its own laws and serdejustice to suit his needs. It is a
heightened, stylised reality. This needed to bectse to make many things work without the
audience giving up on their belief in this worletated. For instance the fact that everyone (at
least everyone of any importance in town, i.e.@agulets and the Montagues) carries a gun,
no questions asked. Or Juliet’'s supposed deatburimeal world an autopsy would have been
carried out which would quickly have revealed theole thing to be a hoax. But because the
movie is set in a reality with its own boundariésikar to our own, but not exactly the same,

we are more willing to be tolerant towards suchduant and to accept these things as given.

Throughout, humorous little Shakespeare quotes raf@fences are scattered, constantly
reminding us of this film’s origins. With such bbbard advertisement as “Prospero [here the
name of the scotch whiskey advertised], Such staffireams are made on”; a quote taken
from “The Tempest” (1V.i.156,157). The slogan ofbeand of bullets reads: “shoot forth
thunder”, a quote from “King Henry VI: Part 2" (IML04). The pool hall Romeo and
Benvolio visit is called “Globe Theatre”, the bedsdr is named after Rosencrantz (“Hamlet”)

and | even spotted a beach shack named “A Pourkidesh” (Shylock desires a pound of

18



flesh off of Antonio in payment for his debt in “@iMerchant of Venice”). It is questionable
what goods might be sold there.

4.1.1 The Petrol Station

A fairly simple, but effective change was madeh® opening scene of “Romeo + Juliet”. The
play calls for a confrontation between the yourdslaf the houses Capulet and Montague at a
market place. In today’s western world, young peaa not tend to hang out at market places
that much any more, so a change of location wasined)to make the scene fit into today’s
society. Luhrmann opted for a petrol station; isease a very similar kind of location. It is a
place you go to in order to purchase certain gqpdsrol or even a packet of cigarettes or
potato chips), but it also provides that same lohdmeeting place’ quality that a market
place would have had at the end of th& t&ntury. Members of every class of society, of
every age and background need to pass through Aedelike a market place, it too has the
same potential for danger because of this clagbeople coming together on one spot. It is
the worry of many an elderly citizen to have to dmwn to the corner shop at the petrol
station for a carton of milk or tin of cat food @nSunday afternoon and to successfully
circumvent the gang of hoodies who seem to havieimgpbetter to do with their time than to
congregate at such places and shout out crude keratireach and every passer by. At the
same time this new location provides the perfettinrgeand enough open petrol for an added
and rather dramatic action sequence which ends Tyitfalt setting the entire petrol station
alight.

4.1.2 Sycamore Grove

The significance of this location lies in its adtaatting on the coast of Vera Cruz in Mexico
and in the act of nature that hit it during theatingg of the movie and also its reference to the
theatre stage.

Two important scenes take place here. It featas the location for our first glimpse of
Romeo. He is portrayed as being, in stark contoalts rowdy cousin Montagues and friends,
the quiet, poetic type, who prefers to hang ousafitude in a romantic setting, writing
sonnets to his then sweetheart Rosaline. On thehbeant Luhrmann built the ruins of a
grand theatre, a proscenium with the stage andgbatie auditorium still in tact, and it is

sitting up on this stage that we first meet ourtggonist. Apparently once a magnificent
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construction, elegant and noble, it is now compfeddapidated, a mere shadow, or fragment
of its former glory with a huge hole blasted thrbube back of it. It has about it something
poetic, yet sad. It reflects the mood of our yoangd troubled, lovesick hero and the soft, red

glow cast on it by the setting sun only intensitieis atmosphere.

The other pivotal scene which takes place here ecMio’s death. It is played out
‘traditionally’ as if on the stage of a theatrestjuhat this is exchanged for the stage of the
dilapidated Sycamore Grove theatre. The protagooisthis scene take their positions on the
stage in a constellation strongly reminiscent ofassical theatre production, while the others
settle down in the old auditorium. The tholl this particular location is that it stands oe th
beach, with a genuine hurricane building in thekgaound. Naturally Luhrmann could not
foresee let alone plan this weather phenomenonit buno way lessens the impact that such
an atmosphere has on such a scene of already éraghtension. Baz Luhrmann and several
other productions members talk about the makinthefmovie on the audio commentary to
the DVD of the movie from which | got most of myfanmation for this scene.

After Mercutio has been mortally wounded byaly on the sand in front, he climbs back
up onto the stage to recite his next line (in amst@eBenvolio’'s question “art thou hurt”
[11.i.93]): “ay, ay, a scratch, a scratch” (1IB4). He stands centre-stage, front, faces the
audience (or at least his imaginary audience; s¢vews of empty seats, but also the few
minor Capulets and the Montagues) and strikes matra pose: over-acting at its finest. For
also within the play Mercutio is putting on a penmf@ance at this point, trying to conceal from
his friend the fact that his wound is indeed mdrat tjust a scratch. However, once the
realisation of his immanent death sets in, his tomenges and he speaks the all too famous
line “A plague on both your houses”, likewise oags, before he steps back down onto the
beach and stumbles away from the arch. Now thestalle of the outdoor location can unfold
and the hurricane takes its course. The wind pigks pagodas, newspaper stands, sun
umbrellas, etc. go flying, dust and sand blow thgiothe air as the real tempest is about to
hit. Later digital clouds were added for continistgake, but everything else is as it was on
the day.

Luhrmann makes full use of the wide open sckas here and shoots most of this scene
in a wide shot with scattered close ups here aecettAs soon as Romeo realises Mercutio is
in fact dead, he jumps up and runs full pelt (batdge as it were) into the far distance,
closely followed by his cousin, who suspects thestvd_uhrmann lets the action continue in

the distance instead of zooming in or cutting tdase up shot, leaving dead Mercutio lying
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in the sand in the foreground, getting covered hypped up sand at an unsettlingly fast pace.
This allows the viewer to take in the full scerfee epic intensity of the drama linked to the
(in fact) real danger of the brewing hurricane. M@inting to discredit Luhrmann’s artistic
decision, | must however point out that at thisnpdn the movie many of the choices
regarding camera shots had logistic reasons. Timecfiew only had a small window of time
in which to film this sequence and it was just lhack (or in retrospect, good luck) that the
hurricane hit the coast precisely then. Furthermiye@ entire beach set had been built
specifically for the making of the movie and woukttainly be destroyed in the storm. So the
resolution was made by the movie makers and aatiies to push forward with the scene and
shoot it in one take before the hurricane fully Héstroying everythingdf:

4.2 Hamlet (2000)

The setting for “Hamlet” has shifted from the cooftDenmark to the business world of New
York. Denmark the country is replaced by Denmask ¢bmpany. The opening shot of the
movie is filmed out the back of the skylight of @ cdriving through the streets of New York.
Seen from this angle the city looks oppressive @anter. From subtitles superimposed onto
this image which clue us in on the back story veerighat the action takes place in New York
City in the year 2000. The King and head of the idark Corporation has just died and in an
act of rash judgement the late king’s widow hatakis younger brother’s hand in marriage.
We also discover that Hamlet, the king’'s son, hetsirned from university and that he
suspects foul play. “Hamlet” does not have a pro&ggvhich might have performed the same
function, so therefore Amlereyda inserts this opgréequence as a substitute to ensure he
does not lose his audience before the movie evisrstgarted, as it were.

After having established what has happenei@rsde continues to ascertain more exactly
where we are now. We are shown the unmistakableg &guare in New York and on one of
the big electronic billboard’s the Denmark Corpmmatiogo flashes alongside advertisements
for Panasonic, NBC and the latest Clint Eastwoodiend'he next shot shows the entrance to
the Elsinore Hotel, the company owned hotel and édnémthe House of Denmark. This is
where the story will take place. Inside Claudiususrently holding a press conference to
reassure the public of the company’s future. Herbpkced his recently deceased brother as
the new CEO of the Denmark Corporation and whilevas at it he took his brother’s wife as

his own as well. He also assures the gathered pinasshe attempts of young Fortinbras to

3 William Shakespeare’s Romeo + JuliBir. Baz Luhrmann. Perf. Leonardo DiCaprio. Tvietit Century
Fox, 1996. Audio commentary track. DVD (199%);00:40 - 01:04:18.
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take over the company have been squelched. Cuebataur first glimpse of Hotel Elsinore
and Claudius’ speech is a very short sequencemné sd Hamlet's home video footage which
he likes to compile as a form of self-expressite & video diary. Tidbits of Hamlet's speech

from act Il (11.ii.295-308) are spoken here as &geover:

I have of late, wherefore | know not, lost all myrtm. What piece of work is

man, how noble in season, how infinite in facultiesform and moving how

express and admirable, in action how like an angedpprehension how like
a god: the beauty of the world, the paragon of atsm and yet, to me, what
is this quintessence of dust?

These lines are originally intended for the eardfRosencrantz and Guildenstern, but since
they are very revealing of Hamlet's current ematitimeey work well as an introduction to our
anguished hero.

The first official scene of the movie is Claugl acceptance speech which is portrayed as a
press conference in this production. Amlereyda shedao skip the first scene of the play
where Hamlet senior’'s ghost appears for the finsétto then weave it into the plot at a later
point in time: a decision | can only welcome. Pegdly | have always found this scene to be
out of place as an opening. It is a difficult scémgull off at the best of times let alone in a
Hollywood adaptation of the play, positively invigj prejudice before the first scene has even
played out.

4.2.1 To Be or Not To Be

Hamlet's soliloquy starts out as a voice-over. Hoegvethe audience is not helped along any
further here. We have to sit this one through,tagere. Striking in this scene is Hamlet’s
lethargic contemplation of life and death in whapears to be a Blockbuster video store
exclusively featuring movies of the action genréisTcreates a nice contrast to Hamlet's
inability to, indeed, act. He has sworn to avengeféther, but does not seem to be able to
pull himself together enough to do anything abaufind for the past few scenes he has been
toying with the idea of suicide, but again, cann@ke up his mind whether he should go
through with it or not. Hamlet is obviously a mainwords, not action, and an exceptionally
confused one at that.

But this feeling of hopelessness, of overwhegmndecision, is one familiar to us, the
humble audience. Maybe not necessarily concerniiety sveighty matters as what Hamlet

has to deal with here, but the comparison Almereyd&es to that of finding yourself ‘lost’
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in the aisles of your local video rental storeamsintriguing one. Is it the incomprehensible
abundance of choice which lames us when tryingetodg on tonight's movie viewing? Is it
because we have seen it all before and are s&éath (excuse the pual having to settle for
the same old over and over again. Who knows? Incaisg however the familiarity of the
location and the situation actually makes it pdssitor us to relate to Hamlet in this
significant and otherwise really quite abstrachsce

4.2.2 The Pool Scene

Business is done at the pool. It has become afldtaliché in gangster movies for the big
boss to receive his business associates at theotidies pool, usually situated outside the
boss’ large L.A. villa. Here we get a slightly difent take of the same idea. The pool is
located on the top floor of the Denmark Corp. sdgnwith a view out over Manhattan. What
does this set up imply for the scene? First obgltranslating the play from a kingdom to a
modern day business world, the characters lose nlagiral hierarchy; for even though there
is a certain hierarchy within a firm, it is not aotatically as strongly pronounced and
structured as that of a kingdom. This structuredadeto be installed additionally and this
scene serves that purpose. Somehow, even nowaldayisig a pool is a definite status
symbol and still seems to mean you have madeliteinTherefore the blunt interpretation of
this scene is that Claudius is the top guy, the laosl a busy man. If you want to do business
with him, you have to come to him whenever it shit$ best, wherever that might be, no
matter who you are. Consequently we see Claudiusgydaps when Polonius and Ophelia
arrive to discuss Hamlet's condition. They are mamlestand there and watch while their
extremely fit boss athletically heaves himself frime pool and dries himself off, never once
letting this seemingly compromising situation schaat his authority, making the others feel
embarrassed on his behalf.

Secondly this set up gives Ophelia anothessibdity to come in contact with water. In
this rendition Ophelia makes quite a number of apgeces in connection with water.
Standing at the pool’s edge she fantasizes ovemwthg herself into its tempting water to
escape her father’'s incessant blabbering and tharapt mess her life has become. | will
divulge more on this subject in the chapter “Thadusage of Pictures”.
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4.3 Much Ado About Nothing

“Much Ado About Nothing” basically could be set avhere. A quaint love story like this one
is not about the where, but about the how. All ikateeded is a friendly, likable environment
to help the purpose of the story along. In the 8bp&aRe-Told version we find our favourite
arguing couple and all their friends, family andeenes as employees at the local TV-
broadcasting network. Even though this is an emvirent most of us would not actually be
too familiar with, we believe that we are. We sbkese same news reporters everyday
reporting local, familiar news, we may have evert the one or other at the butcher’s counter
or walking the dog; and therefore we feel like weow them and the work they do. More
importantly however, is the perfect surroundings &l sorts of spying and accidental
eavesdropping situations that this location prosides in so many of Shakespeare’s plays,
here too this is a key element to the plot line sadhe plentiful video cameras, open mikes
and the like at everyman’s disposal, come in vagdy. Once again though this brings us
into the area of another chapter’s topic; for fartreading please look up “Eavesdropping and

the Art of Spying”.

4.4 Titus

Probably the most noticeable and remarkable aggdbie space in which Julie Taymor has
set her “Titus”, is its historical genuineness.nt@d partly in Rome and partly in Pula,
Croatia, Taymor makes use of existing ‘Roman’ ruassa backdrop and an anchor to the
play’s origins and fuses these with semi-moderrcdatemporary architecture, costumes,
motor vehicles, etc., thereby creating a world (imlikke our own) which incorporates all the
ages; not only their architectural styles and faséy but also their political and social

convictions.

Taymor’s approach to bridging the gap between Spdare’s 18 century play and a %1
century movie adaptation thereof, is to introdugar@ogue in which a comparable space in
our reality is created which then flips over to 8pace created for the brutal reality of Titus
Andronicus. In “The Cambridge Companion to Shakaspeon Film”, Carol Chillington

Rutter describes the opening sequence of Titus as

[...] an extra-textual riff proleptic of things to m®, establishes a boy’'s own
world where violence has been naturalised to damésteriors. An eight-
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year-old kid, home alone, sits at a 1950s Amerikdohen table that's
covered with after-school food and toys, a minatumilitary arsenal in
plastic: tanks and aeroplanes, gladiators, Gl Joég;stic robots. The scene
frames a continuity between history, consumptiaolemce and play. When
play tips into frenzy and the child begins trashithg table, he triggers
(somehow) apocalypse: a huge explosfon.

Equal amounts of blood and gore and suggested lwaiem (the first shot of the boy shows
him taking a bite out of a sausage) are introdumedhe boy’s typical American suburban
kitchen table in the form of splattered jam andegapilled milk and juice, sprayed flour and
lots of ketchup all over, as is later shown in e goriest of Shakespeare’s plays (and in
style most like that of the revenge plays of hiatemporaries: Thomas Kyd’'s “The Spanish
Tragedy” and “Arden of Faversham” or Christopherridae’s “The Massacre at Paris” to
name but a few). The boy (later to become youngus)ds also no stranger to all forms of
violence and he treats his toy soldiers with as maaelty as one might expect from a
fanatical war criminal on acid. Even though thesejast toys which he is mishandling, we,
the audience, somehow feel a certain degree of aympowards them and are appalled and
disgusted by his actions. We are shocked, but hetests this scenario is not that unfamiliar
to us: and this is exactly the link that Taymotasking for. For, the brutality which we are
confronted with in “Titus Andronicus” is one moigdly found in the horror or splatter film
genre of today than in a quality piece of work sasha Shakespeare adaptation. And it is the
likes of these genres with which we are confronbeda daily and fairly normal basis

nowadays.

4.4.1 The Coliseum

The story “Titus Andronicus” takes place in a mawarld. The only women (three in total
and only two of importance) take in opposing cosnara triangle of extremes. Lavinia is the
epitome of goodness, whereas Tamora is the hefadiloand the third female, the nurse, is
portrayed as being an annoying spinster and irohr and ever so brief appearance she is
first compared to a pig and then killed. Even tHowgvinia and Tamora are both strong
women they have to submit to the male-dominate@bkstructure around them. None of the
women survive. But | actually want to talk aboutrme

% Rutter, Carol Chillington. “Looking at Shakespéai@/omen on Film”. Ed. Russel Jacksdie Cambridge
Companion to Shakespeare on Fi@ambridge [et al.]: Cambridge Univ. Press, 20@%5B-266. P. 263.
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This play is about masculinity, about warriors, ifcians, fathers, brothers:
the twenty-five sons of Titus Andronicus, twentyeoaf them corpses; the
two sons of the dead Caesar, competing for empleeycaptive sons of the
vanquished Goths, marked for sacrifice; the sesand men of Rome, trying
to make the best of thing8.

Therefore a setting appropriate for male conducieisded. When a real explosion detonates
in the kitchen, the boy fails to see the jest iand is suddenly struck by the reality of such
war games. Out of nowhere a™€entury strongman appears who either kidnaps\@sstne
boy (it is hard to tell) from the burning house dnthgs him to an empty coliseum where he
victoriously presents his catch to an invisiblet gadible crowd. All that is left of the boy’s
house is the front door and one lone, mud-coveosdsbldier. The boy picks this up
whereupon suddenly an entire army of real, lifegdizoldiers appears, all identical to the
boy’s toy. The abandoned coliseum is the perfemtion for men to live out their male urges.
Because of its ingrained history, it automaticalgorporates everything which the play is
about: merciless, impulsive, gruesome brutality. dBgpoting the scene in a genuine antique
coliseum the non-fictionality of the ensuing brittals brought before us. We are once more

offered a link to reality for us to cling to. Anden the men are brought out on parade.

The first ten minutes of Taymor’s film focus almaestclusively on male

bodies: mud-daubed, helmeted, like clock-work toysiumphal procession;

wounded, amputated, like monumental statues brobgbk to life in the

baths as water pours over them; obsolete, theibt®mwaddled bodies shoved
into wall vaults as if into bread ovens; their eynpbots, lined up as if on
parade, ritually strewn with sarid.

The movie begins (essentially) and ends in a amiseAt the beginning the coliseum is
empty and slowly fills with the boy Lucius’ toy sliérs come to life who then in fact turn out
to be Titus Andronicus’ army of soldiers returnifngm victorious battle. The auditorium of
the coliseum remains empty. The end takes place again in this same coliseum. The
dinner table where Romans and Goths had come w&mgaihfeast on what turns out to be
Tamora’s sons (whereupon several murders take ,plaigeng out all protagonists save
Lucius), is miraculously transported back into H#ane coliseum we saw at the beginning of
the film and for the first instant it is empty ktiBut then just as miraculously an audience
appears. Ordinary people dressed in present-dayeddill the stalls and watch in silence as

the final scene is played out before them. Marclgsesses them directly with the lines: “You

% Rutter, 2007: 263.
37 Rutter, 2007: 263.
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sad-faced men, people and sons of Rome” (V.iii.BBjroring the scene from the beginning,
the 19" century strongman who once had lifted Luciusdthe invisible cheering crowd as if
he were a prized conquest, now lifts a little cagetaining Aaron’s son. The crowd remains
silent and simply looks on; suddenly it is justlaypplayed out on a stage in front of a live
audience. It is returned to its original form.

We the actual audience are also returned, lyatoethe place where the story started,
which gives us a sense of closure. It is left upgo(similarly to what Puck suggests in the
epilogue of “A Midsummer Night's Dream”) to passlgment on the characters and to decide
which deeds in the story were right or wrong. kliso left up to us to decide how much of the
story we see as relevant to the world we live mhatg whereby Taymor strongly hints at it
being extremely current by having Lucius Jr. cakgron’s bastard child and all the possible

evil that goes with it into the sunset and intofiliare.

4.4.2 Ravished Lavinia

Surely one of the play’s most disturbing, and ohéhe movie’s most visually impressive
scenes, is that of Lavinia’s rape. As in the pldng rape itself is not shown, but we come
upon the uneven threesome after the deed has bdd#led. We find ourselves in a sparse,
swampy landscape, dead tree trunks protruding btiteomud, the sun is burning down, hot
and unforgiving. Lavinia is standing on one suahngi, as if she has become part of the tree.
Her hands have been cut off and in their placensive has twigs growing out of her bloody
stumps.

It is paradoxical that we should find Lavirtiging to ‘hide’ in such a wide open space.
But, like Taymor’s work as a whole, this scene’sbémn is to be aesthetically pleasing and
to be understood metaphorically. The landscapeonsifner body, soul and her state of mind:
dead, harsh, barren with nowhere to hide. It sessr@g contrast to that of the previous
scenes which all took place in lush green foresenEthough in reality the cool, shady
serenity of the forest offered little more safetyan Lavinia’'s present ‘hide-out’, we
nonetheless feel it might have harboured bettds facher. At least it gives that impression.
We can see the thick forest bordering the marsimif@ a ring around it. It sets Lavinia’s
fortune apart from that of everyone else. Plentgtbers are mercilessly killed, but her fate is
possibly worse: to be so horribly disfigured anertleft to live.

The comparison of Lavinia’s mutilated body ttat of a mutilated tree is not one of

Taymor’s own interpretations, but a simile alreadyablished by Shakespeare. When Marcus
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comes across his niece after her rapists have thkartaunting and mocking leave of her, he
compares her chopped off arms to branches:

Speak, gentle niece, what stern ungentle hands
Hath lopped and hewed and made thy body bare
Of her two branches, [...]

(11.iii.16-18)

And later:

O, had the monster seen those lily hands
Tremble like aspen leaves upon a lute

[...]
(IL.iii.44-45)

Lavinia’s literal semi-morphosis into a tree is quarable to that of Daphne’s transformation.
However, whereas such an act saved Daphne froputiseing Apollo, here it is the result of

such a pursuit.

4.5 Hamlet (RSC)

| do not believe however that Shakespeare adaptatadways have to be flashy to be
believable and interesting for the younger genematUnlike Julie Taymor’'s approach in
adapting her own theatre production of “Titus Andoois” from a few years previously, the
Royal Shakespeare Company’'s 2009 TV movie of “H#mke essentially a one to one
filming of their successful stage production frohe tprevious year. Almost the entire film
takes place in the one room, the throne room. ARl there are a total of six other sets and
all of them except the graveyard scene are in®riMhereas in other movie adaptations a lot
of weight and importance are laid on ingeniousgiogl setting, here the RSC went with the
argumentation that less is more. The play is sédpgown to its bare essentials, all the focus
is laid on the spoken word and its delivery. Thdliance of this set lies in its ability to be
unobtrusive, to serve its purpose without drawitigrdion to itself and yet still not be dull.
Set in a kind of undefined, neutral present, thstwwnes are elegantly contemporary with
allusions to the early twentieth century throwreirery once in a while, in the form of two
token guards whose pseudo-traditional make-belien®rms, make them look like Victorian
life guards. The throne room’s black, glossy appece is likewise hard to assign to any

specific era, but possesses a sort of omni-impgraideur. However the period in which it is
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set, is fairly irrelevant in this adaptation. Basig it is kind of modern so as not to seem
stuffy, but not explicitly so, so as to be distnagt

In this chapter | have regularly strayed into tbeitory belonging to other chapters, but this
is hard to avoid because a film’s ‘space’, itsisgitincorporates so much else of what makes
each production what it is. With space comes tiime era in which the story takes place; time
tells us so much about how characters will or sthantleract with each other and how they fit
into the society created or already existing witthiat space. Time determines which props
are appropriate, which costumes suitable and whachtions are fitting. All of the above
listed settings are so varied from one anotheraltetf them share the same aptitude to gel
with the story they are supporting.

29



5 Soliloguies

Why do | feel it necessary to have a chapter pudelyicated to soliloquies? A soliloquy is
really quite an abstract, theatrical form whichdlieve may be even more alienating to a
young audience of today than the rest of the gibbespoken in a Shakespearean play. But
the wonderful thing about film adaptations is th@y posses a number of possibilities for
bringing precisely this form of speech into a muebre ‘acceptable’ or let us say ‘realistic’
form than the stage ever could. In this chapterill focus solely on the adaptations of
“Hamlet” as this is also the play with the highgstcentage of soliloquies per act. Hamlet
speaks as many as seven throughout the play.

I will discuss some of the perhaps more ‘étadsapproaches as well as those that go
hand in hand with the new medium of film. By ‘clesd’ | mean soliloquies that are recited
into nothingness, truly as if the character wetd&irig aloud to him or herself. Current
technical equipment allows for a broader intergieta and approach to the genre of
soliloquies. For instance the mode of video diarysed repeatedly in both adaptations as a

way of speaking your own thoughts to yourself.

In his paper “From play-script to screenplay”, RalsSackson clarifies the definition of a

soliloquy:

Another point of coincidence or collision betweée tspoken word and the
shown image in Shakespearean film is the soliloglize theatrical
convention, allowing access to a character’s ‘gavéoughts, depends on
that character’s ability to address the audienpecty. With the tragic heroes
in particular this conventional means of accessh#or interiority has been
essential to a critical tradition celebrating thayp as studies in psychology.
The speeches are perceived both as technical segtsas a measure of the
performer’s emotional (even spiritual) range angiatdlity in the role.

Film has other means of access to the charactassiority, to which speech
may even be hindrance, and has little (or at le@sy, selective) use for direct
address to the audient®.

Let us take a closer look at some pin point examgkarting with the older of the two

adaptations:

3 Jackson, Russell (ed.). “From Play-Script to Supésy”. The Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare on.Film
Cambridge [et al.]: Cambridge Univ. Press, 20®¢34. P. 25.
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5.1 Hamlet (2000)

Aspects of the movie may seem dated now, but otlrersnore current than when the movie
was released. Hamlet’'s form of choice for selfeetiion makes use of the video camera. The
concept of a video diary had not in fact yet beewetbped in the year 2000, or in any case
was not yet in common usage, but that is precisbigt Hamlet does: he keeps a video diary.

Moreover, Almereyda’s Prince is an experimentahfilaker, a category of
artist that disdains even the limited commercialrkaa cultivated by

‘independents’. Hamlet’'s cluttered apartment corgtararious kinds of film
and video technology, used not as means to maikéng,lbut as instruments
of self-reflection and self-understanding. The filpens with Hamlet’s film
of himself expressing his personal misery (‘I ha¥date lost all my mirth’)

and his disillusionment with the world (‘A sterjpeomontory’)3

Like his homemade videos, a collection of film nmetieeither self-made or out of an archive,
jumbled up and strung together, so are the scendifgquies and speeches throughout the
movie. All the material used in this “Hamlet” pradion is original Shakespeare, just not
necessarily in the order he wrote it. But as | haveady pointed out in the theory section,

Shakespeare was prone to doing this himself.

For Almereyda’s Hamlet, the personal videdhe technology of interiority
among a variety of modern media, including telegsontelevision,
photography, film, and so on. All but one of Harldetoliloquies are framed
as video sequences that he has composed. As hewgiesee his life flash
back in the same grainy black-and-white colldye.

The “to be or not to be” soliloquy is introduced by bit; or, as it were, the “to be or not to
be” theme. First we see Hamlet watching a videa Ghinese philosopher give his views on
what it means ‘to be’. So even though this is redttite soliloquy, our ears immediately prick
up when we hear the words ‘to be’. After all, we aratching Hamlet and everyone knows
(literally everyone: “to be or not to be” is the st@uoted quote in history around the world)
these famous lines are bound to come up sometimeo® we are put in the right frame of
mind for the much awaited soliloquy, and by listento his philosophy we discover another

%9 Keyishian, Harry. “Shakespeare and Movie Genres Thse of ‘Hamlet”. Ed. Russel Jacks®he
Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare on Filambridge [et al.]: Cambridge Univ. Press, 207388.
P. 82.

40 Rowe, Katherine. “Remember Me’: Technologies ofivt®y in Michael Almereyda’s ‘Hamlet™. Eds.
Richard Burt, Lynda E. Boos8hakespeare, The Movie II: Popularizing the Playsim, TV, Video, and
DVD. London [et al.]: Routledge, 2003. 37-55. P. 46.
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angle on Hamlet’'s own thoughts concerning the samater. While this is running on the TV
in the background, Hamlet is looking at footagehhe shot of Ophelia. So while the Chinese
philosopher is suggesting that it is impossibleusrto be alone that instead we must ‘inter-
be’ with everything around us, we see Hamlet wantmbe (or shall we call it inter-be?) with
Ophelia. Shots like this help us to understandttigit relationship is genuine, no matter what
her brother and father might think. She is alway$is mind.

Next (after we have in silence observed Hamiasit to Ophelia’s apartment to give her a
love letter he had agonised over at a diner momeatter, only to be interrupted by
Polonius’ arrival: this being the very letter Palsnfinds and later reads out to Claudius and
Gertrude), the first tentative beginnings of theuatsoliloquy are made. Hamlet watches and
re-watches the first few seconds of a video recgrdie made of himself holding a pistol up
to his head in various different positions (up i®temple, under the chin, in the mouth) while
asking himself the question ‘to be or not to bebtMnly does this ease us into the most
famous of all soliloquies, but it also makes it ustakably clear what it is about: death,
suicide; and the moral and practical dilemmas thay go with it. But before the actual
soliloquy starts we are first witnesses to furtb@ntemplations that Hamlet has on the matter
of death and to more of Aimereyda’s passion foring>and matching Shakespeare’s lines.

The next scene takes place on one of the hitgaes of the corporation’s skyrise. Instead
of reading a book (as is described in the play)mlgais once again playing a video (of
himself) back at himself (a snippet of somethingritd says at the beginning of the play to
Horatio: “So, oft in chances in particular men ..l/iM.23-35]), when he is interrupted by
Polonius. Suddenly we fid ourselves in the midsacif two of the play where Hamlet calls
Polonius a “fishmonger” (lIl.ii.174). Their shortalibgue ends with Hamlet claiming that
Polonius (upon Polonius stating he will now take leiave of Hamlet) cannot take anything
from him which he would not more willingly give, espt his life. Morbid thoughts are
obviously ever on his mind and after this startlingnfession’ to wish to end his life, he
proceeds to pull a gun and march into what mushibauncle’s office, with the supposed
intent of killing him. (Unfortunately) Claudius et there.

After a brief interlude, during which we seeldfius unwittingly putting his nose into
everybody else’s business and Ophelia having herfantasies about death, we finally return
to the now full “to be, or not to be” soliloquy,gaod ten whole minutes after it was initiated,
this time inside a Blockbuster video store. | halready dealt with this scene in great depth

in the chapter on space and will refrain from rejpgamyself.
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In contrast to this extremely prolonged solilogtiamlet’s “How all occasions do inform
against me” soliloquy (IV.iv.32-66) for instances delivered in a fairly straightforward
fashion. No cuts and jumps, no modern technologymldt simply recites the soliloquy in its
entirety while the camera follows him around thecraft. Ah yes, perhaps no fancy
technology is used to portray his speech, but thelevscene does take place aboard a plane

heading for England.

5.2 Hamlet (RSC)

This entire production is built up on a much simpletion and the same can be said of the
soliloquies. Comparable to what may well also besatered a classical approach to reciting
a soliloquy on stage (i.e. directly to the audigntelamlet also speaks directly to us the screen
audience by speaking directly into the camerangka approach, but an effective one. | do
not feel that this breaks the tension, the realitych is created on screen, the invisible fourth
wall, or whatever you want to call it. If anythinigintensifies it. Well, like it would be done
on stage, but more so because we see him up so @lois makes a difference and creates an
extraordinary intimacy with the audience. AppangiMiax Reinhardt was a fan of the cinema

for exactly this reason.

In July 1935, when Max Reinhardt returned to Vieraféer filming A
Midsummer Night's Dreanm Hollywood, he expressed his delight that the
sound film would allow an immense audience to agpte the subtleties of
the most intimate conversation: the cinema now thadpotential to become
Kammerspiele fiir die Masséichamber theatre for the masses’) [$ic]?

Of course by having the camera up so close theeaodiautomatically watches the action
much more scrupulously, which requires a very déife acting style from on stage and forces
the actor to really make each thought work. Sc itndeed primarily Tennant’'s ability to
capture and hold our attention that makes this ksthipapproach work so well. However |
still believe that in addition to his remarkabldiag abilities, another reason why this works
(and here | am veering into the topic of anotheptér) is his fame. Because we are watching
such a familiar face, because he is more like drir@nd talking to us than just some stranger

sprouting odd lines, we are more inclined to listenhim and watch him. A connection

“! Reinhardt, Max. Interview taken fromNeues Wiener Journ28 July 1935), reprinted in: Fuhrich, Edda,
Prossnitz, Gisela (eds.) and Reinhardt, Midax Reinhardt: Die Traume des Magie¥senna [et al.]:
Residenz, 1993. P. 175. Cited in: Jackson, 2007

“2 Jackson, 2007: 17.
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already exists between Tennant and the audienbeit ah the form of another character.
After all half of Great Britain spent four years thkir lives watching this man every Friday
night on TV.

“O that this too, too solid flesh would melt” (1129-159). Hamlet starts this soliloquy off by
speaking aloud as if to himself. The camera apfresabim slowly as he stands, sunken to the
floor in the middle of the room, like a silent obgs coming closer. At the line “But two
months dead” (1.ii.138) he suddenly turns to thenes and continues speaking to the lens.
He is not surprised to see us there, the audisocee have to assume he was aware of us the
whole while and was indeed speaking to us frombiginning. Doing so automatically turns
this soliloquy into a monologue; for as soon as dharacter is in fact addressing someone
else than him or herself, we can not technicaily sdll it a soliloquy.An online dictionary
defines a soliloquy thus: “A dramatic or literayrrin of discourse in which a character talks
to himself or herself or reveals his or her thosghithout addressing a listenéf. But it
seems theatre people and filmmakers alike do rmbtsigch a definition must be followed so
minutely. And indeed this becomes the ‘standard’mfoof deliverance for Hamlet's
soliloquies; a mixture between talking to himsatidato the audience. “O all you host of
heaven! O earth! what else?” (1.v.92-112) beingtheocandidate for that form. But also the
popular voice-over is made use of and, as in Alydaks adaptation of the same play, this

Hamlet also uses a little hand-held camera to makideo diary of himself.

In “To be, or not to be” (111.i.56-89), the cameaats again as a silent observer. It stays right
close to Hamlet’s face throughout the soliloquyt, &iways moving ever so slightly so as not
to become a static listener. We see Hamlet in gélte when he speaks the first lines. Then
the camera slowly comes closer and swerves araufacé him from the front. Hamlet still
seems lost in thought up until the line: “- ay,réie the rub”, when he realises that even in
death, so like a long sleep, he cannot find suee@®f mind if dreams were to come to him
even then. As in his previous soliloquies Hamlew suddenly looks directly into the camera
and continues his philosophising by addressindBesause he is speaking directly to us and
we are face to face with him at such proximity,ave also more inclined to listen. And David
Tennant truly makes sense of every line. The intgmsth which he speaks them compels us

to sympathise with him, thus listening to his evexyrd all the more.

“3>The Free Dictionary(22 June 2012http://www.thefreedictionary.com/soliloguy
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[...] When a character in a film does speak direttligamera, the effect is a
radical disruption of the sense of fictional spacthe intimation of a whole
world beyond the camera’s range, of which we amegoghown a part — and is
potentially far more momentous (and alienatinghtdaect address to a live
audience from an actor on stage. Usually, wheimadharacter must be seen
to reflect, she or he will look to the left or rigbf camera, the eye-line
depending on the demands of continuity and withpees to what is
understood to be in the space ‘off'. Speaking te lgns has a distinctive
effect and has to be used sparingly and stratégital

However speaking directly into the camera is naereed exclusively for soliloquies. All
asides are likewise spoken into the camera, t@atlogence. For instance the soliloquy “Now
might | do it pat, now a is a-praying.” (llL.iii.786) (film, 1:52) combines several of the
above mentioned methods. When Hamlet comes acrdmsdiGs praying he sees an
opportunity to stab his uncle, but then decideemtise. Hamlet speaks the first line as if it
were an ‘aside’, as a voice over. However when Hdaintiefly glances into the camera he
acknowledges that his thoughts were indeed heattebgiudience and were in fact ‘thought’
(spoken) for their benefit. This supposed ‘asigefact turns into a short soliloquy. The lines
below are spoken as a voice over. Then Hamlethistsuincle be and once he is away he

speaks the rest aloud and partially into the caragain.

And now I'll do’'t. And so a goes to heaven;
And so am | reveng’d. That would be scann’d:
A villain kills my father, and for that

[, his sole son, do this same villain send

To heaven.

Why, this is hire and salary, not revenge.

The soliloquy “O what a rogue and peasant slavd'afil.ii.543-601) found its way to the
chapter on eavesdropping and spying and stayed.tf@at leaves us with two remaining
soliloguies to take a look at to bring the totaltopan impressive seven. “Tis now the very
witching time of night” (111.iii.379-390) and “Howall occasions do inform against me”
(IV.iv.32-66). Hamlet speaks both of these into lmd-held, old fashioned camcorder, in a
video diary style. On and off we see Hamlet throbghown camera. In these instances it is
as if he were looking directly at us again evenugiotechnically he is talking to himself

through the medium of film.

44 Jackson, 2007: 26.
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Especially in “Hamlet” productions so much weightaid on the play’s soliloquies that they
can really make or break a night of theatre. Irs tbihapter | hope to have shown the

seriousness with which this form is also treatedilm and the range of possibilities which

this medium opens up for it.
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6 Eavesdropping and the Art of Spying

Eavesdropping comes as naturally to Shakespearearaaters as crossing the road. |
exaggerate a little, but the act of purposefullyisg on one another, or just ‘accidentally’

overhearing some vital information, is as commod almost as frequently made use of in
Shakespeare plays as that of direct conversation.st@ge such an undertaking mostly
involves some kind of canvas or small bush fordharacters cumbersomely to hide behind.
It is quite ironic that Shakespeare has so mangescéhroughout his plays in which people
spy on each other, and modern technology makesthesasy to do, and plausible at that. In
fact it is seen as perfectly normal to spy and prily be spied upon with CCTV cameras
leering down at us from every street corner. Inirgerview Michael Almereyda himself

commented on the self-referential quality of hisnfiand its use of surveillance cameras

especially in the context of the Ghost’s appearamtefor monitoring Hamlet.

A lot of the play is about people spying on eadteo&and being watched and
playing parts and being aware of themselves playpagts. And that
corresponds to contemporary reality where cameragamni] present and
images within images are [omni] present, at leaghe city. So that seemed
like 4% natural way of mirroring things that wereirggp on in Shakespeare’s
text.

Surveillance cameras, regular cameras, audio regpoevices and two-way mirrors are all
used for getting information out of or bringinganmation across to someone; all of these are
‘modern’ methods in their own right. But more sifatforward approaches are used as well.
Simply by updating the space you automatically tereawide new array of humorous and

original locations for eavesdropping to take place.

6.1 Hamlet (2000)

Despite Almereyda’s conscious use of CCTV camewsnbre realistically anchor his
Shakespeare adaptation in thé'2&ntury, there are in fact not that many instanekere
they are employed. Only a couple of very short saqas draw on footage taken from these
cameras. The Ghost is first sighted over the CCTanitors which Bernardo and Marcella
(here Marcellus’ role is given to a woman) usehieitt watch over the Elsinore Hotel. Horatio

has joined them and together they catch a glimpsleeolate king in surveillance footage of

4 Almereyda, Michael. “Interview with Michael Almeyéa, Writer-Director of ‘Hamlet” PopMatters (20 Jan.
2012) http://www.popmatters.com/pm/review/hamlet2/
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the lift. The Ghost’s further appearances occwe'lin front of the characters and not on a
screen. Polonius briefly glances into the watcliamera after Hamlet has referred to him as
a fishmonger and in an ‘aside’ he speaks his b#ligf the boy is driven mad by his love for
Ophelia, which we see from the other side of thmera, on the monitor. It might not be
much and never in direct connection with a ‘spysegne’, but it is enough for us to realise
the characters are being watched at all timest gwEry move taken note of. This device is

certainly taken greater advantage of in the RS8ailet”.

Almereyda’s spying equipment of choice is the oghelia gets ‘wired up’ by her father and
Claudius before she is sent to confront Hamlet aiiair now past relationship. What ensues
is the ‘get thee to a nunnery’ scene. Hamlet discowhe microphone on her body and

disconnects it. We do not get to see her instigateaction to this.

6.2 Hamlet (RSC)

In this production we find three different formsazmera. The one with which the movie was
filmed; this one provides us with our perspectind & of course non-diegetic. Then there are
two other kinds of cameras used which are diegdticnumerous surveillance cameras
installed around the palace and its grounds, ardrétro 9 mm film camera (or in any case a
camera with cine-camera effect) which Hamlet usesing the performance of “The
Mousetrap”. Each of the diegetic cameras has itsiemts when our view is shot from their
perspective and we look through their eyes, spéals.

In this production too, surveillance is taken foamged in the state of Denmark. CCTV
cameras are set up in every corner of the palaceeftrity purposes. However, as we know
all too well from the world we live in today, thigrotection’ can be used against us at any
given moment. There is a fine line between safety @rivacy violation. We find this same
ambiguous overlapping at the royal court in Denmaike CCTV cameras take on the form
of a separate character. This ‘character becomesjar presence throughout the movie,
always with a slightly altered purpose.

We are initially introduced to this ‘character the first scene of the movie. The sentinels
Francisco and Bernardo (soon to be joined by Marseind Horatio) are standing guard. To
assist them there is a CCTV camera mounted to #diketiwrough which we also catch a few

glimpses. In fact this is the very first shot ottmovie. The camera’s jolted movement,
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panning the corridors, accompanied by the assacraiese that goes with it (like the zooming
sound of a camera, but without the effect of atyuaboming in), create rather a spooky
atmosphere. However no ghost appears. At leasdtrfost and when it does finally arrive we
do not get to see it because the (non-diegeticecarnecomes the ghost, therefore we are
looking out onto the scene from the ghost’s pemspecSo the characters interact with the
camera, which in a way is as if they were intergrtivith us, the viewers. As the director,
Gregory Doran, points out on the DVD commentarg, dipening scene of Hamlet is one of
the most difficult in the whole play. There has lie this high tension there from the
beginning, but the play has only just started, wendt know what is going on (theoretically
at least) and then suddenly a ghost appears (!)coDfse we do know what is going on
because everyone (essentially) knows the play andhiting for the entrance of the Ghost,
this ethereal character which is so tricky to @rtrTherefore | find this solution rather
intriguing. On first watching this adaptation, § an audience member quite familiar with the
material, started to get a little annoyed that vwexeanot shown the ghost. For everyone is a
little ‘jump-happy’ at heart, and, after all thénis of the genres horror, thriller, gore and co.
with which a young person of today is bombardedaneunaccustomed to being denied the
pleasure oteeingthe frightening object in question. Therefore whenfinally do get to see

it the effect is all the greater, as at that peietare no longer expecting it. It goes like this:
the Ghost has come and gone and we have settl&ddhsten to Horatio explain Denmark’s
political situation to us, we are off our guard wreiddenly from behind him and on the beat
of a warped cymbal, Hamlet's late father appears.al¢o jump because we have made the
false assumption that we will be seeing the Ghosheé CCTV camera, as this has become a
fairly common method of showing ghosts on screeut liere it is the other way around;

when we do eventually get to see the ghost, therisgcamera does not capture its image.

Another use to which CCTV cameras are put is sjgadly to spy on Hamlet. As they are
already in place, the step to abusing their fumci® a rather small one and easily made.

Hamlet becomes aware of them and the eyes that imégivatching him through them.

6.2.1 ToBeor Not To Be

In the “To be or not to be” scene the surveillanamera is likewise ever present, but it is not
in fact that which is used for spying on Hamlet|eatst not by Claudius and Polonius. When

at some point the CCTV camera makes its little fao@’ noise, it catches Hamlet's attention
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and that is the moment he asks Ophelia where Hegrfés, correctly guessing he is watching
them, but falsely assuming that it is through thmera. He speaks his next few lines directly
up into the surveillance camera, wanting to pravd®olonius that he has seen through his
ruse. In fact Polonius and the King are observhreg young couple from behind a two-way
mirror. Occasionally we are granted a look throdigh mirror from the other side, which
makes for a nice image as we simultaneously gedet the reflection of Claudius and
Polonius in the glass looking out as well as thijestt of their observation. Polonius too
seems perplexed at the realisation that someoaemefht be spying over the CCTV camera.
Throughout the movie the feeling of a presence mmatgris ever being conveyed and up until
now one always assumed this to be King Claudius nBw we cannot be so sure anymore as
he is behind the two-way mirror with Polonius; wdéClaudius is concealing, even from him,
the fact that he has every inch of the castle usdestant surveillance and that he makes
‘good’ use of this surveillance. It is left openthe audience to decide on this point.

After repeatedly urging Ophelia to get hergelfa nunnery, Hamlet departs for a brief
while. Polonius emerges from behind the mirrordomfort’ his daughter and send her on her
way. When Hamlet returns and suddenly sees Pol@tamling in front of the mirror he had
been hiding behind moments earlier, Hamlet now &toethe correct conclusion and even
puts his face right up to the glass and tries & pgo where his uncle is still hiding.

Now that Hamlet is conscious of the intrusive camsgehe is wary even of being ‘alone’,
removing them from the room when he wants to ma&am he is not overheard. Before his
soliloquy “O what rogue and peasant slave am I'1i.844-601), Hamlet does just that. The
upbeat to this soliloquy goes as follows: “Ay, €0d be ye. Now | am alone.” The first
sentence is still addressed to Rosencrantz andi€siern who then depart; the second is
spoken directly into the (non-diegetic) camera,kgpoto us the audience, after Hamlet
instantly tears down the surveillance camera asttalgs it as soon as the others have left the
room. Only so can he be certain of really beinghalavithout unwanted eyes watching his

every move.

6.2.2 The Mousetrap

The play within the play is contrived by Hamlet thee sole purpose of spying on his uncle,
whom he hopes to catch out by having the playersatca murder scene which mirrors that

of his late father. Shakespeare suggests that Hamdeely keeps an eye on his uncle
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throughout the play in the play. In this adaptatitemmlet however goes so far as to film his
uncle’s every move with a small old fashioned haettt camera. This is where the third type
of camera view comes into use. Hamlet places hinoggdosite Claudius, across from the
make-shift stage, so that his actions simply la&k he is making a recording of the play
“The Mousetrap”. Again the film audience gets te #ge scene from the general non-diegetic
camera’s perspective as well as from Hamlet's,ughohis hand held (diegetic) camera. The
shots filmed through the diegetic camera have &ddaetro-look, in a smaller format and
with lines and splotches running through it. Hanappears to be paying his uncle back for
the constant surveillance he is under. Claudius dot like this, or the play, and when he has
interrupted it, by rising from his seat and walkioger to Hamlet, he gives him a warning
look. A look that tells him not to meddle in hidafs, not to go sticking his nose into the

event of his father’s passing, nor to make privkteumentation of the king’s appearance.

6.2.3 The Closet Scene

‘The Closet Scene’, as it is referred to, is thengcin which Hamlet confronts his mother in
her bedroom about her dishonest behaviour towagd$ate husband, his father. It is also the
scene in which Hamlet accidentally kills Poloniwio had withdrawn (with the Queen’s
assent) to a hiding place within the bedroom ireotd listen in on the conversation between
the Queen and her son. This production sees Palamice again hiding behind a mirror. This
time (one would hope) it is not a two-way one: thauld be creepy indeed to have such a
construction installed in the Queen’s bedroom.

6.3 Twelfth Night

“Twelfth Night” too makes use of surveillance caagefor purposes of spying on and plotting
against. Malvolio is the victim here. Maria, Fahi&r Toby and Sir Andrew set up a camera
and plant a microphone in a little alcove in théapa garden especially for the occasion. It is
used to spy on Malvolio when he comes across a letter he supposes to be from his
mistress, but which in fact came from Maria’s hamith the intent purpose of luring the

gullible Malvolio into false assumptions. The naegktic camera keeps switching back and
forth between the sorry site of Malvolio gettingiieasingly more caught up in the false love

letter and his betrayers hidden away in a room sdmeee in the palace. They can see and
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hear everything the dotting butler says and bemdas apart from him they can roar with
laughter at every line he utters without fear ahigeheard themselves.

But the camera was installed solely for spyamgMalvolio. Once he has left the scene
Olivia and Cesario take his place in the garderenEthough Fabian and Sir Toby (Sir
Andrew, at the sight of the two together, havin¢tggo up and departed to salvage what hope
is left of winning Olivia for himself) would quiteeadily spy on them too, Maria draws the
line and switches the camera off. This is aftemall “Hamlet”, but a comedy in which too
much malicious undercover work would certainly $gbe mood. It is turned on again to
watch Malvolio’s transformation into a cocky, smdi yellow-stockinged and cross-gartered
wearing fool as he makes his advances on the sturasty Olivia.

6.4 Much Ado About Nothing

In “Much Ado About Nothing” spying, accidental eadeopping and trickery are just as
much key elements for making the plot come togethsrin so many other of the Bard’s
plays. And in the play’s newfound setting in a lasaws studio this feat has found its natural

environment.

6.4.1 Fooling Benedick

For setting up Benedick the matchmakers take fiMaatage of all the microphones, film
cameras, loudspeakers, intercoms, monitors andpheads at their disposal. Initially he is
lured out of his dressing room through the interc@mnce he has taken the bait and snuck into
the central news studio to find out more about Besgis supposed feelings for him, a
particularly comical scene ensues as all of theshnical communication and observation
gadgets are put to full use. The tricked can hgaryghing that is said, while the tricksters
can see the whole slapstick scene unfold in frothiem.

6.4.2 Fooling Beatrice

The beguiling of Beatrice follows a much more ttiatial path, in the sense that no®21
century technology is used for the purpose. Insthadadies’ toilets, at a bar where Hero’s
hen night is being hosted, are used as an evetgdation where a lot of gossip is exchanged

between women and therefore just such a bit of junformation could easily be overheard.
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We see that technical equipment is frequently piat action for these scenes with only a few
scenes interspersed which manage to make do witMgith time these approaches will

become less of a novelty and more and more the @asrour everyday lives incorporate an
increasing amount of electronic devices. In themgdas | have brought here however such

measures were still rather new and exciting anthallmore relevant for their age.
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7 Economical Shakespeare

Another important aspect to take into consideratitren making an adaptation for the®21
century audience is the amount of Shakespeareythaput into a Shakespeare adaptation.
People’s attentions spans have changed. They haeed decreased, it is true, but | do not
feel this should be ‘blamed’ for cuts done to satiaogue. Too much of a good thing is not a
good thing; not for the audience, nor for the neediam for which you are catering for.

Therefore you should be economical with your Shp&agse text.

The most obvious difference between a screenplay the text of an
Elizabethan play is the number of spoken words.wnting for the
mainstream cinema it is axiomatic that dialogueuthbe kept to a minimum.
What happens in a scene — as the director’s tomditicommand indicates — is
‘action’. Syd Field, an influential teacher of semevriting skills, insists that ‘a
screenplay is a story told in pictures, and theilealways be some kind of
problem when you tell the story through words, antipictures®®

An example hereof can be seen in the ShakespealdevEcsion of “Much Ado About
Nothing”. The following passage indicates that Beatand Benedick were indeed once an

item and he jilted her in some form or other.

Shakespeare (11.i.257-264):

Bene.Oh God, sir, here’s a dish | love not! | cannat@re my Lady Tongue!
D.Pedro.Come, lady, come, you have lost the heart of Sig@emedick.

Beat Indeed, my lord, he lent it me a while, and | gdum use for it, a
double heart for his single one. Marry, once bef@eavon it off me with false
dice, therefore your Grace may well say | have itost

The opening of the ShakespeaRe-Told version folltives line of showing what is only

spoken about in the text (and scarcely at that)séwogvs us precisely what happened: The two
had obviously arranged to meet for a date and gi#ing themselves meticulously ready
(each in their own fashion) she arrives at theargsint while he instead makes his way to the
airport. There she receives a text message fromchmgelling the date (and to add insult to
injury a waiter brings her a bottle of champagnthwhe message: “The gentleman said to tell
you: no hard feelings.”). The ShakespeaRe-Toldlstem is both effective and time saving.

It gives us a brief back-story to the main chanmsctnd also a glimpse of what these two

“® Field, Syd.The Screenwriter's Problem Solvétew York, NY: Random House Publ. Group., 1998®.78.
Cited in: Jackson, 2007: 16, 17.
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characters are like. All of it vital information @mll told in pictures rather than words while
the opening credits role.

Another example would be Hamlet's surprisét ¥ Ophelia’s extremely artsy Manhattan
loft apartment on her birthday. No lines are spofg@nShakespeare did not write any for such
a scene and no lines were added that were notblisit, is clear that he comes by to deliver a
tender love letter (which we saw him composing matsiearlier and heard him recite on his
way to her apartment: “To the celestial and my ’soudol, the most beautified Ophelia”.
[11.ii.109,110]). They are busy canoodling in Oph& dark room when the lovers are
interrupted by Polonius who has likewise come bgumrise his daughter with two helium-
filled balloon adorned with birthday wishes. Youcsee the tension between the characters
and Polonius’ obvious indignation at finding Hamtbere. He leaves in a hurry and as
Ophelia makes to follow him to the door Poloniugpsther, the love letter falling to the floor
which he unabashedly picks up and reads.

This is how scenes are often added that areactaally in the play. Do | hear a cry of
disbelief? Not only do the makers of adaptatiorenge sets, time, view points and language,
they also add new material? Yup! But that is the We movies work: “show rather than
tell”.*’

Of course they do not just make up new stioigsl They film parts of the story which are
known only by report, which may have occurred sometin the past or in a sub-plot.
However why were whole plot lines reduced to sudchinmal regard and time on stage in the
first place? Was it because Shakespeare thougbké theenes to be of less importance, or
because the means of staging in the Elizabethamagle it impossible to perform many of
these scenes, or was there simply not enough tirpeoperly include all of this information?
There is a good reason why Shakespeare’s plays thavpoetic form that they do. Every
detail of the story had to be put into words; evenyotion, every gesture, every step of the
way. Stories were created through words. Well, yostaries are created through pictures.
Additionally, precious time can be saved by showiaiiper than telling as more information

can be given at once through pictures.

A common practice in film adaptations is also tmple the scenes up a bit to tell the story in
a manner better suited the new medium. In “Han{@00), scenes, speeches and soliloquies
are jumbled to suit Almereyda’s needs. In fact Wiele film can be seen as a full length

home-movie of Hamlet's. Essentially Hamlet's momeking reflects Almereyda’s

47 Jackson, 2007: 28.
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“Hamlet”. Through heavy cuts and compositing therystcan be told the way the maker
wants. The material is all genuine, but editing change its meaning, even if only ever so
slightly, to suit the creator’'s needs. Indeed thexits for Hamlet's home-made movie “The
Mousetrap” are exactly those we saw at the beggnaoirthis movie. In the one case the name
‘Hamlet’ appears as the flmmaker's name and inatfier as the title of Almereyda’s film. In
both cases we see the same bright red backgrouhd'Mamlet” written in big bold letters
across it.

For the particularly bold-hearted one coulcerego so far as to interpret this entire
adaptation as Horatio’s tale of Hamlet after hiatdeAfter all, Hamlet does charge him with
the task at the end of the play and Horatio isigansity mate of his, so therefore most likely

also an artsy film student.

| dare say every film (and every theatre productisrwell) makes cuts of some form or other
and in film more so than theatre as, as | haveadiranentioned, it is part of the process of
adapting to the new medium.

There are as many means of adaptation as #rerdish in the sea and all of them
legitimate as long as they are interesting. (Weliuess even those which are not interesting
are strictly speakindegitimate but if they are not interesting then why bothei?wever
how best to go about making such an adaptatiomys man’s guess. If | may draw a
comparison to the world of opera here (a boomingkatavhich thrives on wild and daring
adaptations), Christoph Clausen includes Cathe@i@ment's observations in his paper

“Shakespeare in Opera’:

Forgetting Shakespeare in Shakespearean operahsaboecessity and an
impossibility. An audience’s reluctance to breagefifrom Shakespeare is a
sure recipe for spending an evening in outragednyg@ composer’s
unwillingness to break free from Shakespeare ie@mlly sure recipe for
dramaturgical disaster, the opera crushed by teerdame of the pla$’

| believe just such an approach should be implicébe any adaption, be it opera, musical,
dance, play, book or film. It harkens back to tleéion of an adaptation being a palimpsest.
The original will always underlie its adaptationytlbne must let that original fade away if

one is to grant the adaptation full growth.

“8 Clément, Catherin®pera, or the Undoing of Womefrans. Betsy Wing. Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesot
Press, 1988. Cited in: Clausen, Christoph. kBhpeare in Opera”. Eds. Stefani Brusberg-Kiermdmerg
Helbig, Jurgen KleirSh@kespeare in the Media - From the Globe Theattiee World Wide Welk-rankfurt
am Main: Peter Lang, 2010. 89-102. P. 89.
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Staying on the subject of opera for a whileyduld like to use the views of one of its
greatest contributors to point out the controveviich will probably always exist between an
original work and its adaptation: the desire to iManstay true to the original and to create
something new out of that original. The Romanti@apcomposer Hector Berlioz (1803-

1869) was a true lover of Shakespeare’s work. KoBbénplete Opera Book states that:

Berlioz’'s life-long enthusiasm for Vergil was sedonnly to his love for
Shakespeare; in point of fact, both contributethtlibretto ofLes Troyens
the former to the narrative of the love of Dido aeheas as told in the first,
second and fourth books of tiheneid the latter to the interpolation of the
scene for Jessica and Lorenzo frome Merchant of Veni¢cavhich provides
words for the great love duet between Dido and Aerie Act IV

So avid was his love for Shakespeare that whendited London in 1846,

[...] he expressed his consternation that, as he isawome considered
themselves sufficiently superior to Shakespeatediwect [ ] and augment [ |’
his plays. Such ‘rogues’, he wrote in a letter ¢seph-Louis Duc, ‘should
have their bottoms publicly spankeq'.

Great is the irony that he went on to do just thears later in numerous of his own
masterpieces (correct and augment, not publichyhlsghose who did). “Les Troyens” is
inspired by “The Merchant of Venice”; Berlioz wrotikee libretto to his opera “Béatrice et
Bénédict” himself, after Shakespeare’s “Much AdooAbNothing”. Kobbé, or the Earl of
Harewood as the case may be, writes: “The stognisdaptation of a shortened version of
Shakespeare’s play, which preserves the spirlh@itbmedy, but omits the saturnine intrigue
of Don John against Claudio and Herd"His work “Tristia” is supposedly inspired by
“Hamlet”. And his large scale choral-symphony “Ramét Juliette” (librettist Emile
Deschamps) is clearly based on Shakespeare’s “Ramgeduliet”. His strong opinion of the
intended fate of those who tamper with Shakespgavetk from twenty-six years previously
had obviously waned and he himself came to conmtmitvery ‘crime’ which he had formerly
so fervently condemned. Even the well-meaning ame @t heart will eventually have to

admit that change is not always a bad thing.

9 The Earl of Harewood (ed Kobbé's Complete Opera Baakd" edition. London: Bodley Head, 1987. P. 613.

0 Hector Berlioz, letter to Joseph-Louis Duc, 18#éns. David Cairns. Quoted in: Gross, John (édter
Shakespear®xford: Oxford Uni. Press, 2002. P. 295. CitedBochanan, JudittfShakespeare on Film
Harlow [et al.]: Pearson Longman, 2004. P. 90.

*1 The Earl of Harewood, 1987: 620.
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8 Marketing

When | set out to write my thesis | intended thipi¢ to only make up a fifth of the whole
work at the most. But this sector just kept growargl growing, more and more chapters
falling under the auspices of marketing. Once tloekwwvas done and | could step back and
have a look at what | had created, | realised llccgust as well have named my thesis
‘Marketing Shakespeare’. Because when it comes dovitp that is all anyone who makes an
adaptation of Shakespeare is doing, namely markdhie good man to the best of their
abilities. Marketing, in a way, is simply doing teame thing an adaptation process does: it
‘makes (the marketable product) fit'. But | did neant to leave it that way, for even though
you could list most or all of these chapters undarketing, you do not have to; they can also
stand on their own, and that is what | opted fothe end. After all, my intention for this
thesis was to write about adapting methods totheitcurrent young generation’s taste, and
not to get tangled up in too much of the economasplect. That is why you find this chapter
back in its reduced form, merely a building blooktead of the actual puzzle.

Creating cutting edge film adaptations is all vesil, but there is not much point if no one
sees them due to lack of awareness. Any show, iximijpfestival or performance of any sort
needs some sort of promotion, and the better thetion the bigger the revenue is likely to
be. This model of cause and effect is one Baz Lahnmis very much familiar with. At least
in the area of Shakespeare adaptations he leadsayevhen it comes down to giving his
movies just the right pitch.

When creating something in the entertainmadtustry one ideally hopes to sell to the
masses without selling ones soul to the devil. Nam just kidding, the devil has long since
given up bargaining with souls and now prefersdesd with solid cash. In the entertainment
world you want to try and sell to the masses withgelling out to your artistic aspirations.
Therefore one has to keep those masses in mine wi@hting the entertainment and cater to
their needs. There is a difference between churoingome kind of cheap trash that will sell
for sure, and recognising the audience’s intebext ability to absorb and take an interest in a
work of quality. | do not want to sound pretentioall | am saying is that in 1996 Luhrmann
created a Shakespeare adaptation which, amongstapihlities, also appealed to the teenage
generation who were, shall we say, not your reg8laakespeare audience. He however did
not shy away from promoting his adaptation for wiha, giving it the full title of “William

Shakespeare’s Romeo + Juliet”.
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What Luhrmann does is this: “[...] he makesibia recognizable contemporary cultural
object, and shows himself alert to the sensibditéan audience whose taste and feelings are
conditioned by the culture in which they are imneet®? In the 90s MTV with its colourful,
fast cut music videos was at the forefront of thikure.

Each of the adaptations | take into accoun¢ e this chapter chose a different approach
for bringing their source text up to date and cguasatly also marketing them in their own
fashion. “Romeo + Juliet” immersed itself in theetage pop culture of the 1990s and
appealed to its followers; “Hamlet” (2000) went téne with technology; ShakespeaRe-
Told’s “Much Ado About Nothing” modernised not onllge language, but also several plot
lines to be better suited to today’s society; “TibeNight” became an appealing learning tool
for secondary pupils in Great Britain and arounel world, and “Titus” and both “Hamlets”
laid value in the importance of casting popularteawporary actors in the leading roles,

“Titus” also succeeding in the “splatter and gdibkh genre.

Any strongly altered adaptation is going to receviet of criticism; there are still plenty of

Granville-Barkers about.

The conventional language of adaptation criticisas bften been profoundly
moralistic, rich in terms that imply that the cinerhas somehow done a
disservice [sic] to literature. Terms like “infidelity,” “betyal,”
“‘deformation,”  “violation,”  “bastardization,”  “vulgrization,” and
“desecration” proliferate in adaptation discourgach word carrying its
specific charge of opprobriuri.

Luhrmann’s “Romeo + Juliet” is considered by manybe a slanderous rendition barely
worthy of the name Shakespeare, and they woulduiek qo describe it with the above
mentioned terms. | expect the reason for such ativegview may well lie in the felt betrayal

of the respective audience’s original notion of pheey’s essence.

[...] it is important to move beyond the moralistiodajudgmental ideal of
“fidelity.” At the same time, we have to acknowledat the outset that
“fidelity,” however discredited theoretically, doesetain a grain of
experiential truth. Fidelity discourse asks impottquestions about the filmic
recreation of the setting, plot, characters, theragd the style of the novel.
When we say an adaptation has been “unfaithfulth® original, the very

2 Anderegg, Michael. “James Dean Meets the Pir@aisghter: Passion and Parody in ‘William Shakesgsar
Romeo + Juliet’ and ‘Shakespeare in Love™. ERlighard Burt, Lynda E. Boos8hakespeare, The Movie Il:
Popularizing the Plays on Film, TV, Video, ddD. London [et al.]: Routledge, 2003. 56-71. P. 60.

>3 Stam, 2005: 3.
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violence of the term gives expression to the irgesense of betrayal we feel
when a film adaptation fails to capture what we ssethe fundamental
narrative, thematic, or aesthetic features ofiiesdry source. The notion of
fidelity gains its persuasive power from our setiss (a) some adaptations
are indeed better than others, and (b) some adapgatils to “realize” or
substantiate what we most appreciate in the sonmeels. Words like
“infidelity” and “betrayal” in this sense translateir feeling, when we have
loved a book, that an adaptation has not been woftthat love®*

However what is considered a betrayal of one’s Iforethe play by some is a new found
appreciation for others. As | have already hintédnathe introduction, Baz Luhrmann’s
achievement of successfully creating a Shakespeavée adaptation which seems set to last
the ages is indeed an impressive one. Many factmre together to make it so: a visionary
director, a young, attractive cast at the starhofe careers and an audience which was
willing to go to any lengths, even sitting throuite two and a half hours of Shakespeare, to
see their teenage crushes. And the movie couldamoften be compared to a MTV music clip
if it were not for a soundtrack to fit the bill. Mi¢ plays quite a major role in this adaptation.
It is hip, it is catchy, it is loud and funky anddrtbreakingly romantic when it needs to be. It
strikes a chord with youngsters and became a waygessful merchandising product of its

own.

In a piece forVariety (“Fox doth use its wiles to sell Shakespeare”inJo
Brodie claims that “[m]uch credit for the pic’s puising success was the
studio’s understanding from the outset that this vmateen picture, not a
movie for eggheads®™ (1996). Apart from the somewhat quaint use of the
word “eggheads”, Brodie expresses here what mavigwers identified as
Luhrmann’s condescending to his audience. But\tlaw is itself simplistic
and unsophisticated. In making Shakespeare’'s plagceptable” to a
contemporary audience, a filmmaker will find it eesary to disguise, gloss
over, or entirely repress much in the play that hhige off-putting or
incomprehensiblé®

In fact Luhrmann claims what his own aim was “toalsort of Elizabethan interpretation of
Shakespeare” (2001: DVD Special Edition).

Luhrmann has claimed, with a seeming absence oy irthat his goal was “to
do a sort of Elizabethan interpretation of Shakasge(2001: DVD Special
Edition), which would in part explain his insistencon retaining

> Stam,2005: 14.
% Brodie, John. “Fox Doth Use Its Wiles to Sell Sksjeare”Variety. Vol. 365, no. 2, 1996. P. 15.
% Anderegg, 2003: 61.
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Shakespeare’s language — or, at least, a reasopatdentage of it — rather

than creating a verbal language of his own P’..]
Luhrmann was not only referring to the language éxav, but above all to his interpretation
of it. It is known that Shakespeare was very ‘comgerary’ for his day, and a lot of what he
put on stage might well have seemed spectacularflamtboyant at the time. Therefore
Luhrmann felt his approach to be all the more iegite becauseof its loud and outrageous

characteristics.

To recall what Hitchcock had to say about Shakespea screen: “[...] the cinema has
popularised Shakespeare. In one showing of ROME® ANLIET round the country, more
people will see a work of Shakespeare than wilf éteend stage Shakespeare in a y&ar.”

This could certainly be said of this “Romeo andetul

8.1 Marketing Romeo

Luhrmann chose well when he cast Leonardo DiCagsi®Romeo. In 1996 the then 22 year
old actor was already making a name for himself1994 he had received an Oscar and
Golden Globe nomination in the category Best SugpmprActor for his role in “What's
Eating Gilbert Grape” after having already gainethe acclaim for his performance in “This
Boy's Life” alongside Robert De Nir@ What Luhrmann could of course not predict was jus
how big DiCaprio’s name was about to get. Alreadyistng star and girls’ heart-throb
following the release of “Romeo + Juliet”, LeonardaCaprio’s fame went through the roof
in the wake of the success of the most expensiwaengver made up to that date, “Titanic”
(1997), in which he starred alongside Kate WinsfEitanic’s” tidal wave victory at the box
office (excuse the tasteless joke) ensured thataiG's face to be instantaneously
recognised by all ages around the world. Teenatgeand young women took their adoration
for him so far that a craze coined as ‘Leo-Maniasvstarted. Posters with DiCaprio’s face
lined the walls of every teenage girl around theldvd can vouch for the correctness of this
statement as | was at the time a young teenagengsklf. | did not in fact belong to the
followers of the Leo-worship (I must have been oh@nly a handful), but | do remember
seeing ‘Leo-shrines’ in many of my girlfriends’ bedms. This hysteria lasted for years after

" Anderegg, 2003: 60.

*8 Hitchcock, 1937. Cited in: Gottlieb, 1997: 183.

*“What's Eating Gilbert Grape’IlMDb [Internet Movie Database](30 Jan. 2013).
http://www.imdb.com/title/tt0108550/?ref =sr._1
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the “Titanic’s” release, guaranteeing Leonardo [u@a “Titanic”, and DiCaprio’s other film
starring him in a romantic role, “Romeo + Juliddisting fame. One could say that the film
“Titanic” was possibly the best thing that couldv@dappened to Shakespeare at the turn of
the 2F' century. Teenage girls can be extremely strongigeahd will let nothing come
between them and their unattainable, silver scemeretheart; not even Elizabethan English. |
believe this to be an additional reason for thigpaation’s lasting popularity; its immediate
success was extended by another couple of yeanksha ‘Leo-mania’. It was quite an
astounding phenomenon. And | figure it is becausie phenomenon occurring in the mid
to late 1990s that this one Shakespeare adapta®mchieved what no other has, and made
its way into the general public’'s subconscioushéit is not marketing at its best then | do not

know what is!

8.2 Much Ado About Nothing

| must insert a little explanatory blurb here tardly certain name changes. ShakespeaRe-
Told modernised several of the names and depenaingvhich work | am referring to

(whether it is Shakespeare’s play or the film ad@pn), | use the names as stated therein.
Claudio becomes Claude, Leonato becomes LeonardP@dro becomes Peter and Don John

simply becomes Don.

| have to admit that the makers of ShakespeaResTtitlich Ado About Nothing” did not
stop at (simply) exchanging the bard’'s words fow mes, they also (unforgivably) changed
part of the story, as the original would have setwid, stuffy and totally out of place in the
new setting. Again one might ask oneself whetheh girastic alterations are legitimate and |
cannot deny | feel they may have gone a littlefavchere. But that is not up for debate. The
fact is that they did it and the question is: whg? us look at some examples:

In Shakespeare’s “Much Ado About Nothing” Glaas sudden change of heart after
finding out about his beloved’s supposed unfaitidsk, comes as a great shock and leads to
an extremely sudden change of pace, mood andc¢inganre. Up until this point the play has
thrived off good humour, amusing banter and quidk Wuddenly the story changes in
heartbeat from comedy to tragedy. Claudio is wilthwage after what he thinks to have seen
the night before (Hero encouraging the advancé&oadchio, when in fact it was Margaret in
her mistress’ clothing), and he is furthermore ddid by Don John’s intentionally malevolent

accusations. He curses his bride, shunning heneatltar. Her father quickly follows suit,
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disinheriting his disgraced daughter. This kindradtional behaviour cannot be understood or
tolerated by today’s society, into whose consciegsrithe pro-feminist movement has already
long since settled itself. Just as unbelievableléso’s supposed sudden death of a broken
heart. Such unwieldy concepts needed to be chaifidbd process to a modern adaptation
was to be completed. And this is really where tiapsation takes a drastic turn away from
the original. Hero is equipped with a strong wifl leer own. She does not take Claude’s
accusations of infidelity lying down and gives hinpiece of her mind. When push comes to
shove and a little squabble ensues between Her®andwhose motivation for ruining her
life she, furthermore, would like to know), shekisocked over and hits her head on the sharp
edge of a socle, genuinely and seriously hurtingsdle She faints and does not regain
consciousness until some time later. Throughouihe remains loyal to his outraged and
wrongfully accused daughter. Don’s motivation faainiing to sabotage the wedding is also
more grounded in reality than simply wanting toeda. Combining Conrade, Borachio and
Don John’s characters all into one gives Don maptld and makes him a much creepier
villain because now it is a matter of just him dnsl messed up little mind. He has become
obsessed with Hero ever since years ago she oece gpt of pity a night of passion with
him. She does not reciprocate his feelings of leeehe would rather no one had her at all.
The biggest change comes at the very end. The atharaf Claudio (in the play and film)
comes across as a bit of a wet fish. Forgiving thied rewarding him at the end of the play
always seems undeserved and unfair. So therefoil@sradaptation to top it off, Hero, on
recovering from her head injury, decides not totigugh with the marriage to Claude.
Instead she treads the path of the emancipated wdiharating herself from all the men in
her life who claim to ‘own’ her.

Essentially it remains the same story andymedbly it is legitimate to argue that had they

not made these changes this modernisation woule baen riddled with major flaws.

8.3 Hamlet (2000)

“Hamlet” (2000) has an altogether different feebabit. Whereas “Romeo + Juliet” is geared
up to be a big, box office hit, “Hamlet” (2000)dentent with being a relatively low budd8t
art-house productioff. Aimereyda went the full hog in supplying just abeuery scene with

0 McEvoy, Sean.Shakespeare: The Basit¢ew York, NY: Routledge, 2006. P. 114.

®1 Burnett, Mark Thornton. “To Hear and See the MdttCommunicating Technology in Michael Aimereysla’
‘Hamlet’ (2000)”.Cinema JournalVol. 42, no. 3. 2003. Uni. of Texas Press. 48W@igitalised by
JSTOR. (1 Feb. 201dttp://hamletguide.com/film/pdfs/burnett.pdf
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the most modern technological equipment of its timmkephones, answering machines, faxes,
mobile phones, cameras, video cameras, surveillarareeras, televisions, computers,
laptops, microphones and miniature audio-recordiegjces. This not only keeps us strongly
anchored in the present, but it also opens up denfewv method of storytelling. It enables a
much more interwoven and overlapping storyline, challows for constant self-reflection

and for a form of communication we are much momaiffar with today.

Almereyda uses technology throughout the film tghhght the impersonal,
disconnection of his characters: Hamlet surrounbgdhis bank of video
monitors, looking for manufactured images to gude; Claudius delivering
nasty orders by cell-phone; Hamlet's "Get thee noiranery” rants as a series
of cruel, angry phone messages; Gertrude and Cisudiaking out while
pumping Rosencrantz (Steve Zahn) and Guildensi2echen Thurman) for
information on speaker-phone; death edicts deld/eme laptops. Claudius,
Gertrude, and Polonius are always surrounded byilesteultra-modern
surroundings. Ophelia’s mad-scene is deliverednduan art opening at the
Guggenheim, which embarrasses Gertrude more tiaovies hef?

This is however not the only form of modernisatwhich took place to market the film for
the younger generation. The film has a tendenghtiw more than is in the play. There are
also many cuts, but the parts left in undergo frilaboration. Almereyda seems keen on
giving us more information on the main characterdleat we may better understand their
actions in the story. He thereby also turns the plto more of a love story than was the
original. Many of the added scenes (which are aire® free of dialogue as Almereyda only
used Shakespeare without any additional text) skhewmore of Hamlet and Ophelia’s
relationship. A bit of a love story always sellstbethan a story witholt Recalling what
Syd Field said about storytelling on film: “a senplay is a story told in picturés”

Even the decision to turn Marcellus into M#iecand make her Horatio’s almost entirely
mute girlfriend actually goes beyond a timid attéraptrying to introduce at least one more
female face into the otherwise heavily male dongdgblay. Firstly this change was surely
made in order to appeal to the female viewers, tapsheir numbers in the movie, but it
does more than that: it creates more of a back-$twrHoratio. We do not really know very
much about Horatio. He is Hamlet's best friend... #mak is about it. Marcella may not be

the most inspirational character ever created &edreally has not got much to say, but she

%2 Abele, Elizabeth. “Hamlet: movie reviewtages: A Journal of Film and Popular Cultuf@ Feb. 2013).
http://www.imagesjournal.com/issue09/reviews/hamlet

% See: Freedman, Barbara. “Critical Junctures irk&peare Screen History: The Case of ‘Richard. |H4.
Russel Jacksoithe Cambridge Companion to Shakespeare on Kmmbridge [et al.]: Cambridge Univ.
Press, 2007. 47-71. P. 30.

® Field, 1998: 56. Cited in: Jackson, 2007: 17.
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serves her purpose, which in this adaptation feeth out the character of Horatio a bit more.
Also it eliminates any unwanted speculations camogr Horatio and Hamlet's relationship.
Normally the two friends are portrayed as being/v@ose, Horatio being seemingly the only
person who really understands and cares for Hatdkze they are more like mates and not
best friends. Hamlet's greeting of him when Hordtist arrives from Wittenberg is most
subdued (in fact Hamlets seems a lot happier tdResencrantz and Guildenstern later on).

Unfortunately this means that Horatio’s final wordghe play loose their gravity.

Another key feature of this adaptation’s pursuiappealing to the younger generation is its
approach towards some of the lengthier, unwieldsdnes of the play. Almereyda simply
divides these scenes into smaller sequences aeddspthese sequences out over several
different locations or forms of relaying the sceiiis method correlates with the average
short attention span of today’s audiences. The tlggt to a nunnery” scene provides us with
a good example:

The scene is interrupted when Hamlet findsnti@ophone that Ophelia is wired up with.
She leaves in a flushed hurry. Hamlet speaks thedghis lines from this scene on to
Ophelia’s answering machine. She listens to thionding at home while quietly and
solemnly burning Polaroids of Hamlet over the badinn sink. By doing this, Almereyda
achieves several different things at once. Firstalbfthe scene is cut to a shorter, more
compact length. Next, it also includes a locatibarge to keep the pace of the movie moving
and finally it simultaneously allows Almereyda twosv us yet again more back story. We see,
and do not have to just imagine, Ophelia’s immedrataction to Hamlet's rejection of her.
This is all accomplished within the same scene.

The conversation of Rosencrantz and Guildemstgth the king and queen about young
Hamlet is held via telephone-conference on spepkene while the royal couple make out.
And the ‘closet scene’ also ends over the telephblaenlet has already left with Polonius’
dead body, when, as an afterthought, he calls biten from a pay-phone handily placed in

the corridor down which he is dragging the body dow

These are just a handful of ideas in the field afkating for this genre. Weighty aspects such
as the thought put into casting just the right attdlive up to the play’s and the audience’s
needs, and ways in which students come to appr®hakespeare at school are handled in the
following chapters even though they themselvesolthe same line of thought associated

with marketing. The topic of Shakespeare’s languegeld | believe also just as well be
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categorised under the heading of “Marketing”, bluarfguage” has so much to say for itself
that | felt it could well stand all on its own. Bhis followed by its little brother “The
Language of Pictures” which obviously shares theesgenes as its big brother, but has

developed a quite separate personality.
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9 Casting

The recent success of the history play cycle at Royal Shakespeare
Company, built from a cast of home-grown comparngnta few of whom
boast much in the way of name recognition outdeater circles, led some to
believe that this phase of Britain's most recodsliz#heatrical institution may
mark a turning away from star vehicles such asyleat'sKing Lear, with lan
McKellan. The announcement that thamlet that would define the 2008
season would feature David Tennant, star of the 'BB& showDoctor Who
produced much cynical muttering about bottom limesthe face of the
rebuilding of the new Royal Shakespeare Theatr@,same genuine concern
about the selling out of the solid and expressiattical company in favor of
something shinier and more easily marketable, boiltind TV celebrity?

Many believed Tennant was solely cast “to put bimghe seats®, but with the world’s
financial crisis the way it is and with various dmmcial problems which the RSC was
experiencing of its own (the construction of a niwatre, etc. [see Hartley, 2009: 1]) who
can blame them? But furthermore are not these agtations also legitimate grounds in
favour of casting this celebrity? As Andrew J. Hartfurther points out, it is understandable
for people to harbour concern when what are esgbngicreen actors are put on stage. Acting
styles vary; a screen actor’s relationship witiva audience can come across as unnatural. In
the case of David Tennant however, these doubtsirdfminded as he was in fact already a
well established Shakespearean actor and membiie dRSC before his career in the TV
business took off.

Be that as it may, why should the RSC not haaele a killing out of their ‘star casting’,
while at the same time producing a tremendouslgessful “Hamlet” of equally stunning
quality? Why does the one have to exclude the 8tAaxd on top of all that what is the harm
in turning the fact that David Tennant was also stea of the BBC series “Doctor Who” to
their advantage? | believe that precisely thisgning collision of theatre and screen is what
makes this “Hamlet” production so interestitdniqueis the word needed here. When else

has there occurred so successful a match betwdeamndlnew?

Its immediate relevance makes it all the more aibksand popular today. In ten, twenty
years time Tennant may have lost some of his haldebcognition quality and thereby lose

his pulling power. But that is ok. Adaptations anade for the present, not for eternity;

® Hartley, Andrew J. “Time Lord of Infinite Spaceel@brity Casting, Romanticism, and British Identitythe
RSC'’s ‘Doctor Who Hamlet™. Eds. Christy Desm8tijata lyengamBorrowers and Lenders: The Journal of
Shakespeare and Appropriatiorol. 4, no. 2, 2009. (5 May 2011).

. http://www.borrowers.uga.edu/cocoon/borrowers/i8alre7149 P. 1.
Ibid.: 2.
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Shakespeare himself has that area covered. Thédrbemplenty of new renditions made by
then to fill the space of Tennant’s Hamlet.

In “Shakespeare on Film” Judith Buchanan wriédout how the movie’s surroundings
will automatically influence the viewer’s impressiof it. Let us make a short detour to Julie
Taymor’s “Titus”: Taymor embraced the associatiba broad audience already had of her
leading man, Anthony Hopkins, with his being a lesls, psychotic butcher of human flesh.
Hopkins is best known for his portrayal in “Thee®ite of the Lambs” (1991) and “Hannibal”
(2001) of Hannibal Lector, who is widely considetedbe one of the most disturbing villains
in film history (in 2003 he was officially chosers ghe number one movie villain by the
American Film Instituté). As a result of this, the general public autowsly associates
Hopkins’ face with a sick, creepy psychopath. Hoplg role as Titus, an equally unsettling
character, compulsive and bloodthirsty, whose sehggstice leads him coldheartedly to Kill
two of his children and serve his enemy her somsdioner, could only benefit from this
preconditioning.

Similarly, David Tennant’s success as The Doat the BBC’s long-standing cult-series
“Doctor Who”, influenced the way in which peoplerpeived his interpretation of Hamlet and
indeed the way in which the RSC production andsthiesequent television film thereof were
marketed.

For clarification’s sake | feel it is necessarytas point to say a thing or two about the status
and significance of the cult TV show “Doctor What British society today and in the past.
“Doctor Who” has been around almost as long as &pdare himself. Okay, maybe I'm
exaggerating a little here, but the fact is, it bagn around for an extremely long time and
still remains popular today. In a way a certain panson can be drawn between the change
of style within the show, which yet stayed truattooriginal essence, and the way in which
Shakespeare plays, or should | say production® Haveloped over the centuries. A certain
similarity can also be found between the two inirtieense of ‘britishness’. Shakespeare
however generally covering the more revered, ‘tranal’ British culture, and “Doctor Who”
the British pop culture.

“Doctor Who” was first broadcast in 1963 amunained a popular television show until
1989. It then took a little break from the airtth@n be revived in 2005.

" AFI's: 100 Years 100 Heroes and Villaif@8 Jan. 2013http://www.afi.com/100Years/handv.aspx
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Throughout, the show was unique in targeting childrand adults
simultaneously, blending scary stories and thetipslof the day with campy
humor, and held a diverse audience until interestly waned and the show
was cancelledBy this time, however, the program had become tmgdst
running sci-fi show in television history and ars@stial component of British
popular culture, its galloping, spacey theme musie, Daleks, and the look
and sound of the TARDIS (the Doctor's time-travejlspaceship fashioned to
look like a 1950s police call-box) firmly engraftesh the national
consciousnes¥.

The new series was introduced with a mixture offdmailiar and warranted old, with new
special effects, with better script writing (theoshhas been showered with numerous awards,
including several BAFTA's [British Academy of Filand Television Arts] awards for best
drama series and best writing for television) andsgbly with ‘cooler’ (and indeed sexier)
actors. It “instantly catapulted the show back ithe forefront of British pop culturé®
Following Christopher Eccleston’s one season’srpgal of The Doctor, Tennant took over
the role in 2006. The show and his personal populaent through the roof and he remained
The Doctor until 2010.

To provide a vague idea of the mark which ttust sci-fi series has left on the British
nation one need only look at the viewing figurestfte four decades it has been on the air.
Averaging somewhere between seven and eight mwiienwers each week, they have shot up
over ten million on numerous occasidAs:urthermore, one must take into consideration the
many spin-off shows around it (“The Sarah Jane Atlwes”, “Torchwood” and the animated
series “The Infinite Quest” to name but a few), amandising galore (books, magazines, toys,
figures, clothing, household equipment, etc. - ballyam sporting a TARDIS shaped tea cup
on my desk as | write) and the hysteria with whaators starring as The Doctor (but in
particular David Tennant) are greeted wherever geweyl'he show is frequently described as a
significant part of British popular culture. In ZD@ reviewer from The Times even went so
far as to say that “Doctor Who” was “quintessent@being British”.”* In my thesis | will
only deal with the character of the"Doctor, played by David Tennant.

Now let us return to Hamlet and the reason why pinegluction seemed so closely entwined

with the television series. First of all a numbdr parallels can be drawn between the

% Hartley, 2009: 3.

% Ibid.

O The Mind Robber: A Doctor Who Emporium and ErstevBibutique of Nonsense and Ramblings About
Daleks, the TARDIS and Other St(ffFeb. 2013)http://www.themindrobber.co.uk/ratings.html

" Jinman, Richard. “Why Are the British ObsessedhAlibctor Who?” GBMag.(1 Feb. 2013).
http://greatbritishmag.co.uk/lifestyle/coffee-bréaky-are-the-british-obsessed-with-doctor-who
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characters of Hamlet in the play and The Doctothi& sci-fi series. Both have a twisted
relationship to death. Hamlet is very much award&isfmortality and toys with the idea of
suicide. In a way the same can be said of Time 4. @tlde alien race to which The Doctor
belongs). When mortally wounded they have the tghit regenerate (possibly the fact that
they have two hearts has something to do wittmejtly in the shape of a new body, thereby
practically living on indefinitely (and allowing ¢hmakers of the programme to simply
exchange one actor for another without any wowrefsiss). But Time Lords could, if they so
wished, chose not to regenerate and die. Takingdhearison one step further, | believe one
can safely say their minds are alike in the sehaethey are both ever teetering on the verge
of insanity. Hamlet's tendencies to the unhingesl well known, but the Doctor is also not
unfamiliar with outbreaks of apparent madness. Asi® Tennant portrays him, The Doctor
likes to talk extremely rapidly, which often coma&sross as being no more than gibberish.
But of course it is not gibberish. Time Lords hawemuch greater intelligence than we
Earthlings, so sometimes he gets carried awaysithmughts, which us ‘lesser’ people cannot
so easily follow. This often gives the impressiani$ talking more to himself than with the
people around him, a trait also associated with ldanBelow are listed a couple of

exemplary ‘mad scenes’, of Hamlet and of The Doctor

Hamlet (IV.iii.16-25):

King. Now, Hamlet, where’s Polonius?

Ham At supper.

King. At supper? Where?

Ham Not where he eats, but where he is eaten. A inedanvocation of
politic worms are e’er at him. Your worm is youypemperor for diet: we fat
all creatures else to fat us, and we fat oursdlwesiaggots. Your fat king and
your lean beggar is but variable service — two elshbut to one table. That's
the end.

Hamlet (IV.iv.52-55):

Ham Farewell, dear mother.

King. Thy loving father, Hamlet.

Ham My mother. Father and mother is man and wife, rmad wife is one
flesh; so my mother.

“Doctor Who", thirteenth episode (“Journey’s Endif season four (of the new series), 02:32-
02:50. The Doctor has been mortally wounded andob@y has gone into its regeneration
modus. Normally this conduct causes The Doctoransform into another form, but in this
instance he stays the same. This is his explangtrdhat:
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The Doctor

You see. | used the regeneration energy to heal
myself, but as soon as that was done | didn’t ieed
change. | didn’'t want to, why would I? Look at me!
So, to stop the energy from going all the way |
siphoned off the rest into a handy bio-matching
receptacle, namely my hand. My hand there. My
handy spare hand. Remember: Christmas Day,
Sycorax [an alien life form whom The Doctor had
to stop from invading the earth on Christmas Day in
the episode “The Christmas Invasion”], lost my
hand in a sword fight? That's my hand. What do
you think?"

In the same episode the minutes 14:02-16:43 atbefurepresentative of the similarities
between The Doctor’s and Hamlet's behaviours:

The Daleks have just thrown the TARDIS inte thoiling hot core of the planet they
inhabit in this episode, with Donna (The Doctormmpanion throughout season four) still
situated in inside it. Finding itself in mortal dgar, the TARDIS starts to ‘come alive’ and
telepathically gets Donna to touch the hand intactwvhThe Doctor had siphoned off the
surplus regenerative energy from earlier. Once ection has been established between a
living being and the cut-off hand full of Time Lomhergy, the hand can grow itself another
body, and suddenly Donna comes face to face witth Dbctor’'s clone inside the TARDIS.
He is an exact replica of The Doctor, but with sdmenan features he took on from Donna
(he has for one thing, only one heart). Donna, tstdedably, is completely baffled as to
what has just happened, and when she tries togpreibe is confronted with a tidal wave of

some of The Doctors finest quick-fire wit:

The Doctor #2
Sssh! No one knows we’re here. Gotta keep quiet.
Silent running, like on submarines, when they can’t
even drop a spanner. Don’t drop a spanner. [of the
suit he has just put on:] I like blue. What d’you
think?

Donna
You. Are. Bonkers.

"2 Doctor Who: Journey’s End: The ScriWrit. Russel T. Davis. Perf. David Tennabbctor Who Seas. 4, ep.
13, 2008. (6 Feb. 2013jttp://www.thewriterstale.com/scr.htni®. 2.
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The Doctor #2
Why, what's wrong with blue?

Donna
Is that what Time Lords do? Lop a bit off, grow
another one? You're like worms!

The Doctor #2
No, I'm unique. There’s never been another like
me, not ever. Cos all that regeneration energy went
into the hand. Look at my hand! Love that hand!
But then you touched it, wham! Instantaneous
biological metacrisis, | grew, out ofou Still.
Could be worse.

Donna
Oy! Watch it, space man!

The Doctor #2
Oy! Watch it, Earth girl!... Oh. | sound like yol.
sound all sort of... rough.

Donna
Oy!
The Doctor #2
Oy!
Donna
Oy!!

The Doctor #2
Spanners! SssHf

Having the dialogue written like this on paper kgdbes not do it justice. Like a play it really

needs to be seen to be fully appreciated. Butikbelit gives at least a vague idea of the

comparison | am trying to make.

Let me point out further comparisons. Hamlet setmige more in the know than all the other
characters. He knows of his father's murder, hecgiees his mother’s treachery and his
uncle’s plotting. The Doctor knows almost everyththere is to know about anything. Being
a time traveller of around 950 years of age heraliyjuhas a great advantage over others in
this respect. Also both characters have intangibégue relationships to their girlfriends

(Ophelia, Rose, Martha). And while I'm in the zasfemaking comparisons between the two
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and their stories let me indulge in one more: bathie arch enemies who have robbed them
of their family and sense of security. Hamlet'sim#te enemy is his uncle Claudius who
killed his father and on whom he seeks revenge.Odwtor’s ultimate enemy are the Daleks,
a race of emotionless, destructive aliens who dgsti The Doctor’'s home planet Gallifrey

and his entire race, leaving The Doctor the lastaiaing Time Lord in existence.

| have already alluded to various similarities bstw the characters of the Doctor and
Shakespeare’s Hamlet, but the comparisons do @ Isére. A fan of the sci-fi series
watching this production of Hamlet will not only benstantly reminded of the show because
of the same actor playing both leading roles, Bsb @ue to certain ‘looks’ and elements
which can be found in both pieces of work. AndrewHartley refers to several of the other
actors from the Hamlet production who had also gdagmaller roles in past Doctor Who
episodes. Such connections however may only be imadwrd-core Doctor Who fans. For
the less fanatical, obvious echoes from the shawvHamlet's ‘look’, his clothing and his
footwear. Tennant’s Doctor wore a tight fitting,rklauit with Converse-like sneakers to go
with it (an image he coined for himself). Tennantamlet appears wearing, perhaps not
exactly this outfit, but one which is close enodghremind us of the other. We are reminded
of The Doctor’'s handling of his electronic screweri after the “Mousetrap” has ended and
Hamlet first talks to Rosencrantz and Guildenstanmd then Polonius (1:45:00-1:45:50)
playing around the while with his recorder. Suchaflals may be by intention or coincidence.
Indeed there is no telling whether they are thereafi to see or simply in the minds of a few
crazed fans (me included). But there is no possiblébt about there existing a link between
the play and the TV show, even if it only existedthe public’s power of association. This
link was in fact intentionally strengthened wheme fiimed version of Tennant’'s “Hamlet”
was aired on BBC1 on Boxing Day (2®ecember) of 2009, in between the two parts of
Tennant's final performance as the Doctor (“The Bhdime”, which aired Christmas day
and New Year's Day). This meant that for a larganéhof the British television viewing
population there was a seamless transition from Dbetor to Hamlet and back to The

Doctor again.

But as | have said before, it is unreasonable peetxaudiences to shelve their
sense of an actor's performative past during aymtozh, especially if - as in
the case of Tennant — much of the audience camafisplly to see this
particular actobecause othose past performancés.

" Hartley, Andrew J. “Remembering the Actor: Embad&hakespeare and the Individual in the Audience.”
Shakespeare Bulletivol. 25, no .3, 2007. 41-51. Cited idartley, 2009: 5.
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Critics who continued to oppose the RSC’s castigjsions for the 2009 stage production of
“Hamlet”, even after it was hailed as a genuinecess, both by the audience and other, less
conservative critics alike, belong to that breeg@dple who live in a dream world and regard
Shakespeare as some kind of a holy shrine whicly tdm pure at heart may enter;
descendants of Mr. Granville-Barker no doubt (seapter “Why Adapt”). But that is not
what Shakespeare, or any art form for that matexbout. It is there to be enjoyed by anyone
who appreciates it and if that happens to be th&esesathen all the better. After all, let us not
forget that in the 18 17" centuries Shakespeare did actually write for thesas and he, just
like so many artists today, used every trick in blo®k to get his audience not just into the
theatre, but also to sit down (or stay sandingeddmg on their position in the theatre), shut
up and listen. For just because something is popmldas not mean it is automatically of
inferior quality or any less worthy of sophisticdtappreciation. And facilitating more (and
young!) people to this appreciation can only be wigt approval and support. It is without a
doubt that David Tennant’'s mere presence in the gisured that hundreds, if not thousands,
of young people ventured into the theatre who wantlterwise have considered such an
undertaking as dangerously dull. And it does nottendor what reason they were there;
whether it was to catch a glimpse of their heaotthin the living flesh, or to explore further
talents of said heartthrob. What counts is thay thwere there and with Mr. Handsome
appearing in almost every scene, there is a veog ghance they came away with a positive
attitude towards Shakespeare, which will, withti#éeliluck, stay that way for many more plays
to come in the future. Andrew J. Hartley, who hiagl good fortune to see such a performance

live, has this to say of Tennant’s fans and theaffhey had on the rest of the audience:

When | saw the show, there were a disproportiopdéetie number of young
people in attendance, particularly teenaged giflennant's appeal has
evidently spread from the stereotypical adolescewatie, sci-fi geek to
something broader and sexier. Many of these aueienembers were so
thrilled to see their hero in person that the ttee@bsitively thrummed with
delighted energy. Some would not have been outlatepchasing Ringo
throughA Hard Day's Nightand their engagement with the actor as celebrity
was perhaps — as some of the skeptics suggestem-tetalizing for them to
engage with the story and the role, but these faeee, | think, in the
minority. What the fan audience's delight broughthe theater as a whole
was a willingness to see the humor, to enjoy ienewhere it shot between
moments of darkness, introspection, and tragedys fdfusal to be overly
weighted by the play's seriousness — particulanlythe second half —
intoxicated the audience and made for a more catietyr experience and a
joyous connection with the protagonist. This inway — at least from my
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experience and the majority of people | spoke to urdermined the
seriousness of the play. [...] It was a revelatiard ane that | doubt | could
have had without that crucial element in the autkethe same element that
jammed the barriers at the stage door in the hasdrautograph pens and
programs in hand, breathlessly waiting for Tennargppear?>

On a more whimsical note: there is one more ingtamc which The Doctor meets
Shakespeare. In this case, literally. In the “Doditho” episode “The Shakespeare Code” in
the third season of the revived series the shoest#k own comical stab at solving the many
mysteries revolving around Britain’'s most renowngldywright. The Doctor and his
companion Martha Jones travel back in time to 1faOfeet Shakespeare in person. It is an
episode full of humorous references to past andréu{post 1599) Shakespeare work. It
(mockingly) solves such questions as that of Shada®’'s suspected bi-sexuality (in this
episode Shakespeare fancies both Martha and Theofpoevho the Dark Lady was
(Shakespeare is so taken with Martha Jones thaihspages him to make up a Sonnet right
there on the spot and dedicates it to his “dari’l&) where Shakespeare’s inspiration for the
witches in “Macbeth” came from, why the sequel foove’'s Labour's Lost” (“Love’s
Labour’s Won”) was lost to the world to come andvhtome he decided to write “Hamlet”.
The episode is also full to the brim with awe df therary genius for whom The Doctor has
great respect.

This particular episode, apart from being ardlaghly enjoyable forty-five minutes, has
further qualities. | have already mentioned the angnce with which both Shakespeare and
“Doctor Who” stand rooted in the British cultureydatherefore to have them united thus is

patriotism at its highest.

In this chapter | have ended up almost solely sglkabout the “Hamlet” starring David
Tennant when in fact so many Shakespeare adapatiake extremely interesting choices in
their casting department. Almereyda’s “Hamlet” ilkse cast an array of movie actors very
popular among youngsters. For whatever reasorsattaptation however never received the
same amount of attention for its cast as, say, “®omJuliet” or the RSC’s “Hamlet”. Other
noteworthy casting decisions are not listed hemabge | have instead threaded them into

other chapters, leaving this one a pure sanctuiddaeid Tennant fan dedication.

> Hartley, 2009: 6, 7.
® Doctor Who: The Shakespeare Codit. Gareth Roberts. Perf. David Tennant. S8asp. 2, 2007. 42:40.
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10 Teaching Methods

What we must not lose sight of, is that Shakespearea playwright and is therefore first and
foremost meant to be seen in performance and ot a8 a book. Too often is this fact
neglected when it is taught to kids at school, whbe plays are more often than not simply
read out loud in class without the pupils once rsgethem performed on stage.
Understandably this is not necessarily such an déealy to accomplish with a class of
anything between twenty to thirty kids and possilijes away from the nearest theatre that
might or might not be playing Shakespeare at tkattetime. This is where film adaptations
come into the game. But seating a class of impateenteen-year-olds in front of a two hour
adaptation (no matter how ‘good’ Shakespeare afados might find it) is still no guarantee
for grabbing their attention. | realise | might Weé painting a darker picture of the teaching
profession than it deserves and | am sure no Hngéscher of today will tackle the,
undoubtedly rather weighty, subject of Shakespewtbout some skill and preparation.
However, there is one approach which circumnavgyéite cumbersome factor of having to
come to grips with Elizabethan English in ordeutwerstand what is going on. The BBC's
four part mini-series ShakespeaRe-Told focusesdnsthe plot and leaves the Elizabethan
language away completely: a drastic approach, boglieve for the purpose it serves, a
legitimate one. One tends to forget that at the alg@ughly eleven to nineteen one is way
more interested in the story of a play than irpietic language. The window of opportunity
for getting a young person’s attention and appraMalsomething as old and stuffy as
Shakespeare is an excruciatingly small one. AndHervast majority of kids nowadays that
window will probably only be coming round once inif@time. Therefore it is crucial, for
their own benefit, to make as much use of that wirydow as possible, no matter by what
means. This is why | feel such films as the Shadé@Re-Told series count as genuine
adaptations. But more on that subject in the chidphtnguage”.

Author of the award winning fantasy trilogy iHDark Materials”, Philip Pullman is an
advocate of such approaches for educational puspasd.inda Hutcheon points out in her
book “A Theory of Adaptation”. He calls it the “wihiness argument®, motivating children
to read books or plays which they have seen astaimiag adaptations. Harry Potter is the
perfect example for this phenomenon in today’s tifftee young wizard with the lightning
bolt scar, was certainly already a ‘pro-readindi\ast before the movie adaptations came out,

but since their release the number of converts & Won for this campaign has only

" Pullman, Philip. “Let’s pretendThe Guardian Issue: 24 Nov. 2004. (10 Feb. 2013).
http://www.gardian.co.ukCited in: Hutcheon, 2006: 118.
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increased. And the same can also be said of threddaptations of the popular children’s
books, the “Narnia” series. Adaptations encouragis ko read, however Hutcheon argues

that there is still more to it than that:

[...] this get-them-to-read motivation is what fuels entire new education
industry. The new film adaptation of C.S. Lewi®e Chronicles of Narnia:
The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrolseaccompanied by elaborate teaching
aids, from lesson plans to Web-based packages terialafor after-school
clubs. Today, hardly a book or a movie aimed absthged children does
not have its own Web site, complete with advice maderials for teachers.

So this missionising is not only all done in thengeof a good cause, but there is more money
to be made off it too. But so be it, such thinga ga hand in hand and benefit from each

other at the same time.

Precisely this kind of educational aspiration wesugd for Channel 4’s 2003 television film
adaptation of Shakespeare’s “Twelfth Night”. Thegt ®ut to produce a Shakespeare
adaptation which would find appreciation with todayounger generation and encourage
further contact with his work. “[...] teachers anckithstudents provide one of the largest
audiences for adaptationS. Therefore great emphasis was put on creating proaph which
would break with the notion that Shakespeare wasesiung for “white, middle-classed,
middle-aged audience¥”

Set in a 221 century multi-cultural London, each of the nobleukeholds belongs to a
different ethnic group. This adaptation tacklesigssof racial integration by not making them
an issue. The intermingling of so many people a@hswaried ethnic and racial backgrounds
reflects the reality of today in many parts of tbd& and indeed around the world.
Viola/Cesario and her brother Sebastian, who, is thterpretation, come to England as
refugees of a military coup, are of Indo-Aryan arigThe household of the Duke of Orsino
are all of African origins and Olivia’'s householsl Caucasian. Not only does this multi-
cultural casting reflect the society we live in &gdit also makes for an interesting angle on
the story. Well actually to be more precise, it éagises the already existing angle which
Shakespeare took in the first place, which is thattwins were washed up on a shore very
foreign to them, far from their homeland. This neahey surely would look and act

’® Hutcheon, 2006: 118.

bid.: 117.

8 Gesua, Rachel (produce?)® Century Bard — The Making of Twelfth Night: ThesBess of FilmProd.
Rachel Gesua. Channel 4 Television Corporafiof3. 11:46.
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differently to the people of lllyria. The scriptwegr of Channel 4’'s adaptation puts his finger
on why such an ethnically diverse cast better pgstiwhat the play is about, and offers an

explanation for the course of action the charadtds.

Sebastian and Viola are shown in the way that #ssymilate themselves to
the society that they came to and also the vahegsthey themselves bring to
that society. And | think that's an interesting qtofor our multi-cultural
society today*

The twins have to accommodate to the ways of dlymi order to survive, but it is the habits

and values that they bring with them from their letend that makes them so attractive to
both Orsino and Olivia. Some of the lines spoketwben Viola and her twin brother and

Antonio are even translated into Hindi-Elizabetlasna nice added touch of truly immersing
the story into the time and place it has been adigot

The DVD is now available at the Channel 4 storethim educational section, and it comes
with an accompanying DVD titled “24Century Bard: The Making of Twelfth Night”, that
consists of four short ‘makings of that explairetlworkings of the different production
departments, featuring interviews with the filmmakand actors, and explaining the process
of adapting a play from paper to the screen. Adsthfeaturettes are intended specifically for
use in the English classroom and film studies, arel built up in a simple and easy-to-
understand manner. Moreover Channel 4 providegtg-Bve page Word document full of
helpful blow by blow educational bonus material @®ming such topics as: curriculum
relevance, synopsis, reading, staging and screedistinctives, notes on building film
grammar, cutting text and editing film, sound, Eemhd his songs, dramatic cruxes, study of
comedy, comparing film versions, and a detailedapth examination of one particular scene.
This list is also featured, under the heading “lPaiogne Notes”, on Channel 4’s website for

the production and its documentary.

Channel 4 was very aware of the age group it wesing for and made quite some effort to
appeal to their taste. Nitin Sawhney was hired tisevthe musical score, and, as | mentioned
in the introduction, for me this was a decisivetdacfor recognising its appeal when |
watched the film aged about eighteen. Nitin Sawhiayself a British-Indian, has become

one of Britain’s leading musical artists of tod#&s a musician, producer and composer he

81 Bannerman, Andrew (screenwrite?)l* Century Bard — The Making of Twelfth Night: ThesBess of Film.
2003. 6:20.
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covers a wide-range of musical genres and is alvayging to fuse together disparate
musical types. He has received numerous awardseinvorld of international music for his

work. On his website he is described as being:

“[...] arguably the busiest, most versatile and nsmsight after composer and
producer around. Now signed to Universal Publishimg has made 9 studio
albums, for which he has been nominated for a Mgrddusic prize, won a
MOBO [“Music of Black Origin” award], 2 BBC Radio a&wards and a
Southbank show award, amongst 15 others. He hasdsower 40 films for
cinema and television, with an Ivor Novello nomiaat[award for honouring
excellence in music writing, presented by the BAS@#e British Academy
of Songwriters, Composers and Authors] for bestes¢é@ading to his recent
much acclaimed Orchestral music to the BAFTA non@da@8BC series “The
Human Planet”, Mira Nair’s recent film “The Namesaktwo film scores for
live performance by the London Symphony Orchestichabiopic about Jean
Charles De Meneze$§?

And the list goes on. He was already a well esthblil DJ before he started exploring other
forms of music-making, and his nine studio alburhgezeived critical acclaim from critics
and club-goers alike. So, undoubtedly, Sawhney l@admusic were and remain popular
among youngsters today, and the incorporating ®icbhmpositions into this adaptation adds
appeal for the target audience.

Feste, the Jester of the play, becomes moaepop star in this rendition. Sir Toby and Sir
Andrew know his music well. They take great joypillaying his records and in having the
pleasure of listening to and also playing with than himself in their den. The actor who
plays Feste, Zubin Varla, is also of Indian origimd seems, in this film, to mirror all that
Nitin Sawhney stands for.

In this interpretation, music (beside love)tie one element which connects all the
different cultures. Therefore the soundtrack cdasid an array of music rooted in Indian,

Western and African styles, combining all the adtgroups.

The production team made sure it had a good miactdrs experienced in stage and film,
who could provide some points of recognition fog founger generation. Parminder Nagra,
well known for her performance in Gurinder Chadhextremely hip movie “Bend It Like
Beckham” (2002), takes on the role of Viola/Cesa@biwetel Ejiofor, who plays Orsino, is
known in the UK for his roles in TV series and stittms as “Dirty, Pretty Things” (2002)
alongside Audrey Tautou. Michael Maloney, David dgbton and Claire Price are

8 Nitin Sawhney(2 Feb. 2013ttp://www.nitinsawhney.com/nitinsawhney/Home.html|
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Shakespearean stage actors, as well as on-scrdemyess. Naturally having a famous cast
does not ipso facto teach an audience to appreSiaddespeare, but as | observed in the
chapter on casting, for the inexperienced viewas ihelpful to see a familiar face on the

screen.

The other adaptations | discuss in this thesibalk certain teaching traits, but these are more
of a pleasant side-effect than explicitly placeeréhfrom the start. Being appealing to a young
audience is in itself sufficient ground for a satitiated work to call itself educational, thus

overcoming a great initial hurdle and teachinghzd Shakespeare need not be old and stuffy.
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11 Language

Why is my verse so barren of new pride,
So far from variation or quick change?
Why with the time do | not glance aside
To new-found methods and to compounds strange?
Why write | still all one, ever the same,
And keep invention in a noted weed,
That every word doth almost tell my name,
Showing their birth and where they did proceed?
O, know, sweet love, | always write of you,
And you and love are still my argument;
So all my best is dressing old words new,
Spending again what is already spent:

For as the Sun is daily new and old,

So is my love still telling what is told.

(Sonnet 76)

It remains a heated debate whether an adaptatienStfakespeare play which does not use
his original language can still be considered Stp&are. Well | feel one can just as well ask
whether a translation of a Shakespeare play inbthan language remains Shakespeare. What
exactly is it that | see when sitting in a perforroa of “Viel Larm Um Nichts” at the
Burgtheater in Vienna? Certainly not Shakespearalith not write plays in German, right? |
have done my research: he did not.

Cynics will say if one is only interested hetstories of Shakespeare plays, then one really
is not interested in Shakespeare at all, becaust aiathe time they are not his original
stories. Yes, this is true. However it was Shakasge take on these stories which has made
it through the ages. Anyone who watches a ‘RomebJaliet-like’ story is going to recognise

it as a take on William Shakespeare’s version.

We retell — and show again and interact anew wisttories over and over; in
the process, they change with each repetition,ya&tdhey are recognizably
the same. What they are not is necessarily infeosecond-rate — or they
would not have survived. Temporal precedence doesiean anything more
than temporal priority. Sometimes we are willingaiwcept this fact, such as
when it is Shakespeare who adapts Arthur Brooketsification of Matteo
Bandello’s adaptation of Luigi da Porto’s versionMasuccio Salernitano’s
story of two very young, star-crossed Italian levéwho changed names and
place of birth along the way). That awkwardly Idmgage points not only to
the instability of narrative identity but also toetsimple but significant fact
that there are precious few stories around tha¢ Im@¢ been “lovingly ripped
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off” from others. In the workings of the human invagion, adaptation is the
norm, not the exceptidH.

The reason why translations into German are coreidegitimate is a) because they are old
(I am referring to the commonly used™&entury German translation by Schlegel and Tiek).
It seems time provides things with a seal of auibiiyn However some brave souls have
dared to suggest that just because the SchlegkltiBieslation has been used up until now, it
does not mean there is no room for improvement.vile translations by Thomas Brasch,
Roland Schimmelpfennig or Feridun Zaimoglu and @iinBenkel (et al.) are partly
considered interesting, they generally still runagainst a wall of criticism by Shakespeare
conservatives.

And of course the other reason German traoskatare considered valid is b) German
speakers would not be able to understand Shakespgaays. “Learn English” | hear you
say. Quite, | could not agree more. Unfortunatbig ts easier said than done and therefore,
for the time being, the problem of language remah®w | believe one can just as easily
argue that today’s young generation does not utadeisElizabethan English. Sure, young
generations in the past would have found it equidiffling, but perhaps they were more
willing to (or had no choice but to) put in the extime and effort required to make sense of
16" century poetical banter. Let us be honest: ElitareEnglish is very much like a foreign
language to the English speaker of today. It Bngliage that needs to be studied before it can
be understood. But, not surprisingly, not everyisngoing to voluntarily sign up for that extra
class in Shakespeare English. Should these kids (#ough there are not only children who
fall into this category) go through life void ofehoys of Shakespeare? Well, that would be a
possibility, but a crying shame as well. Here isigea: let us translate Shakespeare’s words
into a form of English that everyone can understaady. That is just what the maker of the
BBC TV series ShakespeaRe-Told did. In 2005 theadhcast four movie adaptations of
Shakespeare’s plays, the clue being that they vetodd in a setting and in a language that
was accessible for everyone. Needless to say,ntbige was not greeted by all with open
arms. Former BBC Director-General Alasdair Milnesvgaioted as saying:

| think it's preposterous and perverse and foolishreject the greatest
dramatist that has ever lived and have him rewritBome clown was quoted
as saying the other day he was making Shakespeare accessible. He's

8 Hutcheon, 2006: 177.

72



beetBr)1 accessible, for Christ’'s sake for 400 yeatsthry don’t need to do
that™.

If I may point out, it is also no new featd@ate a Shakespeare adaptation which strives to
fall so far from the trunk. At the beginning of tBg" century silent Shakespeare movies were
quite popular (1899 “King John”, 1910 “The MerchaftVenice” and the perhaps slightly
better known “Hamlet” from 1920 starring, rathewsnoally, the Danish actress Asta Nielsen
as Hamlet to name but a fé® and after 1923 radio adaptations were regulathenvireless
in the UK. In the one case the audience had to rdakeithout pictures to back the story up;
and in the other case the audience was denied Shedke’s text in its entirety. Sure they had
the odd caption, but let us be honest, a silentienadaptation of Shakespeare really only tells
its story through pictures and not words which itradally is what this great playwright is all

about.

The BBC adopted four of his plays and marketed thader the name of ShakespeaRe-Told.
“Macbeth” is set in an exclusive star-chef restatirBuncan is a renowned TV chef who now
sits back to relax and reap the benefits of hisdgmame as the manager of the establishment,
while Macbeth, who has taken over the position eadichef, does all the work. The
transition from a house of kings to a house of Hetechefs works very well since a
hierarchical structure is kept firmly intact, framanager, over head-chef and a string of sub-
chefs to the apprentice, dishwasher and cleanaffy sThe Taming of the Shrew” may well
be considered one of Shakespeare’s most difficwtaut-of-date plays for today’s audience.
The story of the attempt to break a strong womauilisso that she conform to the ideals of a
perfect wife and bend herself to the will of heshand, is not seen gladly in today’s feminist
society. The result of this adaptation is all therenimpressive for that. Kate, a striving,
ambitious politician in Britain’s government is é&d into thinking about marriage for the
benefit of her image in high ranking politics. “Mu@&do About Nothing” takes place in a
local British television news studio. It is a smaiudio with a friendly atmosphere, all the
employees are like family to one another or in fiaaty related. “A Midsummer Night's
Dream” is relocated to a family retreat villageis'adaptation is noticeably different in that it
makes no attempt to excuse the obvious magicalezitamlt is left intact as a fairytale, and

the audience may either take it or leave it.

8 Milne, Alasdair. “Knives Are Out for the BBC Bossd=ormer Director-General Alasdair Milne Gives
Raymond Snoddy His Frank Opinion of the Men Wawe Been Running the Corporation Over the Years”.
The Independentssue: 9 Jan. 2006. (7 Feb. 2013).
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/media/knives-@uefor-the-bbc-bosses-522177.html

8 Buchanan, 2004.
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Just how ceaseless and open-ended are these pcess “textual
development and mutation?” If a “work” can undergo almost infinite
process of textual transformation, how can we be #is the same “work™?
At what point does textual variance produce notutation, but a new text?
When dealing with “appropriations” of Shakespeaiace they are also the
work of other writers, are we still dealing with&Xespeare? Can we keep on
“dressing old words new” and simultaneously regagdhem as the same old
words?*°

This is a question everyone will have to have tewar for themselves. There is no right or
wrong. There is also no good or bad: but let usttie sake of argument, say that there is. In
that case | believe this piece of work to be gdammaximise the pleasure of watching such a
drastically altered adaptation, the creators wengreat lengths to reward those audience
members with an already existing grasp of Shakesjzeariginal work. True to its form, this
palimpsest in fact lets the original work shineothgh quite clearly. The cunningness of this
modern language adaptation is that it tries litgrad translate the Shakespearean language
into modern day English. | mednerally literally. If one is familiar with the play one i
find oneself constantly chuckling over the clevanslation from 18 to 20" century English.
Graham Holderness uses the moulding of metal ageametaphor to describe the many

changes a Shakespeare play can undergo whileestilining Shakespeare:

If Hamletis like a metal, then the changes it undergoes|emddundamental
chemical change and are produced by an interaofiarternal properties and
external forces. Iron hammered into rods, or coppgo wire, remain
unmistakably, elementally, iron and coppklamlet hammered, squeezed,
bent, wire-drawn— re-edited, interpreted, performed, adapted, tteadsre-
written — remains elementalljamlet®’

ShakespeaRe-Told has undergone just such a prdcesparaphrased Shakespeare, but an
example of paraphrasing at its best, sticking allaser to the original script than one might
assume. Throughout the film it is possible to rabmhg in the play and marvel at the ‘new’
Shakespeare spoken on the screen. The same metapitbsymbology are used, or at least
their 21" century equivalents. Below | have listed a fewrepkes, and a few more for good
measure. Please bear with me. Each comparisomisetahan its predecessor. | have stuck

to the quoting style | have hitherto applied uding format for each text which is customary

8 Holderness, 2005: 3.
8 Ibid.: 9.
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in its original form: the common play form for Skespeare and script form for ShakespeaRe-
Told.

Shakespeare (1.i.107-109):

Beat.| wonder that you will still be talking, Signor Bedick: nobody marks
you.
Bene.What, my dear Lady Disdain! Are you yet living?

ShakespeaRe-Told (13:00):

Beatrice
I'm amazed vyou're still talking, Benedick,
nobody’s listening to you.

Benedick
Beatrice, you're still here!

Time passes, tricks have been played and matckeemate. Benedick, upon hearing that

Beatrice is supposedly hopelessly in love with him:

Shakespeare (11.iii.215-235):

Bene [...] Love me? Why, it must be requited. [...] | mayance have some
odd quirks and remnants of wit broken on me becaulse/e railed so
long against marriage: but doth not the appetiieralA man loves the
meat in his youth that he cannot endure in his &mll quips and
sentences and these paper bullets of the brairaanen from the career
of his humour? No, the world must be peopled. Wiheaid | would die
a bachelor, 1 did not think | should live till I weemarried.

ShakespeaRe-Told (38:55):

Benedick
Well | suppose [I'll just have to love her back.
Yeah, there’ll be some fun at my expense of
course, but a man’s allowed to change his mind as
he matures. Love’s just one of those things a man
grows into, like jazz and olives and I'm not going
to let a few sarcastic remarks change the way |
feel. After all, the world must be peopled. When |
said I'd die a bachelor, | just didn’t realise lide
this long.

The happy day has arrived for Claudio and Hero’'sldiey. Tricks have once again been
played, but this time of the damaging sort. Claudgtieves his bride to be unfaithful and

proclaims:
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Shakespeare (1V.i.30,31):
Claud.There, Leonato, take her back again. Give notrtiiten orange to a

friend.

ShakespeaRe-Told (1:10:20):

Claude
| don’t want her. She’s rotten goods.

Shakespeare (1V.i.33):

Claud Behold how like a maid she blushes here!
[...] (IV.i.40,41):
She knows the heat of a luxurious bed:
Her blush is guiltiness, not modesty.

ShakespeaRe-Told:

Claude
Look at her, the blushing bride all innocent.
You'd never guess from that face what a
dishonest little tart she really is.

The wedding is off and catastrophe has ensuedriBeand Benedick find themselves alone

together for the first time since they have awoleatings for each other.

Shakespeare (1V.i.255-289):

Bene.Lady Beatrice, have you wept all this while?

Beat.Yea, and | will weap a while longer.

Bene.l will not desire that.

Beat.You have no reason, | do it freely.

[...]

Bene.l do love nothing in the world as well as you -Add that strange?
Beat. As strange as the thing | know not. It were assiids for me to say |
loved nothing so well as you, but believe me naf get | lie not; | confess
nothing, nor | deny nothing.

[...]

Beat.Why then, God forgive me!

Bene What offence, sweet Beatrice?

Beat.You have stayed me in a happy hour, | was aboptdtest | loved you.
Bene.And do it with all thy heart.

Beat.l love you with so much of my heart that noneei$ 1o protest.
Bene.Come, bid me do anything for thee.

Beat.Kill Claudio!

Bene.Ha, not for the wide world!

[...]
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Beat.O God that | were a man! | would eat his heathanmarket-place.

ShakespeaRe-Told (1:12:57):

Benedick
You're crying.

Beatrice
Yes, and | intend to cry a little longer.

Benedick
| hate to see you cry.

Beatrice
Well, don’t worry. It's not your fault. Not this
time anyway.

Benedick
You know, there’s nothing in this world | love as
much as you. Isn’t that strange?

Beatrice
Almost as strange as if | were to say | loved you.

[..]

Beatrice
I’'m sorry Benedick.

Benedick
What are you sorry for Beatrice?

Beatrice
You've caught me at a very unhappy time. | was
about to say I loved you too...

Benedick
Well, say it then.

Beatrice
| love you so much | can hardly breathe.

Benedick
Beatrice, I'd do anything for you. Anything you
ask, anything.

Beatrice
Kill Claude!

Benedick
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Except for that maybe.
[...]

Beatrice
| swear Ben, if | were a man | would eat his heart.

| believe these examples show well enough how blabe script to ShakespeaRe-Told’s

version stuck to the original while creating a whokw text.

And so we find ourselves back at the beginning kfgeaRe-Told closing the three hundred
and sixty degrees to the full circle. This exampl@n adaptation brought to its extreme also

poses as a palimpsest of the highest degree.

[...], it is the very endurance and survival of tleeise text that enables the
ongoing process of juxtaposed readings that areiatruo the cultural
operations of adaptation, and the ongoing expeeeraf pleasure for the
reader or spectator in tracing the intertextuatrehships. It is this inherent
sense of play, produced in part by the activatibrowr informed sense of
similarity and difference between the texts beimgoked, and the connected
interplay of expectation and surprise, that for hes at the heart of the
experience of adaptation and appropriaffon.

11.1 Decoding Shakespeare’s language

ShakespeaRe-Told’s approach is certainly a drastec in the quest to make Shakespeare
understandable for today’s generation and not everyvill want to, or indeed should, tread
the least challenging road to success. Interestimd) well done as the ShakespeaRe-Told
series is, it can never claim to be as close tor¢hé thing as, well, as the real thing. Most
Shakespeare adaptations however, which indeecheses¢lves as direct adaptations and not
merely as films based on or inspired by his playgskeep the original text. Luhrmann made
the decision to keep Shakespeare’s language, dlvather drastically cut and with the odd
shifting and reorienting of dialogue fragments tot $is needs, or to be more precise, the
needs of the film. In fact unusually this became ah his primary marketing gimmicks,
portraying Elizabethan language as some kind ocdurgang slang. For certainly there are
ways of keeping to the original language and y#it esisuring that an audience hitherto

unfamiliar with its poetic style will be able toll@mw the storyline and furthermore genuinely

8 sander, 2006: 25.
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to understand what is being said. The prologueiso“Romeo + Juliet” offers us a nice
example of such an approach.

11.1.1 The Prologue in “Romeo + Juliet”

The opening sequence is used to show the poweredianin the world of Luhrmann’s
“Romeo + Juliet”, and indeed of our world todayt furthermore it is used to ease us into the
language gently, or give the audience “a chaneetimatise” as Baz Luhrmann puts it in his
commentary on the DVD. The prologue is spoken twioece with the written word
accompanying the spoken; and then in conclusiomiitteen word is repeated at high speed.
It is as if Luhrmann were taking us by the hand kadling us step by step through each line

and its meaning. Let me now do the same here k& sbclarification:

Two households both alike in dignity
(In fair Verona, where we lay our scene)

Well that is an easy one to start out with. Wesdr@wn the two households’ family trees, the

Capulets and the Montagues, and it is establidiediie movie takes place in Verona Beach.

From ancient grudge break to new mutiny,
Where civil blood makes civil hands unclean.

Snapshots of armoured police jumping out of heliery street rows, clashes between the
police and civilians. And always brief glimpsesna&wspaper headlines, spelling out what is

being said.

From forth the fatal loins of these two foes
A pair of star-cross’d lovers take their life,

Here the Montague and Capulet parents are showof, tlem looking grim and hateful like
convincing foes should. Only the first take of girelogue is spoken in its entirety (and even
this is cut slightly leaving out the last two linesll of the repeats thereof end here. For
completion’s sake however let me copy out the wdsthe prologue as shown in the

adaptation:

Whose misadventur'd piteous overthrows
Doth with their death bury their parents’ strife.
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The fearful passage of their death-mark’d love

And the continuance of their parents’ rage,

Which, but their children’s end, nought could rempv
Is now the two hours’ traffic of our stage.

Luhrmann also goes to great lengths to ensure & lexactly who's who from the very
beginning, and he does not shy away from beingbtht obvious about it. He literally labels
every character at their first appearance as a &ropening credits (with the exception of the
main characters, Romeo and Juliet, who will propatdver need an introduction), freezing
the picture briefly on their faces: “Fulgencio Chgiu Juliet’'s father”, “Gloria Capulet,
Juliet’'s mother”, etc. (the first names are madewp | think we can let that one pass).
Bringing the story up to date makes it moreeasible for today’'s audience. Not just
because they are more familiar with that kind dtisg, but also because it helps the de-
coding of the language. At the same time the pesttuhrmann has created are so full of
context that even without dialogue they could standheir own and the viewer would still be
able to follow the story. A particularly good exadmfor this is the petrol station scene at the
beginning of the movie (or ‘gas station’ as it mlled in the movie to suit its American

setting). See the chapter “The Language of Pictures

Taking Shakespearean metaphors and making thes fireaningful to an audience of today
is an important step in ensuring you do not losaryaudience in every second scene.
Shakespeare was king of metaphors and similese@y one of his plays is bursting at the
seams with them. In the fourth scene of act onectar talks of Queen Mab, the midwife of

the fairies:

O then | see Queen Mab hath been with you.

She is the fairies’ midwife, and she comes

In shape no bigger than an agate stone

On the forefinger of an alderman,

Drawn with a team of little atomi

Over men’s noses as they lie asleep.
(.iv.53-58)

In the original play it probably merely stood asmetaphor for lovers’ (sexual) dreams.
Further along in his monologue Mercutio explainse®u Mab “[...] gallops night by night
through lover’s brains, and then they dream of ldqvév.70,71). However for an audiences
of the 28" and 2%' centuries (we must not forget that “Romeo + Juliestill a product of the

past century), Mercutio could just as well be diésiog the effects of some form of drug (and
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by the sound of his description, is already heauitgler its influence himself). And indeed
that is exactly what this sequence is about in mdmm’s version: Romeo and his friends get
high on ecstasy before crashing the Capulet's partys also gives way to a perfect
explanation why the Capulet’s party is so off thalweither because Romeo’s perception has
been so strongly modified by the drug, or indeedahee everyone else at the party is
likewise tripping on MDMA (the intoxicating subst methylene dioxy methyl
amphetamine commonly known as ecstasy).

And just in case it has not already been mpeidectly clear by Mercutio’s explicit
monologue what this little white pill is, Romeo s the point home by actually speaking it
out and saying “Thy drugs are quick” (V.iii.120)e¥, this line is actually not meant to make
an appearance until the final act just before Rordenks the poison bought from the
apothecary (“[...] O true apothecary, Thy drugs argckj; Thus with a kiss | die.”
[V.iii.119,120]), but let us not be too pedanti®abit.

11.1.2 Titus

In Taymor’s “Titus” it is the initial lack of Shakpeare’s language (or any language for that
matter) which later on helps us to understandt ¢theavery least accept it. A full six minutes
pass before the first words are spoken. This tisnélled with impressive and meaningful
imagery, choreographed movement, historic architecand a strong visual introduction to
some of the main characters: Titus himself, hislsatius and, of lesser importance, Lucius
junior. She creates a cushion for herself and aese, a film spoken in a long gone language,
hard to understand and so full of subtle innuendosiple meanings and hidden symbolism
that some scholars dedicate theirs entire life’skwio deciphering its meaning. This cushion
consists of six minutes, during which time she seds in so fully capturing her audience
that, come the first speech, it is already so fdhmalled that it will now listen and do its best

to make sense of just about anything that is thratun

As | have already hinted in the chapter “Solilogljevhen referring to David Tennant’s

beautiful eloquent delivery, most of the time imes down to the actor’s ability to breathe
meaning into Shakespeare’s lines. It is an abghwared by many accomplished men and
women of the trade around the world and yet stilheany adaptations fail to bring these to

the screen. This is when it becomes necessarylpothe understanding along with filmic
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devices such as used by Taylor and Luhrmann ompfdyaa total remodelling as in the
ShakespeaRe-Told series.
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12 The Languaqge of Pictures

To further a better understanding, all of the filakars these productions have included a fair
bit of telling imagery. All imagery is telling cfomething of course, but in some cases more
can be interpreted into it or perceived subconstjorhe word ‘symbolism’ springs to mind,
but | shy away from using this term as it bringsvsach unwanted baggage with it. Instead |
will speak of the ‘language of pictures’, becauag,with spoken language, more is often
implied than first meets the eye. However | willt i@ able to completely avoid the word
‘symbol’. What | am referring to here is, in a wagnother form of decoding the spoken
language and story. For instance, Juliet is a Hevhlgoodness and therefore appears at her
daddy’s ball dressed as an angel. Romeo, her kimglshining armour who proceeds to
rescue her from this dull life she is living, lisddly appears as a night in shining armour. These
are simple ‘signposts’, an age old trick of thedé&ran film and theatre alike; they remains
unobtrusive and yet effective.

Our society is programmed to recognise andce® symbols with specific situations,
characters, attitudes and behaviours. We see adyantd quite automatically make the link
to its designated association; be it a situationplject, a reaction, a smell, etc. Sometimes
one symbol can have multiple associations. Prectbe$ occurrence can also have its use.
Double meanings are a found feast for many antiartseator (movie maker, etc.). Of course
this is no new realisation | have stumbled acrtss;phenomenon is an established tool used

throughout our society in literature, advertisenmaamd films alike.

Let me kick-start this topic off with “Romeo + Jeffi. Through his imagery Luhrmann
establishes a strong affiliation to the Roman Cath&hurch, bordering on religious
extremism. A giant figure of Christ with outstreécharms looms over the city of Verona
Beach; every room, personalised weapon, piecewsljery, car and street corner is adorned
with either a cross, an image of the Virgin MarfyGirist, of angels or of them all together,
climaxing in the final scene where Romeo and Jalehplete the deadly deed in a church full
to bursting point with hundreds of neon crossesalb$hapes and sizes. All of this religious
symbolism becomes a main visual focus in the filne (‘+” in the title “Romeo + Juliet” is
even formed to the shape of a cross); and is usetbrunderline the community’s religious
belief but to create the strict structure of araklshed institution within which extremism

can take its course and be recognised as a sgover not to be meddled with.
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12.1 Water's Wieldy Ways

Juliet’'s element is water. She is the calm, quoat jin a hysteric world gone mad. Her mother
spins around like a tornado, her father explodesdi volcano. Everything around her is loud,
fast moving and grotesque. We are first introdu¢edJuliet during the last minute
preparations for her daddy’s ball that evening. Tilme is sped up slightly to emphasis the
chaos that is otherwise the Capulet householdet®ilMother, soon joined by her nurse, is
desperately trying to find Juliet before the guemtsve to inform her about her intended
coupling to the handsome, young and successfus.Pafier one final cry of “Julieeeeet!”
from her nurse, we finally see a head shot of thated person. She is completely emerged in
water and therefore no sound can disturb her quaatemplation; her long hair elegantly
swirling around her, her eyes are open and lookmnogisitive. This shot lasts only a few
seconds before she jerks her head out of the watewe see she had been taking a bath. One
gets the impression she might do this regularlgscape, at least for a few seconds, the world
around her.

The next instances where Juliet’s path crossssr are also both in connection with her
love to be, Romeo, both of them very memorable esehhe one is Romeo and Juliet’s first
encounter, the second is their second encountégr Riomeo’s first dizzying impressions of
the Capulet’s ball (high on ecstasy) become toomfac him, he dowses his head in a sink
full of water in the men’s room (this is filmed frounder water looking up into his face,
mirroring Juliet’s entry into the film from undereh bathwater). This dunk is surely not a
classy thing to do, but it is effective: immedigtéhe raging insanity falls away and the first
chords of the famous Romeo and Juliet theme somdiv@ard. This body of calming water
leads us straight to another, the aquarium. InGhpulet’s lavishly decorated mansion the
men’s and ladies’ rooms are separated from onéhanbl a huge glass aquarium. Seemingly
the water and the fish within it have a calmingeeffon Romeo who is drawn to it and spends
some moments staring into it, watching the fishnswsly. He is not the only one fascinated by
the quiet, peacefulness of the fish and it is tghothis wall of water that Romeo and Juliet

see each other for the first time.

This is a fragmenting world of conspicuous weakitsch consumption, urban
dereliction, ubiquitous violence and nostalgia: beach is amubi sunt[sic]
location, with its abandoned Sycamore Grove bandsstaring out to sea, its
tawdry ferris wheel [sic], its carnival-colony ofown-and-out boardwalk
entertainers. ‘The boys’ own the streets and sp&ladkespeare like some
crazy gang-rap; Juliet is the film’s still centreer precise ‘I'll look to like, if
looking liking move’ exasperates her pill-poppimllas socialite mother
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who, on speeded-up film, is whipped into her Cle@paostume like a
cartoon character. Juliet is such a square! Bussklso sane. Her element is
water (against the conflagration on the streets), Romeo surfaces from his
Ecstasy trip — ‘Queen Mab’ here is slang for clasdrugs — to fall in love
with her through a wall of floating angelfi§h.

They become a little better acquainted at the &atl so taken is our young hero by the
beautiful girl that he comes back to find her latieat night. The famous balcony scene
ensues: only this scene, like so many, does ntmwalhe conventional story-telling thread.
There is a balcony all right, and it leads to lididedroom too, but even though Romeo
makes a start to climb up the ever-handy trellideurthe balcony, the lovey-dovey scene
itself takes place in the pool below. She comesrdatthe garden to reflect wherefore Romeo
is Romeo, and is lingering by the pool when the inoyuestion surprises her from behind and

they both fall into the water. The rest of the scencarried out inside the pool.

There is one more significant scene which circlesiad water and that is Tybalt's death.
Juliet of course does not appear in this scene, el it is not without reason that her
personal element is linked here to her cousin’slgdrecause this tragic event affects her life
so strongly. A few hours ago her life had been gao well and suddenly her newly married
husband shoots and kills her beloved cousin, teimahding Romeo’s banishment from
Verona Beach and her immediate marriage to Parishwh turn drives her to seek the advice
of Friar Laurence which results in her and Romet@ath. End of story. So, it really is the
turning point of the tale and the blow which sehbsyoung lovers’ fate.

Tybalt's death follows immediately on Mercusiqfor an exact recounting of that scene
see the chapter on Space). Romeo shoots him ichést three times and he falls backwards
into the fountain outside the city monument. Tykalteath and simultaneously the act of his
body hitting the water (his arms spread out from body, mirroring the giant Christ figure
towering above him) have a sobering effect on thegeance-driven Romeo. Directly upon
this, the madness of the ever increasing heat lao# meteorological and emotional) is
broken by the long awaited rainfall; it is a relefter the stormy dry heat. It is still raining
when a solution to Romeo’s mounting problems isntbby the friar, and Romeo leaves to

take his farewell from his love before his depatia Mantua.

More obvious is Ophelia’s linkage to water in “Hai] drowning being her method of

choice for suicide. Almereyda makes strong uséisfin his “Hamlet” (but then again, in the

8 Rutter, 2007: 262.
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RSC'’s rendition, there is not a single prior assto@n between Ophelia and any body of
water). However, what Almereyda does is not waitiluhe end (Ophelia’s end | mean) to
introduce Ophelia to water, instead he interweathes water theme in connection with
Ophelia throughout the movie. And while the wateanhe follows her wherever she goes, so
does the thought of suicide.

The earliest we see her in connection witheweg while she is waiting for Hamlet at the
before agreed on meeting place: the fountain oeitdié Denmark Corporation skyscraper.
She does not necessarily have suicide on her natdyt this fountain will later become the
site she chooses for it. The thought probably frsiers her mind when her babbling father
drags her along to a private consultation withkimg and queen at the corporation’s private
swimming pool, where he proceeds to show and reagarts of the love letter Hamlet had
written her. Unlike in the play, she had not givenr father the letter willingly, and even now
she still makes a vain attempt at trying to gdtaitk from him. However there is no arguing
with her daddy when he is on one of his rants,l@ auickly gives in and instead bemuses
herself by balancing along the edge of the pookré&ltshe fantasises about jumping into the
pool, either out of a desire to end her life, ong@y to get away from her father’s incessant
rambling.

The next time we see Ophelia she is beingdmine by her father with the intention of
sending her to Hamlet to return his gifts to hedl an be able to follow his reaction. Inserted
between this scene and the next, is another watdr-6a few seconds show a small man-
made waterfall) keeping Ophelia’ water theme anmddesire to end it all upright.

And then, as it should be, she finally doeglgough with it and is found drowned in the
fountain outside Hotel Elsinore where at the begignof the film she was initially

disappointed by Hamlet’'s non-appearance for thetie.d

12.2 Customised Costumes

Costume balls are always a good opportunity to sdreach character in a costume
representative of their true, and often hiddemiithe This is easily done by dressing them to
look like famous personalities from popular cultared history, known for their distinctive

characteristics. Immediately we associate the chens in the movie with those they are

dressed as.
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Luhrmann works with strong symbology and stereaydéis is another method to ensure
that even complete Shakespeare novices will betaldtdlow the storyline. The costumes at
the Capulet’'s masked ball (which becomes a fanegsdin this version) could not be more
meaningful. Romeo appears as a knight dressedinmstring armour to rescue his sweet
angel, Juliet, dressed in pure, innocent whitetié?atTatspaugh points out that “Luhrmann
Is preoccupied with creating a distinctive auraRmmeo and Juliet. Costuming Romeo as a
medieval knight and Juliet as an angel for Capsil&hcy-dress extravaganza, Luhrmann
offers a bold visual statemen’This is in fact how the bard himself has the Ievéescribe
each other in the play. Juliet calls Romeo ‘knigifter she hears of Tybalt's death by her
husband’s hand. She speaks to her nurse: “O fimgl dive this ring to my true knight / And
bid him come and take his last farewell.” (1111i12,143). And earlier in the play, during the
balcony scene, he refers to her as an ‘angel’. p@ak again bright angel” (1.ii.26).
Luhrmann presents to us mum and dad Capulet wegeldmeir power as Caesar and
Cleopatra; Tybalt and his fellow Capulet boys arsded as the devil and two death figures,
paving the way for Tybalt's later murder of Mer@jteven Paris’ astronaut suit can be seen
as a symbol for the all-American-hero, for he isessially a good guy, but too conform to

the world she is trying to escape.

We find similar associations at the masked baliicfadress party at Leonard’s house in
“Much Ado About Nothing”. Claude and Benedick cormdeessed as knights in shining
armour (“two [costumes] for the price of ofi8"as indeed that is what they are for their ladies
at least at some point in the movie (as Clauds falit of favour with Hero in this rendition
and Benedick classically does not find approvahvdeatrice until later); Hero pulls off a
convincing Marilyn Monroe look-alike (a sex symbtie, but a very naive one); Beatrice
makes an entrance as Elisabeth I, the virgin Qusssm as a cold-hearted woman because she
abstained from men’s company; we have another Gakesanard’s dress; Peter comes as
John Lennon, all-time hippy and messenger of lowk @eace; and finally Don opts for a sad

clown look to best portray his feelings.

| do not believe that some audience members maytharwise figure out for themselves
each character’s true self, but there is no harnediy underlining this and it adds a comical

layer of association, a nice little ‘aha, | getatfect.

® Tatspaugh, Patricia. “The Tragedies of Love omFilEd. Russel Jacksofihe Cambridge Companion to
Shakespeare on Filntambridge [et al.]: Cambridge Univ. Press, 200H.-164. P. 148.
I Much Ado About Nothing: ShakespeaRe-Tbid. Brian Percival. Writ. David Nicholls. BBCOR5. 19:38.
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12.3 Transparent Tempers

These are extremely easy methods for getting thesage across and certainly none of them
original, but they are no less effective for alathAnd when, in those cases where the
adaptations use the original Elizabethan langutigeaudience is already confronted with so
much novelty, that such simple lifelines can gomglway toward ensuring its ability to stay

with it and not get lost in the complexity whichStakespeare.

A character's moods or personality can effortledsty conveyed to today’s audience by
putting them in the right setting. With a glimpse wnow all we need to know, or at least the
back-story, of that character. Tybalt’s initial @&apance in “Romeo + Juliet” is very telling of
the kind of person he is. Of course first the sdeaeto be set right for his entrance and that is
done in the petrol station scene at the beginninipe movie. This entire scene indulges in
mimicry of an Italian Western and therefore, hogeetould it be, Tybalt first enters the story
a la the baddy from just such a film. This putsdharacter into an unmistakable context for
us.

But first let me rewind just a minute or twe the petrol station scene actually starts with
the Montague boys on their way there. We have $e®n the crazy collage that is the
prologue and the full title of the film (“William I&akespeare’s Romeo + Juliet”) plastered
across the screen. This gives way to some hip,sg@ngap music with a lot of drums and a
close up of three of the Montagues seen from behdidg in an open Cadillac. In the play
Gregory and Sampson are of the Capulet family, inamm however put them in the house of
Montague to give Romeo a few more mates to hangwatit. One of them (Gregory
Montague) has the name ‘Montague’ and their farsigmblem tattooed on the back of his
bald head. All of them are sporting fancy Hawaiteshirts and sunglasses: these guys are
obviously ‘cool’ and they know it. Gregory turnoand and calls after a passing car: “A dog
of the house of Capulet moves me” (1.i.7). He argdrhates find this exclamation hilarious
and they ‘high five’ each other. This line was araly intended to be spoken by a Capulet;
here the two households’ names were simply exclthfaeone another. What follows is a
potpourri of Shakespeare lines, not all of themfant taken from “Romeo and Juliet”.
Encouraged by Gregory’s behaviour, Sampson nowdstap in the driving car and shouts
out (to no one in particular): “Pedlar's excremérftThe Winter's Tale” [IV.iv.713,714]).
Gregory follows this up with: “King Urinal! Go rdt!(“The Merry Wives of Windsor”
[11.iii.31]). The scene freezes briefly and thedam@acters are also introduced by name as “The
Montague boys” and at the same moment the songwearing played on their radio sings:
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“the boys, the boys”. The scene unfreezes and aisicreech the car pulls up at the petrol
station, almost running over one of the attendaltie. camera zooms onto their number plate
which reads: “MON 005, Verona Beach”. Benvolio gets of the car, leaving the other two
alone to fill the tank. In that moment another palls up in one of the slots. Its number plate
reads: “Cap 005, Verona Beach”. Someone gets atlapicar (we only see his feet), wearing
metal-heeled cowboy boots with engravings of eocathe heel. As soon as these feet (we do
not yet know whom they belong to, but the catsaanint) exit the car the chord of a country-
style electric guitar strikes, followed by the ngrsdus sound of the pan flute, typical of a
Spaghetti Western soundtrack reminiscent of thenéhérom “The Good the Bad and the
Ugly”’(1966). A cigarillo falls to the ground in slomotion and is crushed by the heel of one
of the boots. The picture freezes and the credit®ance that these are “The Capulet boys”.
The boots then go into the shop. When a large wils pway, which had been blocking their
view from one another, the members of the enemgdmaonfront each other. Weapons are
revealed (revolvers with the family crest and nasheach house pictured on the hilt) and
after sufficient provocation (Sampson bites hisntbuat the Capulets), they are eventually
drawn. Benvolio’s (“Benvolio Montague, Romeo’s cmuy return from the men’s room
(“Part, fools! You know not what you do.”) shows asclose up of his weapon. It has the
brand name ‘Sword’ written across it and it is loé inodel 9mm series S, paving the way for
his next line: “Put up your swords” which now malsesnise. The music has stopped; glances
are exchanged, but nothing happens as yet. Indime before the storm you can hear the
squeaky station sign blow in the wind (the sigrdeedAdd more fuel to your fire” [V.iv.70],

a line taken from “King Henry VI: Part 3", a wargiof what is to come). Into the silence the
striking of a match is heard, and now we fully 3gbalt for the first time (“Tybalt Capulet,
Prince of cats, Juliet’'s cousin”). In the backgrduhe haunting Western music has started
again and you can read the fear in the eyes oMbetagues. After some brief dialogue,
which is loaded with aggressive and hateful tensilba shoot-out begins. The very different
fighting-styles of the two houses are shown. Thentdgues are more rough and clumsy,
whereas the Capulets fight with grace and styléalypractically performs a dance while he
wheels a gun in each hand. Bullets fly, men jumg ®oll, civilians take cover. The music
reaches its climax (a choral element is added) whgory and Samson start the car to get
the hell out of there. The gas pump, however,ilisisthe tank inlet of the car and when they
drive off it falls out, spilling petrol all over éhground and onto Benvolio who is still lying
there. As they make their get-away Tybalt dramdyiqaulls a third gun, larger and with a
telescopic sight, he ceremoniously kisses its fidas and shoots Gregory in the shoulder as
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the car drives off. Victoriously he drops his cifjarwhich falls into the pool of petrol;
Benvolio has just enough time to jump to his feet ascape before the entire station goes up
in flames. It is exciting stuff, no doubt about it!

This was rather an extensive diversion on Tigfrst appearance to the movie. | guess |
got slightly carried away, but it helps to look saich a fast paced scene blow by blow;
otherwise so much of the information (and therdyés a lot of information) is overseen.

A contrasting example is that of Romeo’s entrarideave already written about it in the
chapter “Space”, but | will repeat myself here bmtter clarification and now also from a
different viewpoint. When we first come across mwe-sick hero, he is sitting in the middle
of the stage of the ruined theatre Luhrmann hadt loni the beach front. We have just
witnessed the explosive petrol station scene amdrds are abuzz with loud, violent and
fast-cut impressions from it. So when we see Ronpmacefully sitting there, his feet
dangling down off the stage, pensively looking itlie distance before jotting down another
line of the sonnet he is composing for his heastihwhile the sunset throws him into a soft,
warm light, we immediately get, without having te told, that this boy is more the quiet,
romantic type. This is obviously a person who i$ abaid of his feelings and is willing to
express them, fight for them and, as it turns iouthe end die for them.

12.4 Links and Likes

Staying with “Romeo + Juliet” a bit longer, them® aumerous other instances in which brief
images suffice for telling part of the story oratiag links. Benvolio approaches Romeo, still
close to the beginning of the film, after havingmised his parents he would talk to their son
in the hope of finding the cause for his melanchdlgey speak of Rosaline, with whom

Romeo has fallen out of favour, and who is inddexlreason for his glum mood, when he
exclaims: “O me! What fray was here?” (1.i.171). R0 says this after a short pause in
which he glances into a TV screen standing byetthe result of that morning’s shoot-out
between his cousin and the Capulet boys. This theeend cut to the news on TV is all it

takes to make perfect sense of the Romeo’s linen é¢hough the cousins had just been
talking about something completely different.

We are introduced to Paris through a picture inliteeal sense, via the printed media. We see

a newspaper stand featuring row upon row of Vemeach’s very own “Time” magazine,
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named “Timely”. On the front cover, a picture ofriBabearing the headline: “Dave Paris,
bachelor of the year”. That says it all and agam more spoken words are needed as

explanation.

Titus is also so full of meaning, but as | haveeadly elaborated on several of the more
poignant scenes in other chapters (“Space” andltgaies”) and because | have also already
repeated myself quite a lot in this chapter | wfrain from doing so once more and point

you towards those chapters for further referencing.

These pictorial representations of the written waraly well be taken for granted in the film
industry, but that does not lessen the amountafght that is put into them. Like in a play or
book where every sentence is carefully thoughtuting every word placed just right, in a
movie this is done with pictures. It is well-knowhat usually half of the film footage shot for
a movie ends up on the cutting room floor. Like @gr pictures are created and then

discarded for better material.

91



13 Conclusion

Now it is time to wrap it all up. In the last niggtages or so | have tried to honour this broad
topic to the best of my abilities, and with the ghelf many source books and papers, to
comprise a collection of methods used by the makérshe films | worked with, for
promoting Shakespeare’s plays amongst the youngrggéon of the 2% century; | have tried

to recognise strategies applied for ensuring a gqerson or Shakespeare newcomer be able
to follow the film’s language and plot (and furth@re enjoy it), and strategies for making
sure these persons do not feel alienated by tmesfgetting and by the modes of speech used
therein.

In Sheila Cavanagh’'s essay “Crushing on Cetiul Culture, Cognition, and
Simplification in ‘Romeo and Juliet’ for Young Pdej she notes the tendency which exists
within literature focused on Shakespeare pedagogyake Shakespeare ‘fun’. “The concern
with making the teaching and learning of ShakespeaAm’ apparently results from a
widespread belief that both instructors and pupids Shakespeare because his works are too
hard, too boring, or too irrelevant to generate mirterest in today's classroomnfs” If
making Shakespeare fun is indeed the path to ttked,| furthermore hope the collection of
films dealt with here may function as a guidelinethis purpose.

lan McKellen had something interesting to sdnen faced with the problem of marketing
his adaptation of “Richard IlI” set in the 1930shadve already stated my reasons for not
including his masterpiece in these pages, but pisian on putting Shakespeare on film is

nonetheless valuable:

Yes, I'm very excited by the idea that people mayliscovering Shakespeare
for the first time; but it's my duty to make sutet what they [spectators] are
excited by is not just another action movie, nat janother political intrigue
thriller, not just another play about sex and fgrbiétrayals and a cruel tyrant
with a lot of blood spattered on the screen — bytdint out that theses were
inventions, not of the cinema, but of Shakespe@irema has adopted so
much of the melodrama, the excitement and thddhwihich Shakespeare first
brought to life 400 years ago and the vital linkSisakespeare’s words. So |
will not betray Shakespeare and | don’t have todyeShakespeare because
one could say he invented many of the clichés efcihema and many of the
things that people find exciting in the cineffa.

92 Cavanagh, Sheila. “Crushing on Capulet’: Cultiegnition, and Simplification in ‘Romeo and Juliietr
Young People”. Ed. Christy Desmet, Sujata lygngorrowers and Lenders: The Journal of Shakespaate
Appropriation Vol. 2, no. 1, 2006. (5 May 2011).
http://www.borrowers.uga.edu/cocoon/borrowers/i8alre7149 P. 2.

% Sir McKellen, lan. “Interview” Richard 11l Society(2 Feb. 2013).
http://www.r3.org/onstage/mckellen/mckell.html
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So it seems the combination of Shakespearean |lgaguih all that cinema has to offer is a
winning formula every time. Sadly this is not quitee; but McKellen is right in pointing out
that the two do go very well together, as the aneefna magic) is in fact derived from the

other (Shakespeare plays).

During the time | have spent writing this thestsh@s been several of years by now) a couple
of new and piping hot Shakespeare adaptations baee released. | however made the
decision not to include them as my work had alrgaagressed too far, and | figured that in
the time it would take me properly to incorpordtege films, three still newer ones would
have popped up again and the entire process waydrireach an end. The adaptations in
question are “The Tempest” (2010) and “Coriolan(011). | will however briefly touch
upon “The Tempest” now as a sort of representatiitkook into the future.

| awaited the release of Julie Taymor’'s “Thampest” (2010) with baited breath. There
was considerable hype surrounding it prior to éiease as the leading role of Prospero was
given to Helen Mirren, thus changing the charatddProspera. Gender changes most always
make for interesting story-telling: a brilliant tad the fact that Julie Taymor was back in
the director’s seat of a Shakespeare adaptati@nirsgethis vessel through the rough seas, |
felt not much could go wrong with this one. And itedid. | did not like it personally, but this
is not the place to complain about that; | do feéelever, that | can offer some criticism in
respect to the points | made throughout my thegisually the movie is stunning, hands
down. The story is set on an island and an island@hat you get in this adaptation. It was
filmed on the Island of Hawai'i which offers bretking film footage and certainly gives
you the feeling that “all the world’s a stag&”But the filming of so much of the movie on
location strongly affects, negatively affects, #edio quality. Due to the amount of on-
location background noises (breaking waves, harrgwvinds, etc.) one would, even at the
best of times, have a hard time understanding vghaging said; and then to have to decipher
Elizabethan English through all the wind and weatheeally a bit much to ask for. Djimon
Hounsou gives a remarkable performance as Calilzany; physical and full of strong
emotion, but unfortunately his heritage gets inwilagy a little (Hounsou is from the Republic
of Benin) and his Shakespearean English is reatliyadlenge to understand. The spectacular
effects become tedious as they too hinder our stateaing of anything Ariel is trying to say.

The entire production is visually exciting, butdtrating to follow.

% Shakespeare, Willians You Like 1t(I1.vii.139).
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No doubt my lack of enthusiasm for this adaptaalso influenced my decision to steer
clear of it in my thesis. But | do not want to ang thesis with a list of personal impressions.
I merely wanted to mention this film as proof tl&ttakespeare adaptations are forever an

ongoing project, capturing the imagination of ewew movie-makers.

| hope my cousins in Australia will one day stilave the opportunity properly to be
introduced to Shakespeare even if this means rikirige out there with a collection of my
favourite film adaptations. For all of those youtegs to whom | cannot pay a personal visit
with my collection of DVDs, | remain hopeful thabreeone else will do this for me, or
ideally that they may come across captivating Sépdare adaptations either of their own
accord or at school. The importance is the willegg to ‘like’. That is why a positive
introduction to the bard, any kind of positive oduction, is the key to further interaction
with him. There remain many plays by Shakespeaat Ithave not yet had the pleasure of
reading or seeing, but because | genuinely liketrabg/hat | have encountered so far, | look
forward to continuing and broadening this relattops

Various elements in this paper can also ben se® such ‘positive introductions’ to
Shakespeare: for example a modern-day setting magnbugh to plant the seed of thought
that Shakespeare is ‘kinda cool’; the use of sohmaodern technology in conjunction with
Elizabethan English might tickle your fancy; hegrigour favourite music artist's score
underlie the film or seeing your favourite actokgaon the lead role could well lead you to
want to see more; or realising that a few cunnihgts of words suffice to make the
playwright you always thought to be a tiresome bore fact quite hilarious, thrilling,

captivating and really not that hard to understatftelr all.

As a final note | will leave you with the reassuarthat throughout my work on this thesis,
Shakespeare’s plays have been my constant comgarkeaping me on track. | wanted to
make sure | did not get too caught up in the filmiocess’ web and therefore continuously

returned to the plays for referencing.
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15 Abstracts

Deutsch

Das Thema meiner Diplomarbeit dreht sich um Vedihgen der Werke von William
Shakespeare. Konkret behandle ich darin Methodienya@h Filmemacherinnen angewandt
wurden, um den veralteten Stoff flr die heutige €&ation aufzuarbeiten, sodass sie ihn gut
verstehen und ansprechend finden. Ich habe zu mdieZweck einige Kernthemen
identifiziert: der Raum, in dem die Adaptionen statlen und die Implikationen, die dieser
mit sich bringt; Formen innerer Monologe und dasciépionieren anderer im Film
darzustellen; Marketing Moglichkeiten; Casting; emichtsmethoden; die Sprache; und die
visuelle Unterstltzung fur das bessere VerstandarsHandlung. Zur Veranschaulichung
dieser Methoden habe ich sechs unterschiedlichéliMangen analysiert: Baz Luhrmanns
“William Shakespeare’s Romeo + Juliet”; Julie Taym6Titus”; die RSC Produktion von
“Hamlet”, mit David Tennant in der Hauptrolle; Miabl Almereydas “Hamlet” (2000); die
Channel 4 Produktion von “Twelfth Night”; und “MuchAdo About Nothing” von der

vierteiligen Serie, ShakespeaRe-Told.

English

The subject matter of my thesis is film adaptatimisShakespeare’s plays; but more
precisely: methods chosen by filmmakers to presigistaged material in a fashion which
would awaken the interest of today’s younger gdim@raand help them to better understand
it. For this purpose | looked at a selection of kepics, these being: the space (i.e. the
location) in which the adaptations are placed draimplications this bears with it; forms,
introduced by the medium of film, of reciting solijuies and spying on others; marketing
possibilities; casting; teaching methods; the laggy and step by step visual aid for the
comprehension of the story. To illustrate thesehadt | examined six very different
adaptations: Baz Luhrmann’s “William Shakespear@@meo + Juliet”; Julie Taymor’'s
“Titus”; the RSC production of “Hamlet”; starringabid Tennant; Almereyda’s “Hamlet”
(2000); Channel 4’s production of “Twelfth Nightind “Much Ado About Nothing” from

the four part mini-series ShakespeaRe-Told.
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