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FOREWORD

This thesis is in two parts. Part Two (the Appendices) is composed of the six existing
single-authored publications in refereed journals or collections. Five of these are
already in print, while the sixth is in press, at the time of submission. (Readers may

find it useful to read the Appendices section first.)

In Part One there are four chapters which will provide relevant context for the
published work. Those on Adaptation and on Literary Tourism explore two of the
significant fields of critical study which help to situate the work in Part Two. Chapter
Three contains two sections, one on Renaissance travel poetry and the other on Henry
V. These are case studies exploring the key notion of ‘jeopardy’ in travel writing and in
performance. Finally, a Conclusion draws together the most important findings that
have emerged across the course of the project, summarising the complex interactions
of Time, Place, Author and Performance in the contemporary representation of these

canonical writers, William Shakespeare and Jane Austen



Chapter One: Introduction — Adaptation

The articles which form the largest part of this thesis explore the
representation of the lives and works of Jane Austen and William Shakespeare
in filmic and novel texts of the late twentieth and early decades of the
twentieth first century. These authors provide an interesting area for
investigation as they are not only important canonical figures in literary
studies, but also are recognisable and revered iconic figures within popular
culture. Marina Cano claims that these authors ‘are unique in being
simultaneously popular and highbrow’ (Jane Austen and William Shakespeare
8) and these facets certainly inform and shape many of the texts considered in
this study. The articles show how the gaps and absences in the biographies of
both authors provide writers and directors with novel opportunities for
adaptation as they imaginatively travel across time and places in search of

Austen and Shakespeare.

All the texts explored in this study are to varying extents adaptations. They
include a musical film adaptation of Shakespeare’s Love’s Labour’s Lost (dir.
Kenneth Branagh, 2000) and a touring Royal Shakespeare Company

production of A Midsummer Night’s Dream in which a different group of



amateur actors was integrated into the professional company in each
performance location (‘RSC Play for the Nation’, 2016). Other aspects of the
adapted theatrical experience are explored in the investigation of live
broadcasts to cinema (‘RSC Live from Stratford on Avon’ and ‘NT Live’). Other
texts discussed in the thesis are not, or are not primarily, adaptations of
Shakespeare and Austen’s literary works, but rather adaptations of the
authors’ lives. Some of these adaptations of the lives are undoubtedly biopics
or biographical novels: the kind of text which ‘narrates, exhibits, and
celebrates the life of the subject in order to demonstrate, investigate, or
guestion his or her importance in the world’ (Bingham 10). Others such as
Austenland and Bill, are adaptations which comedically expose the very act of
adaptive biofiction, though retaining the aim of celebrating the life of the
author. Austenland and The Jane Austen Project both offer versions of
Austen’s life and times, although they utilise different tones and genres, the
first being a filmic romantic comedy, and the second a time travel novel. The
re-imaginings of Shakespeare’s life discussed here (Shakespeare in Love, ‘The
Shakespeare Code’ and Bill), though all film or television productions, are

similarly diverse in style and content.

Adaptation in its various guises, therefore, characterises all the published
works under discussion. All these texts are transformations of something
which previously existed or was known, be that a theatrical text, a novel or

the author’s life, into something complementary but distinct, and often



distinctive. It is therefore appropriate at the beginning of this thesis to

identify some key ideas that are intrinsic to the debates about adaptation.

[1.
Adaptation in its broadest sense of ‘re-writing” is something which arguably
has always been part of the creative arts. Hutcheon notes:
Adaptations are so much a part of Western culture that they appear to
affirm Walter Benjamin’s insight that ‘storytelling is always the art of
repeating stories (1992:90). The critical pronouncements of Northrop
Frye were certainly not needed to convince avid adapters across the
centuries of what, for them, has always been a truism: art is derived
from other art; stories are born from other stories. (2)
Before exploring some of the debates which surround contemporary
adaptations of Shakespeare and Austen, it is worth a brief consideration of
these authors’” own utilisation of other texts. Julie Sanders amongst others
has discussed Shakespeare’s use of previously known fictional and non-
fictional narratives noting:
the inescapable fact is that Shakespeare was himself an adapter and
imitator, an appropriator of myth, fairy tale, folklore, the historical
chronicles of Holinshed, and the prose fiction and poetry of his day, as
well as classical texts by Ovid and Plutarch. (48)
Whether Austen was herself such an active ‘adaptor and imitator’ is perhaps
less clear cut. There is certainly evidence that Austen read widely and was
influenced by other texts in her own writing. Stabler notes that Austen’s
reading of theatrical works and gothic fiction is clearly evidenced in her work,

commenting that ‘one of the most obvious features of Austen’s early writing

is its burlesque mockery of another work through a reproduction of its style in



an exaggerated form’ (45). She also notes some ‘direct influence’ and admires
the ‘versatility of Austen’s use of Richardson and her deft transformations of
available literary traditions’ (45). Austen’s burlesques, as a kind of broad
parody, may have an affinity with adaptations. As Hutcheon notes:

Like parodies, adaptations have an overt and defining relationship to

prior texts usually revealingly called sources. Unlike parodies,

however, adaptations usually openly announce this relationship. (3)
It would seem that in her early work, Austen revealed such ‘an overt and
defining relationship to prior texts’, which became more introverted in her
later work. This is, of course, not to imply that Shakespeare is the more
immature writer, unable to give up his reliance on sources. The cultural and
aesthetic choices made by an early nineteenth century novelist and a
Renaissance playwright are markedly different. In the Renaissance there is
clearly ‘a far more open approach to literary borrowing and imitation’ with
imitation ‘learned and practised in schools’ (Sanders 60). A Renaissance
writer would learn from the ancients, but in the act of going back to the
originals, and imitating them in their own work, they understood that their
own writing would be enhanced. This is thus a very different concept of
originality from that more commonly understood version of post-Romantic
writing focused primarily on the uniqueness of an author’s own individual
imagination. Although we can say that Austen and Shakespeare undoubtably
are adapters themselves, we also need to recognise that the history of
adaptation shows how frequently attitudes have changed in response to
different historical, cultural, aesthetic, material and even technological

contexts.



IV.
Since the mid-twentieth century the study of adaptations has become a
significant and enduring aspect of academic enquiry. At the centre of these
studies have been explorations of texts by both Shakespeare and Austen. The
academic interest in the adaptation of Shakespeare’s texts arguably began in
the 1960s and 1970s with the examination of the performance of
Shakespearean drama in the theatre. While not the first group of critics to
describe and analyse performance, their focus on the difference between
page and stage offered a way of imagining and exploring a wide range of

contexts for these performance texts.

In part this interest in Shakespeare in Performance was motivated by a desire
to discover evidence in the texts that would reveal details of the stage and
playing conditions of the Renaissance. This wish to reposition Shakespeare’s
play as scripts to be performed, rather than as texts to be read, was typified
by John Russell Brown’s Shakespeare’s Plays in Performance (1966). This
study combined a historical analysis of the Shakespearean stage with a
parallel interest in performances of the plays from the twentieth century and
earlier:
Even the new form for theatre-buildings that was developed in London
during the last two decades of the sixteenth century, with galleries
surrounding a platform stage at two or three levels on at least three
sides, would have encouraged a single point of focus. What we call
today the ‘up-stage’ position from which an actor can best control his

audience would have been more nearly central to the theatre. (Russell
Brown 169)



The aim was to centre Shakespeare firmly on the stage and, as in the
guotation above, to compare the past and present, thus highlighting the
modern stage’s affinity with the Renaissance performance space. All of this
was a reaction against the Leavisite reading of plays, as constituted in the
early University academy, where dramatic texts were read as if they were
poetry or novels and were scrutinised to articulate, what Leavis and others,
believed to be significant ‘values’. Their interest in ‘the adventures of the
words on the page’! gave way to Russell Brown’s view that ‘the very words
themselves can be fully known only if they are considered in their dramatic
context’ (22). This pioneering work was complemented by Russell Brown’s
work in 1974, Free Shakespeare, which was an exhortation to release
Shakespeare from the excesses of academics and prescriptive theatre
directors. The project to reposition Shakespearean drama within a
performance context met with some resistance, prompting Richard David in
1978 to note rather ruefully:
Specialist studies have been written on how the plays work in the
theatre, and on the close and complex relationship between author,
interpreter and audience. Nevertheless | suspect that much of this is
no more than lip-service, and that scholars who in theory acclaim
Shakespeare the theatre-artist are still unable to accept the
implication of that theory or the conditions that the staging of a play in
the theatre inevitability imposes on the playwright'’s art.
These conditions may be categorised as being, broadly, the
consequences of three characteristics of the art of the theatre: it is
multi-dimensional, it is live, and it is ephemeral. (1)
Eventually, however, an awareness of David’s three conditions did prevail,

and now most critical interpretations of Shakespearean drama do engage with

the notion of performance and the adaptive nature of stage production.
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In the 1990s the study of Shakespeare in Performance was added to further
by the debates initiated by cultural materialist and new historicist critics.
Although primarily concerned with early modern performances, they
foregrounded the significance of ideological and political formation to the
study of performance. In The Stage and Social Struggle in Early Modern
England (1994) Jean Howard stresses the need to engage with the ideological
context in the theatrical spaces and performances themselves:
in order to understand the ideological function of Renaissance theater
one must attend — not just to the ideological import of dramatic
narratives considered as if they were the equivalent of a printed prose
tale — but also to the whole ensemble of practices attendant upon
theatrical production at the public theater. That means one has to pay
attention to the specifics of this site of ideological production and
reproduction.... (13)
Howard, addressing the modern critic, insists that they take account of the
‘specifics of this site of ideological production and reproduction’. In the work
of Graham Holderness these ‘sites of cultural struggle across which ideological
contradictions intersect and engage in contestation, ... are capable, both in
criticism and performance, of offering a sceptical and demystified grasp of
power’ (42). One of the purposes of the exploration of these ‘ideological
contradictions’ is to expose ruptures and fissures in the plays’ ideological
framework, which could indicate the possibility of political change, which in
turn might provide a model for change in the late twentieth century.
Interestingly, as with Russell Brown, the dynamics of performance, in effect an

adaptation of the text, is understood to initiate a conversation with the

contemporary world.



As well as the foregrounding of ideology and politics, the cultural materialist
strategy of exploring the plays alongside a range of contemporaneous
historical texts such as pamphlets, diaries, and letters highlighted the value of
creating a contextual and intertextual interpretative framework for the study
of Shakespeare adaptation and adaptation more generally. Such cross-
fertilisation of critical debates is difficult to analyse exhaustively, but the
preponderance of Literature studies academics involved in adaptation studies
in the late twentieth century seems significant, as does the dominance of this
theoretical position at a time when an increased number of adaptations, both

of Shakespeare on film, and adaptations of novels, began to flourish.

What we can say at this stage is that the study of Shakespeare in Performance
identifies a number of key issues around adaptation. First the transmedial
adaptation of page to stage, although, arguably less challenging and
contentious than novel to film, was initially somewhat reluctantly embraced
as part of academic study. Secondly, the study of performance involved the
consideration of much more than the words spoken, there are a significant
range of ‘multi-dimensional’ (David 1) elements which contribute to the
performance. Thirdly, adaptation inevitably involves a conversation between
the text and the audience. And lastly, that conversation will be ideological
and shaped by contexts and intertexts which surround the adaptation, as
much as by those within the text. As discussed in the article six, for example,

the RSC’s 2016 production of A Midsummer Night’s Dream was ideologically

9



framed as a ‘Play for the Nation’ and a celebration of Shakespeare’s role as a
national poet in the four hundredth anniversary of his death. Yet there was
an unstable context for this discussion, with uncertainty about nationhood
and sovereignty, prompted by the debates about the UK’s proposed exit from
the EU. (See also Brockaw and Roberts.) The choices made by the
production, such as the 1940s post-war setting, the inclusivity of the casting,
and the mixing of professional and amateur actors all added to a complex

ideological mix.

V.

The studies of Shakespeare in Performance and of adaptation are areas of
academic investigation that emerge as parallel developments but begin to
converge when Shakespeare on Film becomes a topic for sustained scholarly
enquiry. Shakespearean drama as a subject of film has, of course, existed
since the beginnings of film, King John being the first silent film adaptation in
1899. Interestingly, in his chapter ‘One-reel Epics’, Leitch notes how both
Shakespearean texts, and early film adaptations of novels (such as Uncle
Tom’s Cabin (1896) and Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde (1912)) were:

typically based on intermediary stage adaptations that had broken

down the novelist’s often sprawling narrative to a manageably limited

series of dramatic scenes. (Film Adaptations 28)
Such adaptations, because of their limited length, relied much more than
modern adaptations on their audience’s existing familiarity with the texts

being presented, so in essence they could fill out the missing details. (This

raises questions about the late twentieth and early twenty-first century

10



audience’s familiarity with the text adapted, which will be considered later.)
The significance of theatrical representations to early drama and novel
adaptations might be considered an on-going influence. In the film versions
of Shakespeare’s life considered in this study, it is to be expected that
Shakespeare would be represented as a denizen of the theatre. Yetin the
biographical films’ detailed and lovingly created versions of Shakespeare’s
performance spaces, as discussed in article three, it is possible to see shadows
of those early film progenitors’ engagement with their own theatre. The RSC
and NT ‘live’ cinematic broadcasting of theatre to cinemas similarly could be
said to cultivate and extend the founding relationship between literature and

film.

VI.
The study of Shakespeare and Film, and more widely Literature and Film has
provided a broad range of definitions and taxonomies which categorise
various kinds of adaptation. One of the central issues surrounding the study
of adaptations has been that concerning their fidelity to the text they adapt.
Critics have pondered, and at times struggled, with assessing the veracity and
truthfulness of the adapted text which is produced giving rise to an almost
moralistic discourse around fidelity and faithfulness at best, and at worst
accusations of violation and desecration. As Robert Stam notes in his
‘Introduction: Theory and Practice of Adaptation’ there are many possible
sources for such expressions of dissatisfaction and hostility towards

adaptations born from:
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deeply rooted and often unconscious assumptions about the relations
between the two arts. The intuitive sense of adaptation’s inferiority
derives, | would speculate, from a constellation of sub-stratal
prejudices. (Stam 4)
Stam’s speculations focus on perceived hierarchical differences between
literature (here mainly construed as the novel) and film. The former is
construed as gaining significance because of its longevity which gives it
intellectual weight, compounded by the fact that, by definition, the literary
text always exists before the film adaptation. The novel is also seen as
prestigious, cerebral and transcendent particularly in comparison to the
newer form of film with ‘its lower-class origins in ‘vulgar’ spectacles like
sideshows and carnivals’ (Stam 7). In addition to identifying this hierarchical
class difference Stam proposes that the dependence of film on bodily neural
structures like sight and sound, rather than ‘pure’ intellectual thought, has the
potential to reinforce an adaptation’s inferiority. Moreover, ‘adaptations are
seen as parasitical on literature; they burrow into the body of the source text
and steal its vitality’ (Stam 7). Stam argues that this parasitism ‘explains’ the
adaptation’s perceived lack of new ideas and lack of energy. Consequently:
Academic criticism purveys a series of such “double binds” and “Catch
22s.” A “faithful” film is seen as uncreative, but an “unfaithful” filmis a
shameful betrayal of the original. An adaptation that updates the text
for the present is upbraided for not respecting the period of the
source, but respectful costume dramas are accused of a failure of

nerve in not “contemporizing” the text. If an adaptation renders the
sexual passages of the source novel literally, it is accused of vulgarity; if

it fails to do so, it is accused of cowardice. The adapter, it seems, can
never win. (Stam 8)

Such ‘double binds’ as identified here often lead to the conclusion that the

adaptation is ‘not as good as the book’.
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In academic criticism this dilemma around fidelity has been apparent since the
first attempts to consider this category of films. It is worth noting that
attitudes towards the fidelity of adaptations were mostly founded in the study
of the relationship between novels and films. The articles which make up this
study do not directly consider this type of novel to film adaptation. Becoming
Jane, and Austenland are based on existing texts — a biography of Austen by
Jon Spence, and a novel by Shannon Hale respectively. Here these texts are
not explored simply as adapted biography or adapted novel, and yet it is clear
that adaptation plays an important part in the production and reception of
the representation of the author’s life. By exploring how fidelity was
understood in relation to these studies of novels into films, we can see how
the parameters of the debate continued, and continues, to influence the issue
of adaptation, even when the discussion begins to embrace texts that are not
directly based on literary texts. This section will thus briefly consider the
influential works of George Bluestone and Brian McFarlane, who although
writing forty years apart, were both prompted to explore the significance of

fidelity to the examination of filmic adaptations.

George Bluestone’s Novels into Films published in 1957 is often considered to
be the first significant work about adaptation. Bluestone’s motivation was to
explore the conventions and values of both the film and the novel in an
attempt to ‘promot[e] film as a unigue and valued artform in its own right’

(Cardwell 73). It was hoped that this would raise the standing of film in the

13



debate and in turn help to question ‘fidelity criticism’. Nevertheless, the
discussion and the comparative studies of films and novels led to a position
where the two kinds of text were mostly seen in opposition. Bluestone
comments ‘the cinema exhibits a stubborn antipathy to novels ... the novel [is]
a medium antithetical to film’ (23). Paradoxically, this does not prevent him
from praising some film adaptations, for example, applauding MGM’s 1940
Pride and Prejudice for its success in capturing the spirit of Jane Austen’s
novel, leading Sarah Cardwell to observe that this is ‘an interpretation
inexplicable within the terms of Bluestone’s own theoretical framework of
medium specificity’ (97). While Bluestone’s work was able to explore some of
the generic features and conventions of film, these were often positioned as
the antithesis of the novel, and so the study made little ground in addressing
the question of fidelity in adaptations. As Rochelle Hurst argues his rigid
distinctions between film and the novel ‘paradoxically perpetuat[e] the
preoccupation with fidelity’ as ‘the novel/film binary simultaneously
bifurcates and hierarchizes the binaric pair, locating the novel as the superior,
preferred locus in direct opposition to the film” (185). Moreover, as Leitch
observes the novel-to-screen approach, ignores all texts other than film, and
Bluestone’s study gives scant attention to any other types of adaptation. This
focus on the relationship between novels and the film adaptation was
duplicated in many studies after Bluestone’s own, which Leitch believes also
perpetuated a number of ‘conceptual fallacies’ (90). For Leitch this includes

the fallacy that novels are about words and films about images:
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In Rethinking the Novel/Film, Elliott points out that it [the novel-to-
screen approach] is based on a ‘designation of novels as “words” and
of films as “images” [which] is neither empirically nor logically
sustainable.’ (2003:14) since many novels depend on images, either
inscribed or implicit, and even more films depend on words, written as
well as spoken. (‘Adaptation and Intertextuality’ 90)

Nevertheless, Bluestone’s study did foreground the adaptation as a focus for

serious study, as well as cementing, for good or ill, the comparative study as

the dominant approach in adaptation studies for many years.

Over the next few decades, the comparative study was refined by employing a
number of different strategies. One of these was the categorisation of
adaptations initially according to their intended fidelity to the adapted text.
Geoffrey Wagner’s taxonomy included the ‘transposition’ (‘in which a source
text is given directly on screen with a minimum of apparent interference’),
‘commentary’ (‘where an original is taken and either taken and either
purposively or inadvertently altered in some respect... when there has been a
different intention on the part of the film-maker’) and the ‘analogy’ (‘which
must represent a fairly considerable departure for the sake of making another
work of art’) (Wagner 222-6). While one effect of this taxonomy was to
reduce criticism of those texts which were not attempting to maintain
faithfulness with the original text, it still retained the idea of fidelity as a
benchmark of adaptation and a means to determine ‘success’. Since Wagner
there have been numerous taxonomies suggested including those by Dudley
Andrew, Kamilla Elliot and Thomas Leitchi® which have not all been based on

ideas of fidelity. Cardwell suggests that:
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categorisation serves to propel adaptation studies forward, away from
subjective value-judgements and age-old prejudices, and towards a
more conceptually coherent, theoretically grounded and
methodologically rigorous state. (60)
One critic who contributed to this ‘methodologically rigorous state’ is Brian
McFarlane, who has had a major influence on adaptation studies and also
addresses the fidelity question. The narratological approach proposed by
Brian McFarlane in Novel to Film (1996) is still comparative in the sense of
utilising case studies and comparing novel to film, but the comparison is
initiated from the point of view of narrative. Bluestone believed that the
language of film and the novel were completely distinctive and transference
between the two was difficult. McFarlane saw ‘two separate systems of
signification’ (Novel to Film 23), but, as Whelehan notes, he wanted to make a
‘clear distinction ... between those narrative features that can be readily
transferred from one medium to another and those that require “adaptation™
(10). McFarlane’s argument endeavours to show how ‘the film-maker bent on
“faithful” adaptation must as a basis for such an enterprise, seek to preserve
the major cardinal functions’ (Novel to Film 14). The cardinal functions
referred to here are part of McFarlane’s complex theoretical framework,
which utilises some of the narrative components identified by Roland Barthes,
Christian Metz and Seymour Chatman. In essence these cardinal functions
which can be adapted include key points in the story, ‘the hinge points of
narrative’ (Novel to Film 13), as well as ‘catalysers’ which link the narrative.

Other narrative features are deemed less easy to transfer, and these include

‘indices’ which are more closely linked to language, to what McFarlane calls
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‘enunciation’ (Novel to Film vi). But here again we have sub-categories as
‘informants’ (dates and names) which can be transposed, while the novel’s
‘indices proper’, which deal with mood, tone, psychological states,
descriptions of landscape, all have to undergo an adaptation to the different
medium of film. Even in this brief account, we can see how McFarlane’s more
‘scientific’ strategy is trying to ‘offer an alternative to the more subjective,
impressionistic comparisons endemic in the discussion on the phenomenology
of adaptation’ (Novel to Film vii). After noting that ‘discussion of adaptation
has been bedevilled by the fidelity issue’ (Novel to Film 8), McFarlane offers a
re-reading of the term and describes a faithful adaptation as something which
stirs up ‘the viewer’'s memory of the original text without doing violence to it’
(Novel to Film 163). His interest in the possibility of fidelity in an adaptation is
an important correction to what had come before. Cardwell comments on
the contribution of McFarlane’s work to adaptation studies:
Such an understanding of the creation (and re-creation) of discourse
does, significantly, offer a feasible explanation for the success of some
‘faithful’ adaptations, thus avoiding the absurd negation of the
possibility of adaptation implied by some of the earliest theorists in
the field. (59)
McFarlane’s work therefore is significant as it neither claims fidelity is
impossible in adaptations, nor claims it as the feature which assures a
successful adaptation, but instead he tries to account for the occasions when
film adaptations do offer a faithful rendering of a novel. In the conclusion to

Novel to Film, he also proposes that his own ‘modified structuralist approach...

can only take us so far’ (201), because adaptation needs to pay:
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attention to the ways which influences, not all of them literary, may
bear on the film version of a novel points to one of the potentially
most rewarding approaches to the processes of transition. The fact
that the effect on the spectator of other texts (literary, cinematic, non-
fictional) and other pressures (genre conventions, auteurist
predilections, studio style, ‘industry’ matters such as use of certain
stars let alone extra cinematic influences such as the prevailing
ideological climate) is not readily susceptible to the quantifying
possibilities referred to above, does not mean that the critic of
adaptation can afford to ignore them. (201)

This interest in the intertextual features, up to and including the idea that the

adaptation is itself an intertext, is, of course, a significant aspect of adaptation

studies. This will be considered as part of the next section which explores how

the comparative approach’s interest in the ‘exploration of process’ (Cardwell

10) was developed in criticism of the twenty-first century.

VII.

Linda Hutcheon in A Theory of Adaptation notes ‘we use the same word —
adaptation — to refer to the process and the product’ (7). Yet as we will see,
her definition of process is somewhat different from that of the early
comparative critics, for whom the analysis of the adaptation process was
centred almost exclusively on the originating source novel, and how its
author’s supposed intentions, could be realised. This section will explore how
this process model is challenged by critics such as Hutcheon, Sanders and
Cardwell who notes:

The strength of later approaches lies in their very decentredness,

comprehensiveness and flexibility in placing adaptations within a far
wider cultural context than that of an original-version relationship. (25)
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Hutcheon identifies three different, but connected, aspects of adaptation. The
first consideration is that adaptation is ‘seen as a formal entity or product, an
adaptation is an announced and extensive transposition of a particular work
or works’ (Hutcheon 7). This idea of the adaptation as ‘an announced and
extensive transposition’ is also proposed by Julie Sanders who suggests that
‘An adaptation most often signals a relationship with an informing source text
either through its title or through more embedded references’ (Sanders 34).
In terms of the texts studied here, they all announce, to varying degrees, a
connection to an existing text, such as Love’s Labour’s Lost or A Midsummer
Night’s Dream, or they reference in their titles the names of either
Shakespeare or Austen. The film Bill (2015) is perhaps the least clearly
signalled. Even so the title enables the film to suggest parallels with
Shakespeare’s life, while at the same time constructing a fictional parody of it.
The use of a first name in the film’s title implies a friendly familiarity with the
playwright, perhaps not unlike Stephen Greenblatt’s Will in the World: How
Shakespeare Became Shakespeare (2004) and such novels as Christopher
Rush’s novel Will (2007), both of which unpack biographical and historical
detail to offer a reading that explores the man (‘Will’) that explains the literary
genius ('Shakespeare’). The slight de-centring of “Will’ into ‘Bill’, in part
parodies this ‘creation’ narrative, but still announces its relationship with the

author’s life.

The texts discussed here are also ‘transpositions’ ‘in the sense that they take a

text from one genre and deliver it into a new modality and potentially to
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different or additional audiences’ (Sanders 27). This definition embraces the
more conventional transpositions in this study of drama to film, or novel to
film, as well as theatre to live cinema broadcast which makes the theatre
performance open to ‘different and additional audiences.” Branagh's
Hollywood musical version of Love’s Labour’s Lost offers multiple
transpositions with its relocation ‘not just generically but in cultural,
geographic and temporal terms’ (Sanders 27). The fictional recreations of the
‘real’ lives of authors are adaptations of a different kind, but they likewise are
defined by their use of transposition. Hutcheon notes ‘Transposition can also
mean a shift in ontology from the real to the fictional, from a historical
account or biography to a fictionalized narrative or drama’ (8). With
Shakespeare and Austen particularly, where the biographical details are
incomplete, there is greater scope for fictionalised accounts. The discussion
of Austen biopics such as Becoming Jane and Miss Austen Regrets in article
four has demonstrated how in these films Austen’s creativity is interpreted as
being prompted by, and at the same time in conflict with, her much
speculated upon romantic encounters. This fictional embellishment of the
‘real life’ of the author is also seen in Shakespeare in Love where a
background love story is employed to ‘account’ for the writing of Twelfth
Night. In The Jane Austen Project, and in a more comic way in ‘The
Shakespeare Code’, the time travellers, furnished with biographical questions
from the future, are also interested in how romance may have shaped the
authors’ artistic work. In these texts where time travel is the shaping

narrative, the transpositional and the transtemporal aspects of the time travel
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genre itself further expose and reinforce the transpositional nature of the

adaptations.

In addition to the transpositional and announced aspect of adaptation,
Hutcheon suggests a second strand which helps to identify an adaptation. In
this instance she is defining not the product but the process, and more
specifically ‘a process of creation, [in which the] the act of adaptation always
involves both (re-)interpretation and then (re-)creation; this has been called
both appropriation and salvaging, depending on your perspective’ (Hutcheon
8). Such a definition gives agency and autonomy to the adaptation itself, it is
a ‘creation’, a separate text not simply a version of the originating text.
Hutcheon’s explanation of process is broadened to include ‘appropriation and
salvaging” which has the merit that it widens the types of adaptations
possible, and yet on the other hand it seems insufficiently nuanced to mark
out differences between a stage production of a play text, and a film such as
Austenland. Other critics have attempted to calibrate the adaptation process
a little more. Sanders, for example, goes some way towards suggesting that
appropriation is different from adaptation:
building on the subcategory of adaptation categorized by Deborah
Cartmell as analogue ... appropriation frequently effects a more
decisive journey away from the informing text into a wholly new
cultural product and domain, often through the actions of
interpolation and critique as much as through the movement from one
genre to another. Indeed, appropriation may or may not involve a
generic shift and it may certainly still require the kinds of ‘readings
alongside’ or comparative approaches that juxtapose (at least) one
text against another which we have begun to delineate as central to

the reception of adaptations. But certainly, appropriations tend to
have a more complicated, intricate and sometimes embedded
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relationship to their intertexts than a straightforward film version of a
canonical or well-known text would suggest. (34)

The equation of Cartmell and Wagner’s ‘analogue’ adaptation with
appropriation is an interesting one which helps to suggest that a text like
Austenland which is indeed ‘a fairly considerable departure for the sake of
making another work of art’ (Wagner 226) can be seen as a kind of
adaptation. Although Austenland is an adaptation of Shannon Hale’s novel,
both novel and film create an adaptation of Austen’s life and work which
produces, a ‘wholly new cultural product and domain’ (Sanders 34).
Whelehan further defines analogy as something which ‘shifts the action of the
fiction forward in time or otherwise changes its essential contexts... [it] must
transplant the whole scenario so that little of the original is identifiable’ (8).
The film Austenland certainly shifts ‘essential contexts’ with the central
location Austenland, a modern Jane Austen theme park, created from
scenarios and motifs from Austen’s novels. Paradoxically the action of the
film shifts Austen’s milieu ‘forward in time’ in order to create a world which
goes back in time. It clearly also has, as Sanders notes, a ‘more complicated...
relationship to [its] intertexts’ (34) and can be seen as an appropriation if
‘read alongside’ (34) these texts which include not only the novel by Shannon
Hale, but also Austen biopics, such as Becoming Jane and Miss Austen Regrets,
the 1995 BBC TV version of Pride and Prejudice, as well as details relating to
the life of Austen herself. Whether it ‘requires’ this ‘reading alongside’ is a

guestion for later.
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Thomas Leitch, while appreciating Sanders’ ‘admirable’ work, has some
concern over what he sees as Sanders decision not to ‘to draw a categorical
distinction between the two terms’, adaptation and appropriation, noting that
‘instead she distinguishes them only in terms of the degree of closeness they
exhibit to the texts that inform them’ (‘Adaptation and Intertextuality’ 88).
This can certainly be seen in observations from Sanders such as ‘But, as
already stressed, appropriations do not always make their founding
relationships and interrelationships explicit. The gesture towards the source
text can be wholly more shadowy...” (Sanders 39). The ‘shadowy’ nature of
appropriation is useful to identify, but on many occasions, Sanders uses the
phrase ‘adaptation and appropriation’ as an overarching umbrella term, a
single entity, which is not dissimilar to the way it is used in Hutcheon’s
analysis. Notwithstanding this particular wish for even more definition, the
work of Hutcheon and Sanders represents an important attempt to rethink,
and even maybe undermine the idea that the adaptation process is primarily
about serving a single ‘original’ text. Their debates about adaptation are
clearly subject to the review of other critics, such as Leitch, and also their own
on-going consideration. This is clear from the number of amendments which
have been made in the second editions of their works, and also in the
inclusion of additional wider discussions on the impact of recent digital and

technological developments on our understanding of adaptation.

One of the strengths of both studies is that they go to great lengths to avoid

proposing that the process of adaptation involves a simple linear progression
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‘between text and hypertext, source and appropriation... In these phrases the
appropriation is always in the secondary position and the discussion will
always be couched in terms of difference, lack or loss’ (Sanders 22). To avoid
framing an adaptation as a simple linear relationship to another text, Sanders
in Adaptation and Appropriation offers various analogies to explain the
process and also the effect of adaptation. These analogies are drawn from
music with adaptation compared to ‘the musical metaphors of symphony and
polyphony’ (Sanders 43) and the ‘improvisational qualities of jazz. Jazz riffs,
themselves a model of repetition with variation, frequently make reference or
pay homage to base canonical works’" (Sanders 44). This description of the
‘jazz riff’ paying ‘homage to base canonical works’ helps illuminate the
process of adaptation in a text such as Austenland, with the romantic arc of
the heroine riffing around the plot of Austen’s Pride and Prejudice. The film
also seems to use the idea of the musical ‘riff more literally with its comic
reimagining of the piano-playing Austen heroine singing an American hip-hop

song by Nelly rather than a classical piano piece.

The arguments of both Sanders and Hutcheon are informed by the theoretical
approaches of Gérard Genette. Sanders comments:

Deploying a separate field of technology derived from the world of
horticulture, Genette has written at length about the ‘palimpsestuous
nature of texts’, observing that ‘Any text is a hypertext, grafting itself
onto a hypotext, an earlier text which it imitates or transforms’ (1997
[1982] ix). Grafting is just one of several creative metaphors for the
adaptive process favoured by this volume. (21)
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Hutcheon also uses the idea of the ‘palimpsestuous’ text, but here Sanders
highlights the significance of ‘grafting’ to the process. ‘Grafting’ like the
musical analogies noted earlier, mitigates against the dominant linear process
of describing adaptation (this text feeding into that text). The term
‘hypertext’ also provides an alternative to the terms ‘original’ and ‘source’
text, phrases which come with their own preconceptions, located as seen
earlier in the idea of fidelity. Hutcheon likewise seeks to challenge the
supposed derivative nature of adaptation claiming ‘an adaptation is a
derivation that is not derivative — a work that is second without being

secondary. It is its own palimpsestic thing’ (Hutcheon 9).

The idea of the ‘palimpsestuous’ text is thus a way of describing the
adaptation itself but it is also used by Hutcheon to explore the reception of
the text. The third strand of her theory of adaptation is that:
seen from the perspective of its process of reception, adaptationis a
form of intertextuality: we experience adaptations (as adaptations) as
palimpsests through our memory of other works that resonate
through repetition with variation. (Hutcheon 8)
This suggests that an adaptation is not only intertextual, but that its resulting
palimpsestuous features are an important aspect of an audience or reader’s
engagement with the adaptation. While the idea of intertextuality derived
from the work of Kristeva and Barthes has long been part of literary studies,
Deborah Cartmell comments that it is ‘perhaps the defining principle of any

adaptation’ (‘Text to Screen’ 27). The attraction of intertextuality to the study

of adaptation is that it ‘help[s] us transcend the aporias of “fidelity” and of a
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dyadic source/adaptation model which excludes not only all sorts of
supplementary texts but also the dialogical response of reader/spectator.’
(Stam 7). Kristeva’s assertion that ‘Any text ... is constructed of a mosaic of
guotations; any text is the absorption and transformation of another’
(Kristeva 37), means that all the texts considered here are an intertextual
‘tissue of citations’ (Barthes 39). The texts which are adaptations of the lives
of authors, employ a variety of intertexts including existing biographies, the
author’s literary works, and also other biopics. The intertextual links between
Becoming Jane and Shakespeare in Love have been discussed by several
critics. Sonia Haiduc compares the depiction of the author in the act of
writing in each film and comments: ‘the similarities ...are evident, down to the
ink-stained fingers and the brutal disfigurement of the paper when the results
are unsatisfying’ (58). Lisa Hopkins also examines a number of parallels
between the two texts, and in particular identifies how ‘the debt [to
Shakespeare in Love] is most notably visible whenever Anne Hathaway’s Jane
writes down good nuggets which she has heard’ (Relocating Shakespeare
141). Ironically, of course, these are not random overheard phrases as the
screenwriters have taken recognisable phrases from the authors’ works and
reassighed them to characters in the films. The aim is to demonstrate how
these ‘influences’ are assimilated into the writers’ work. It is significant that
authorial creation, or re-creation, is presented as an act which synthesises the

social and cultural intertexts that surround the authors.
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This trope of the biopic where the creative artist transforms phrases from the
world around them, is further parodied in The Shakespeare Code, where it is
the time-travelling Doctor who deliberately feeds lines, some of which are
Shakespeare’s own, to the Shakespeare character. This provides the Doctor
with a running joke around whether Shakespeare ‘can have that’ (‘the play’s
the thing’) or ‘you can’t, it's someone else’s’ (‘Rage, rage against the dying of
the light’). Discussing this recycling of textual fragments in Shakespeare in
Love, Kamilla Elliot notes:
But even as the film supports Barthes’ view that authors recycle
existing texts, it astonishingly omits any credit to Shakespeare’s actual
written sources. Its Shakespeare adapts speech, not texts....
(‘Screened Writers’ 193)
While one imagines it might prove rather undramatic to portray Shakespeare
pouring over his source texts, these speech fragments play a significant role in
the reception of this adaptation, and others using this technique. Hutcheon
notes, as quoted above, that ‘we experience adaptations (as adaptations) as
palimpsests through our memory of other works’ (8). Such intertextual
references to Shakespeare or Austen’s texts in these biographical films thus
can be the source of pleasurable recognition. Both Hutcheon and Sanders
identify that the experiencing of pleasure is an important aspect of our
reception of adaptations. Sanders comments:
part of pleasure of response for readers in these instances consists in
tracing these relationships for themselves and according to their own
reading experience.... (44)

and Hutcheon observes:

Part of this pleasure, | want to argue, comes simply from repetition
with variation, from the comfort of ritual combined with the piquancy
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of surprise. Recognition and remembrance are part of the pleasure
(and risk) of experiencing an adaptation; so too is change. (4)

Hutcheon here identifies a ‘risk’, which one can take to mean that an
adaptation might be different from one’s ‘remembrance’. Sanders also adds a
different note of caution indicating that it is ‘important to recognise that
explicit soundings of intertextual relationships may close down, as much as
open up, the possibility for interpretation’ (41). Arguably, for that reason,
Shakespeare in Love chooses the most familiar of Shakespeare quotations, but
there is still, of course, no guarantee that every viewer will recognise these

allusions.

Thomas Leitch in his essay ‘Adaptation and Intertextuality’ proposes that

there are particular problems with Hutcheon’s theoretical approach:
Problems arise from this account’s double focus on production and
reception. In order for an adaptation to count as an adaptation for
Hutcheon, it has to meet two conditions: its creators must intend it to
be perceived as an adaptation; and its audience must so perceive it... If
a given audience misses the intertextual reference of a particular
adaptation, does it still count as an adaptation? Clearly not for that
audience .... (95)

As noted above in relation to Shakespeare in Love, it seems likely that not all

intertexts will be recognised by an audience/reader, but given these intertexts

rarely occur singularly in adaptations, some of these will surely become

apparent, especially if the work is ‘announced’ as an adaptation. Sanders in

her attempts to distinguish ‘appropriations’ as something ‘more shadowy’

that ‘do not always make their founding relationships and interrelationships
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explicit’ (39) seems also to suggest that there are gradations of audience

involvement.

The significance of the ‘reception’ of the adaptation remains, however,
central to any debate about adaptation. Hutcheon and Sanders tried to steer
the debate past ideas about fidelity whereas others are reluctant to give this
up as a determining factor in audience reception. Christine Geraghty notes:

Faithfulness matters if it matters to the viewer. Many reviewers and
critics ... put themselves into the role of the viewer who has not only
read the book but also wants the film to be faithful to it. But thisis not
the only position... There are many films based on previous sources
that go unacknowledged as adaptation: the book is not well-known,
the film does not draw attention to itself as an adaptation, and the
publicity machinery ignores the original source. Faithfulness is not an
issue, and the film in a very real sense is not an adaptation. (3)

Geraghty is, like Hutcheon and Sanders, claiming that the text needs to be
announced as an adaptation, but suggests that once known to be an
adaptation, the faithfulness of the text may matter to the viewer. After
guoting Catherine Grant who asserts ‘there is no such thing ... as a “secret”
adaptation’, Geraghty notes:
When this work is done, the film can be known as an adaptation by
people who have not read the original, those who have read it and did
not like it, those who have read it and cannot remember it, and any
number of other permutations. Any single cinema or television
audience will include people in different positions, and it would seem
logical to look at the audience rather than the text to discover what
those positions are and to measure the importance of faithfulness in
particular cases. Reception work in this area has been limited.... (3)
Geraghty, alongside other critics such as Nino Dicecco, Casie Hermansson, and

Colin Maccabe, are in some respects trying to turn the tide of the fidelity

debate. She claims that ‘l contest the relationship with an original source as
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the main criterion for judging adaptations’ (4), but she does suggest that
fidelity has some bearing on an adaptation’s reception by its audience,
particularly where ‘the adaptation might draw attention to its literary origins
in its presentation of its own material’ (4). Fidelity in this sense had become a

kind of intertext.

VIIL.
This chapter has explored a number of critical accounts relating to the topic of
adaptation and investigated how some of these theoretical approaches help
to examine the kinds of texts in this study. Adaptation studies is revealed as a
popular and expanding area of intellectual enquiry, but one still seeking
comprehensive theoretical definitions which would serve its increasing areas
of interest. It is to be expected that any area of textual enquiry will be shaped
by the developing wider theoretical debates about texts, but unlike some
areas of enquiry, adaptation theory always seems to exist on slightly uneven
ground. Thomas Leitch perhaps rather controversially suggests that ‘recent
theorists of adaptation have been ... reluctant to define their field of study’
(‘Adaptation and Intertextuality’ 88). He, and others, have suggested the
cause of this uncertainty lies in the subject’s antecedence, where teaching
and research was undertaken by those in literary studies, and shaped by the
literary critical practices of those involved in this new area of investigation to
the neglect of film studies. Some claim this is where its bias in terms of
literature was established, while others see a more intrinsic problem in the

relationship between the ‘source’ of adaptations and the adaptations that
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result. Nevertheless, sitting at the crossroads between literary studies and
film studies it has been informed by both areas, but never completely owned

by either.

From the discussion in this chapter, we can see that the study of adaptations
continues to circle around issues to do with fidelity and intertextuality,
although sometimes in new configurations. Intertextuality, for example, is
now not only the relationship between a novel and a film, but also a range of
intertexts including other films and novels, publicity and marketing materials,
and production intertexts such design, music, and the casting of the film. The
intertextual relationship between adaptation and a novel, or a performance of
a play, is also now recognised as non-linear, with such adaptations and
performances influencing an individual’s re-reading of the supposed source
text, as well as future adaptations of the texts. Although there has been a
recent re-positioning of the role of fidelity in adaptations, on the whole
fidelity as a defining feature of adaptation has continued to diminish in
significance. Yet even if the significance of fidelity has been reduced, the
concept still has shaped, and continues to shape the questions and critical

strategies which surround adaptation studies.

In terms of the texts considered in this thesis, it is perhaps only the
discussions of the RSC’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream and Kenneth Branagh’s
film version of Love’s Labour’s Lost that sit comfortably at the centre of

adaptation studies. Even the RSC Live and NT Live are shown to test the
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critical parameters of Shakespeare in Performance Studies and adaptation
studies. In these productions the cinema performance has an intertextual
relationship with the live theatre performance, and these multi-layered
creations complicate issues around the production of meaning and the
analysis of audience reception. The other texts explored, which involve
consideration of the figure of these authors in contemporary fiction and film,
are adaptations of a different kind. They are transformations of something
which previously existed or was known, they are announced, they are
intertextual, they will prompt in some readers a ‘recall’ (Geraghty 4) of
previous knowledge about the author, and they give ‘pleasure’, which is in
part derived from the audience/readers comparison between what they are

watching/reading and what they think they already know about the authors.

While it is important to identify all these engagements with the idea of the
author, be they biographical or a performance of their work, as different
shades of adaptation, it is also revealing to ask what do they, as a group of
texts tell us about the adaptation of Austen and Shakespeare?
Fundamentally, these adaptations all reassert the significance of these
authors to the contemporary world. The films which focus on Shakespeare all
show that from a messy, fraught, frustrating, early life the canonical figure is
born. Cartmell discussing biopics of Austen notes:

Paradoxically, the biopic —in particular the film biography of an

author- uses genre to both kill and resurrect the author. Unperturbed

by concerns over the intentional and affective fallacies that so

revolutionized the manner in which literature was interpreted in the
mid-twentieth century, screen adaptations of Austen’s work seem to
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doggedly cling to old-fashioned biographical approaches to fiction that

equate interpretation with finding out ‘truths’ about the author.

(‘Becoming Jane’ 157)
These ‘truths’, as noted earlier, are often connected with the author’s
romantic life, which is offered as an explanation for the author’s creative life.
The Jane Austen Project is the only text considered here which ‘kills’ the
author, in the sense of anticipating and then reporting the death of Austen
(although the aim of the time travellers is to extend her life). There are
however no Barthesian examples of the ‘death of the author’ in the texts, as
the authors remain centre stage throughout, their lives telling us about their
work. The two theatre productions also assert the significance of the author
for the contemporary audience. Shakespeare’s A Midsummer Night’s Dream
is proclaimed as a ‘Play for the Nation’, whereas RSC Live and NT Live

celebrate the creation of vast audience communities worldwide. These texts

therefore assert the significance of the author and not their demise.

One of the challenges for these adaptations of the lives of Austen and
Shakespeare is that we do not have a comprehensive account of their actual
lives. In some respects, of course, this is also an opportunity for the
filmmakers and novelists which they grasp willingly, often drawing on rather

similar evocations of the writing process itself. Judith Buchanan has observed:

Literary biopics make a feature of shots that lovingly fete the writing
process. We are familiar with the aestheticized views of desk, quill,
parchment, inkpot, typewriter, the writer in a moment of meditative
pause, the evocatively personal oddities that adorn the space of
writing, the view from the window as a reflective space that feeds the
imaginative process. (5)
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In each of the film representations most of these features are present. In that
sense the adaptation of the act of writing is seen as ahistorical, an individual
personal experience unconnected with the world that surrounds the author.
As discussed earlier, some of the film techniques employed in Shakespeare in
Love to depict the writer at work are very similar to those in Becoming Jane,
with their close focus on paper and quill and the writer’s anguished torment
as the words come halting forth. The act of writing in The Jane Austen Project,
however, takes place away from the attention of the time-traveller narrator,
who only catches glimpses of Austen’s writing once she has left the room. (In
an interesting way this has parallels with the modern reader who reads the
works left by the absent Austen.) However, despite using similar techniques,
the biopics considered differ markedly in terms of tone. All the Shakespeare
ones discussed here, utilise comedy and are very self-aware and self-
referential, whereas the tone of the Austen biopics is reflective, more serious
and almost elegiac. The Shakespeare films all juxtapose comments and
everyday events from the audience’s own modern world, to create both an
ironic distance and also, curiously, create an empathetic engagement with the
author hero. Lisa Hopkins comparing the adventurous and sometimes radical
filmic re-readings of Shakespeare’s texts with the rather more conservative
adaptations of Jane Austen’s books, comments on the latter that:

they are more likely to inhabit a secure, unified genre, or be criticized

if they do not, especially if the Austen text at stake has been or is
perceived to have been adapted without due sensitivity to the very
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specific cultural codes and social restrictions within which her
characters operate. (‘Shakespeare to Austen’ 246)

What we can see here in the adaptations of Austen’s life is that they also
adhere to the same ‘very specific cultural codes and social restrictions’. Even
when the plot of the adaptation introduces the idea of time-travel, as in The
Jane Austen Project, this often seems to be there primarily to record the
minutiae of Austen’s surroundings and behaviours, and they certainly do not
introduce time-travelling sci-fi features like the homicidal aliens in ‘The
Shakespeare Code’. Austenland’s approach is, however, less conservative.
The absence of the figure of Austen herself, and the comic representation of
the inadequate immersive visitor attraction Austenland, encourages a self-
referential tone closer to the Shakespeare films. Here the adaptation focuses
less on the production of the Austen text and is more concerned with the

exploration of its contemporary reception and consumption.

Yet, despite these varieties of tone, the adaptations share a preoccupation
with the idea of loss. This, as we have seen, is often formulated as lost love,
and occasionally lost children (‘The Shakespeare Code’ proposes that
Shakespeare’s grief at the loss of his son Hamnet is channelled by the aliens),
but most interestingly for adaptations about writers, they all to varying
extents focus on lost texts. In all these depictions of the authors’ lives there
are intriguing glimpses of a supposed lost text, or a fictional text about to be

lost. Academic critics have speculated about a lost text Love’s Labour’s Won
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supposed to be a sequel to Love’s Labour’s Lost, and in ‘The Shakespeare
Code’ this lost play appears only to be hijacked by aliens for their nefarious
purposes. Other fictional lost texts occur in the other films: in Shakespeare in
Love there is an ‘Ur- text’ of Romeo and Juliet, comically named Romeo and
Ethel, the Pirate’s Daughter, and in Bill, a play, A Series of Comic
Misunderstandings, is co-authored with Christopher Marlowe, but then
accidentally thrown in the fire. Significantly, all of these imagined lost texts
are significantly shown to be of dubious literary merit. In The Jane Austen
Project, however, the time travellers do recover Austen’s lost novel The
Watsons, but on returning to the future it is ignored and appears to be of no
interest to academics or general readers. There are a number of possible
explanations for why in these author texts the lost texts remain lost,
destroyed or ignored. Austen’s lost text is recovered, but in the future world
of the novel it loses its cachet as more Austen novels have appeared, and
literary taste has changed in response to a different social and political
climate. As discussed earlier, although both Shakespeare and Austen did use
sources in the creation of their works, in the adaptations the creative act is
shown as grounded in their own experience and imagination. In the
Shakespeare films we also see them developing their writing craft in earlier
works, which are subsequently lost. These lost texts are seen as expendable
practice pieces for the budding author. Alternatively, given that Paul Franssen
argues ‘time travel narratives usually cut Shakespeare down to size’ (228), the
apprentice pieces might be included to show Shakespeare as an inadequate

writer. Yet this does not seem to be the case in ‘The Shakespeare Code’ or
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the other Shakespeare films considered here' where the extended
development of the Shakespeare figures reveals them to be empathetical
characters with embryonic canonical status. Lisa Hopkins suggests we do not
regret the loss of Love’s Labour’s Won at the end of the ‘The Shakespeare
Code’ because:
This is, it seems, a Shakespeare play that no one much cares if we lose,
but that is | think because its own importance is comprehensively
eclipsed by the actual presence of Shakespeare. It is a part of his
charm that he is himself unimpressed by his own work, dismissing
Love’s Labour's Won with ‘The boys get the girls, they have a bit of a
dance, it’s all as funny and thought-provoking as usual’.
(Shakespearean Allusion 180)
In this television episode, the mature, perceptive self-deprecating
Shakespeare, having helped to save the world with his play, colludes with the
Doctor to suppress Love’s Labour’s Won for the safety of the planet. The
other Shakespeares, in Shakespeare in Love, and Bill, are represented as more
immature writers, but they too do not mourn the loss of their early attempts.
Instead they adapt their early work and in the case of Shakespeare in Love
create Romeo and Juliet, and in Bill, ‘Shakespeare’ produces a new play which
not only reveals his nascent creative talent, but also gains him the financial
support of the Queen. These rewrites of earlier texts, in a somewhat
metafictional way, are adaptations. They are ‘haunted’ (Hutcheon 4) by the
lost texts (literally in Bill with the appearance of Marlowe’s ghost) but they
produce a ‘new cultural and aesthetic product’ (Sanders 45). Significantly the

adaptations produced by the various Shakespeares are successful in distinct

ways. In Shakespeare in Love the rewrite produces Romeo and Juliet which is
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commercially and dramatically significant, in ‘The Shakespeare Code’ the
adaptation is world changing (as it defeats the aliens), and in Bill the new play
has political impact (defeating a Catholic plot and saving the life of Queen
Elizabeth). Although comically presented, each film adaptation shows that
adaptation can successfully enrich a prior text, and also that adaptation is

itself a crucial part of the writing process.

This collection of texts are therefore adaptations which are distinct and
distinctive. In the case of most of the author texts they self-consciously
declare their status as adaptations, and they are sometimes also about
adaptation. The adaptations of the life and works of the authors may be of
different kinds, but they are all built on a desire to engage with audiences and
reassert the significance of the canonical author to the contemporary world.
Paradoxically, while being very much ‘about the author’, they utilise diverse
intertextual frameworks, the awareness of which was supposed to diminish
the significance of the author in critical study. Some of the texts are literally
about time travel, but all the adaptations share the transpositional and
transtemporal features of time-travelling fiction, as they are resurrected to

speak to a new audience in new times and places.

i This phrase was used by one of my University lecturers when | was an undergraduate at University of Warwick
between 1976-9. | have sadly forgotten his name.

il See Dudley Andrew (1984) who discusses transforming, intersecting and borrowing. Kamilla Elliot (2003) who
explores: Psychic, Ventriloquist, Genetic, De(Re)composing, Incarnational, and Trumping. Thomas Leitch (2007)
whose categories include: Celebrations, Adjustment, Neo-classic imitation, Revisions, Colonization,
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(Meta)commentary or deconstruction, Analogue, Parody and pastiche, Secondary, tertiary or quaternary imitations,
and Allusion.

it L utcheon also suggests that ‘paraphrase and translation analogies can also be useful in considering what | earlier
called the ontological shift that can happen in adaptations of an historical event or an actual person’s life into a
reimagined, fictional form. (Hutcheon 2013. 17)

¥ Michael Cunningham also used the analogy of jazz in a discussion of his ‘adaptation’ of Mrs Dalloway, in his novel
The Hours, commenting ‘What | wanted to do was more akin to music, to jazz, where a musician will play
improvisations on an existing piece of great music from the past — not to reinvent it, not to lay any kind of direct
claim to it, but to both honor it and try to make other art out of an existing work of art.” (Schiff 113)

V' This cutting down to size of Shakespeare can however be see in Blackadder: Back and Forth (1999) where

Shakespeare is knocked to ground and verbally abused by Blackadder for the unhappiness he has inflicted on school
children forced to study his texts.
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