











chorus members join her whenever she repeats the song’s refrain, just asianvictisic-
hall performer would have done:

Mr. Percy Snodgrass
would often have the odd glass,
but never when he thought
anybody could see

Secretly he’'d buy it,

and drink it on the quiet,
and dream he was an eatrl
with a girl on each knee

Oom-pah-pah!
Oom-pah-pah!
That's how it goes

Oom-pah-pah!
Oom-pah-pah!
Everyone knows

What is the cause of his

red shiny nose?

Could it be

Oom-pah-pah?

Pretty little Sally

goes walking down the alley,

displays her pretty ankles

to all of the men

They could see her garters,

but not for free and gratis.

An inch or two, and then

she knows when to say when. (83-86)
The lyrics to the song, though not explicit, focus on drinking and sexual situations, two of the
most common topics of early music hall songs. The refrain of the song is likewise
reminiscent of the music hall. Christopher Pulling writes about the tyghoals to a
musical-hall song, which might have gone something like: “Tooral-li-od@bral-li-ay’ or

‘Tiddie-iddi-iddie-iddie-ol-lol-li-do,” or ‘Fold-de-rol-de-ri-do.” Superior pEons are apt to
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claim that that was all the old music hall sodigsconsist of” (123}, Of course, music-hall
songs were more than just popular ballads featuring onomatopoeic lyrics, but this was
nevertheless one of the most common conventions of the ballads sung in music halls,
including the immortal “Ta-ra-ra Boom-de-ay,” first sung in a Britiglsio hall by Lottie
Collins in 1892. “Oom-pah-pah” fully captures the essence of this technique.

The prudence of using a diegetic number to open the second act when the previous act
ended on such a cliffhanger is questionable, though “Oom-Pah-Pah” is an unquestionably
entertaining song and the liveliness of the music-hall atmosphere helpagtureche
audience’s attention following the intermission. A more relevant scene lgketgistrate
Fang’s courtroom may have fit in better with the dramatic arc of the $&tairyt, is doubtful
that it would have proved half as entertaining. Furthermore, since the secooitihelf
show will focus heavily on Nancy, it is important that Bart open Act Il with a soeig
features her prominently. Thus, Oliver’s story must temporarily be put on hold.

Bart wastes no time between the opening to Act Il and the next number, howevir, as B
Sikes, who has been spoken of sporadically throughout the show, is finally introduced and
sings his only song, “My Name.” Sikes’s introduction is one of the most diffiquétcés in
the storyline ofliver!, and delaying this introduction until the second act creates several
complications for Bart. Given the revisions made to Fagin’s character|atistiee old man
is not the villain of this musical—Fagin is far less despicable than Bumble,yComeven
Noah. Whereas these characters all abuse and mistreat Oliver, Fganniisely kind to

him throughout the musical. However, Bumble and Mrs. Corney both disappear for a great

®“Oom-Pah-Pah” is not the only example of this téghe to be found iDliver! In Gammond’s compilation
text, he includes a song “Tiddle Um Pom” which eam$ onomatopoeic lyrics that are very similarhiose
used by Fagin in his music-hall style reprise atkRa Pocket or Two” (the reprise is actually cdlf®um Tum
Tum” on the soundtrack to the Palladium revivaDdifver!)
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length of time following Oliver’s journey to London—Noah and the Sowerberriepbsa
entirely. Thus, Act | proceeds to its conclusion without any real sense attoiithe
momentum of the story lies in the lively depiction of the thieves and the almost ssuntle
stream of songs that define this liveliness. Act Il must raise the stallanitiate some sort
of tension to drive the rest of the show, but introducing Sikes so late in the storytmakes
difficult. Whereas Bumble, Corney, and the Sowerberries are too foolish anchttorbe
regarded as serious threats to Oliver’'s hopes and happiness, Sikes posete adefar.
Indeed, he is so dangerous that it is difficult to place him in the larger sdffetre story.
Had the character been introduced earlier, it might have been possible to inednpara
more fully into the thematic breakdown of the show, highlighting how the housebreaker
himself is in desperate need of love, but how he fails to properly go about attainihgsit
abusive relationship with Nancy (Carol Reed would successfully explore thisngbee

film adaptation ofliver!). By introducing Sikes so late, Bart largely confines the character
to the role of a brute. It is a role that he fills admirably, but the threat posed sy tewer
fully articulated, especially in relation to Oliver.

Of course, Sikes functions mainly as a henchman in the original novel. He lacksiéhe s
level of conniving malice as Fagin and Monks, both of whom are more conspiratohnigil in t
villainy. Unlike these two characters, who slyly plot against Oliver in hopesraipting
him, Sikes’s menace is almost entirely physical in nature—he nevectmpires against
Oliver, but instead frightens him with threats of violence. Sikes’s most rbarethrole in
the novel is as the murderer of Nancy, another sign that his brute physicaigylefining

trait.
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Even this element of his character is complicated by the musical. In timalonigvel,
Sikes is manipulated into killing Nancy by Fagin, who wishes to see thegirldihe
musical, the paternal and likeable Fagin introduced in Act | would never allowdioras
thing to happen. Since Fagin is such a benevolent character in the musical, Sikeymust
take on the role of villain though he must do so squarely in his capacity as a physical
creature. Because the character is introduced so late in the plajmpbssible to add any
true depth to his characterization. As one early West End reviewer notedlim#éstall
we know of Bill Sykes is that everyone is afraid of him and that Nancy loves him
desperately” (“Hotchpotch” 16). This is all that we need know in order for tigg@laove
forward, however.

Though Sikes has been spoken of (and sung of) several times before his introduction in
Act Il, there is no real sense of how dangerous he is until he sings “My Nameiht@ihgty
and discordance of this song, which stands out as an anomaly when compared to virtually
every other number in the play, helps to convey an air of imminent danger about the
housebreaker. The content of the song is also traceable back to the novel. During Sikes’s
introduction, he lays stress on the importance of his name while discussing #rewithtt
Fagin:

“Hush! hush! Mr. Sikes,” said the Jew, trembling; “don’t speak so loud!”

“None of your mistering,” replied the ruffian; “you always mean midoign you come
to that. You know my name: out with it! | shan’t disgrace it when the time comes.

“Well, well, then—Bill Sikes,” said the Jew, with abject humility. (95)
The lyrics are very straightforward for the most part; Sikes catasogpieeral of his crimes,
all of which were quite violent, and proudly boasts of his notoriety within the underworld.

The cowering bar patrons reinforce his claims without having to say one word onttiie ma
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Sikes’s introduction immediately helps to raise the stakes of the musical, dtahghpoint
there is no real sense of how Sikes may or may not affect Oliver's chanceslifoy f
happines$. Act | featured a fundamentally joyful story about the orphan’s journey from
loneliness and misery to companionship and happiness; furthermore, the antagonistic
characters presented in the first act were humorous as opposed to dangerouseldtimnrev
of Sikes sets up what will be a darker and far more complicated second aathrQliver’s
search for love produces dangerous conseguences.

If establishing Sikes’s dangerous and volatile nature is an important functios of t
number, it is equally important to establish the tenor of his relationship with N&iwy
allusions are made to Nancy in the song, but the blocking of the number features Sikes
displaying his violent possessiveness of the girl, as well as his failutehterfemotional
needs. The musical score contains several blocking notes meant to reinforce this point:
“Nancy rushes to Sikes’s side and cuddles him. Sikes ignores her....Nancy begins to flir
with one of the other customers. Sikes sees Nancy flirting with the custontehgruaway,
and knocks the man out” (91). The original prompt book blocks the scene out somewhat
differently. In this blocking, when a drunken patron begins flirting with Nancy guhie
number and makes the mistake of putting his hands on her, Sikes grabs him by the lapel and
punches him (57). Nancy rests her head on his chest and he puts his arm around her. Both
stagings of the song establish that Sikes and Nancy are in a physitahstlip, and
likewise, that Sikes is a violent, controlling person. Nevertheless, his unwdbsgo
acknowledge Nancy’s love for him in the blocking listed in the musical scoresseeentral

trait of the character, particularly in regards to the character afyN@erself. Bart’s

® Oliver's absence from the entire first scene eftiusical’s second act is troubling, though he ez&lan even
longer absence in Dickens'’s original novel andréeer comes close to forgetting about him entinelyl the
revelation of his true identity toward the very exfdhe text.
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assertion thaDliver! is all about the search for love makes Nancy’s hopeless desire to find
love with Sikes all the more compelling. The slightly more tender Sikes loedaen the
prompt book, however, fits in even more closely with this theme, as Bill clearlyives s
sense of affection for Nancy though he is only capable of expressing it througheiolenc
The necessity of consolidating the story becomes clearer as the scgpege® The
Dodger arrives at the Three Cripples and reveals information regarding ©éxrest, trial,
exoneration, and subsequent journey to Mr. Brownlow’s house. The plot exposition here is a
necessary evil and it is well-placed in the opening moments of the second act-aythtiew
rest of the act can proceed without such encumbrances. Nevertheless, Bag wibdt
Allen Cohen and Steven Rosenhaus call a “golden rule” of writing for mulsesztit :
“Musical theatre has traditionally been not only more of an auditory genrésbunare of a
visualgenre, more of a spectacle, than straight theatre. With its emphasis on mauasnent
song rather than on dialogue, the musical seems to require that the audienceheze a
scenes and actions for itself, rather than hear them described....Thus a goldemudealf
theatre writing isDon’t tell them, show thenfCohen and Rosenhaus’ emphases, 29-30).
While it may not have been possible to include scenes depicting Magistrgte Fan
courtroom and Oliver’s arrival at Mr. Brownlow’s house, Bart might have ulil&zenore
creative method for revealing Oliver’s fate than simply relying on the Ddger
summarizing. It is a particularly striking weakness given that O¢iggiuation was so
precarious in the final moments of Act I. A brief spoken summary of what has happened t
him makes for a disappointing anti-climax. This is the weakest moment inubeist of
the show, but it is entirely forgivable given the sheer breadth of the stoahas trying to

tell in a two-hour period.
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The scene proceeds with Fagin and Sikes recruiting a reluctant Nangy geth@liver
back. Nancy’'s reasons for not wishing to do so are self-serving, as in thelorayielk she
does not want to risk her identity being revealed to the police. The girl hgstmaicome
selfless enough to put Oliver's needs before her own, though she will make thabtrans
shortly. When she refuses to cooperate with Sikes, he strikes her, and sredasdeft
onstage to sing her main ballad, “As Long As He Needs Me.”

It is somewhat ironic that “As Long As He Needs Me” enjoyed su@seagop song
recorded by Shirley Bassey and has likewise proved a favorite of Braagiway leading
ladies in various revue concerts given that the context of the number is so mhfmrta
understanding it. It is very much Nancy’s song, perhaps to an even greaterttiagrthe
degree to which “Where is Love?” is Oliver’'s song. The description of heioredhtp with
Sikes in this number is true to the depiction of this relationship in the origind| asve
Nancy seems desperate to convince herself that the housebreaker truly lovagheer
original text, this situation is perhaps best epitomized in Chapter XXXIX, innviancy
tends to the ill Sikes:

lliness had not improved Mr. Sikes’s temper; for, as the girl raised him updhii
to a chair, he muttered various curses on her awkwardness, and struck her.

“Whining are you?” said Sikes. “Come! Don’t stand sniveling there. If you dan’
anything better than that, cut off altogether. D’ye hear me?”

“I hear you,” replied the girl, turning her face aside, and forcing a latWyat fancy
have you got in your head now?”

“Oh! you've thought better of it, have you?” growled Sikes, marking the teahwhi
trembled in her eye. “All the better for you, you have.”

“Why, you don’t mean to say, you’d be hard upon me to-night, Bill,” said the githda
her hand upon his shoulder.

“No!” cried Mr. Sikes. “Why not?”
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“Such a number of nights,” said the girl, with a touch of woman’s tenderness, which
communicated something like sweetness of tone, even to her voice: “such a number of
nights as I've been patient with you, nursing and caring for you, as if you eadbe
child: and this the first that I've seen you like yourself; you wouldn’t have deneesas
you did just now, if you'd thought of that, would you? Come, come; say you wouldn’t.”
(307-308)
Sikes’s abuse of Nancy as she tries to care for him is the ultimate indicatoe thavholly
incapable of providing her with the love that she requires. Nevertheless, she soiatinue
cling to him. The situation is immediately evocative of countless readtdienples of
women in abusive relationships who have convinced themselves that their abusive boyfriends
truly love them.
The relationship between the characters is used for thematic purposes Img Reckeell,
for the author highlights how Nancy’s brutal nurturing in the underworld has left Bertop
such a relationship—a distinct contrast to Oliver whose ethereally good trahseends the
moral squalor of his environment. Nancy’s status as a prostitute is also ofigméetasice
here, for her living a life of the flesh leaves her even more open to the abasioéisekes.
The housebreaker’s continued mistreatment of Nancy’s body is internaliziee biylt as
her internal life is so thoroughly governed by her external life to begin \tiththus easy
for Nancy to detest herself, and in so doing, to continue on as Sikes’s mistress af alpit
the abuse to which he subjects her. Robert R. Garnett notes that in this contexsdvees
as a foil for Rose Maylie, Dickens’s representative of the feminine i8@4}305). Whereas
Rose is gentle, calm, and linked to the spiritual plane, Nancy is violent, physitéhked
to the carnal world of the flesh. When Rose later tries to convince Nancy to #szape

miserable life she has known for so long, she refers to the girl's “temial@iation,” (327),

a fitting description of her extremely unhealthy relationship with the hosedne
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Dickens ultimately connects Nancy’s prostituting of herself and Sikéxsise to one
overarching tendency toward self-destruction which ultimately sealstberNither Rose
nor Mr. Brownlow can persuade Nancy to give up her former lifestyle, or to |deasg S
though Nancy seems fully aware of the fact that doing both might allow heaito att
redemption. Garnett writes that toward the end of the novel, when Nancy trieadoapih
Sikes to spare her just before her death, there is an added dimension to her pledsan that s
finally seems determined to try and break with the life she has known—a\éengd
almost entirely by crime and sexuality: “She pleads for freedomeddéma from her carnal
life; freedom from Bill himself....Hoping that Sikes will renounce his brutigbtence for a
life of abstinence and prayer is not only futile, however, but even paradoxical, fahke is
embodiment of matter devoid of soul; without his brutishness, Sikes would not exist at all”
(506). Ultimately, it is far too late for Nancy to try and escape Sikes andetstglé that he
represents. Gambling on the housebreaker’s sense of mercy is the equivalenndfiog
suicide. Sikes, like Nancy, is incapable of escaping the brutality of th@ement in which
he has matured.

The situation is complicated in the musical by the fact that the lifestyleyNeads is
never depicted as particularly unhappy, save for when Sikes himselfthetecene. Nancy
would hardly be capable of singing a song entitled “It's A Fine Life” inlAtshe were the
utterly degraded, alcoholic, self-loathing creature presented in Diskannginal novel.
Furthermore, the issues regarding her prostituting herself remain unexplohednusical,
and rightly so. Such issues would be wildly out of place in a play that is geayely la
toward family audiences, and the overwhelmingly positive portrayal ohibees’ den

would be undercut significantly. Bart is willing to explore the abuse that Nandyemaisre

248



as a result of her lifestyle, but it is her relationship with Sikes, as opposegdthan
element of this lifestyle, that is truly destructive in the adaptatioore®er, Bart never
implies that this relationship is solely the result of the low-class ugphgs of the two
characters. The sentiments expressed in “As Long As He Needs Me” wobhkl daarie
even if Nancy and Sikes were a middle-class couple locked in a synatarsive
relationship. The fact that the song is written in a pop idiom also seems taaritagathe
troubles that Nancy must endure are not attributable to her time periadl either, her
abusive relationship with Sikes and her willingness to excuse his behavior arensrdidée
transcend the period and setting of the musical. There is something universal about he
desire to be loved, and simultaneously, something fundamentally modern about tlmnsituat
she describes.

Sikes’s toxic influence is thus detectable in the shift in Nancy’s use af.M\ereas all
of her previous numbers are light and happy music-hall songs, “As Long As lde Meé
is a passionate pop ballad about the abuses she has endured, and likewise, her widingness
go on enduring them: “Who else would/love him/still? When they've been/used st#ill
knows I/always/will. As long as/he needs me” (94). Nancy also revedlber relationship
with Sikes involves her having to stifle her own feelings toward him: “I missshim/
much/when he is/gone./But when he’s/near me/l don’t let on./The way |/fedd/ifise love
I/have to/hide. The hell! I've/got my/pride. As long as/he needs me”§R4Mancy’s
search for love with Sikes is thus doubly futile; not only does he refuse to acknewledg
love in the way that she wishes him to, but she is simultaneously incapable ofidgstie
full extent of her feelings for him as a result of his brutish behavior. In spieiofhysical

relationship, Nancy is astonishingly repressed from an emotional point of view.
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Even if the introduction of Sikes is somewhat rushed and the exposition of his relptionshi

with Nancy is not fully developed, Bart is able to clarify the basic tone af¢benection

simply through the lyrics to “As Long As He Needs Me.” This number also heket up a

great deal of what will follow. In a sense, “As Long As He Needs Me'tisezt follow-up

to “Where is Love?” in that both songs focus on the singer’s need for companionship;

moreover, both of these numbers diverge from the music-hall tenor of most of the other

songs. If Oliver's song is about the search for a mother figure, and Naocygss about the

search for someone whom she can love, then it stands to reason that the clshi@dtbrs

gravitate toward one another. It is not surprising that the latter part &if viditfocus

primarily on Nancy’s relationship with Oliver, for toward the climax of this Hancy will

finally find in Oliver an outlet for the love that she has been forced to asifeeresult of her

relationship with Bill. Unfortunately, this discovery will come at a very higgt.c

The second scene of Act Il returns Oliver to the forefront of the musical, thougyfuse

one of many characters who participate in the next big production number, “Who Wall Bu

Before this song commences, Mrs. Bedwin is introduced singing a briefaeriwhere is

Love?” Tellingly, the number cuts off upon her singing the line “Where is/she?"a9&)

Oliver awakens and embraces her, as if the question has already beee@ns$wercertain,

the compassionate Mrs. Bedwin proves a loving mother figure for Oliver. reoven

significant, however, is the fact that Oliver is now in the household where the trugyidént

his mother will eventually be revealed. Given that Mrs. Bedwin is establishealvang

been a servant in the Brownlow household for many years, it is more than likedii¢hat

attended on Agnes in the same way that she tends to Oliver. It would therefore be more

accurate to label her a grandmotherly figure as opposed to a true maibstiéite. The
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role that Nancy plays in shaping Oliver’s fate toward the end of this act willaittly set
her up as Agnes’s true successor.

“Who Will Buy?” does not match the music-hall roots of most of the other songs in
Oliver! though the Englishness of the number is presented in other ways: the street vendors
who sing out to sell their wares are again reminiscent of Barlsieanersion in working-
class English culture. Indeed, street singing was a familiar etevhéhis culture from the
Victorian era onward, though the characters doing the singi@jvar! are not street
performers, but merchants. Nevertheless, Bart depicts a London stregtihat with song,
much as he did earlier with “Consider Yourself.” “Who Will Buy?” is also ag@ls to
“Consider Yourself” in its focus on working-class Londoners who use music aare ok
expressing themselves.

In spite of these similarities, however, there are also distinctediffes between the two
numbers. “Consider Yourself’ is sung primarily by the Dodger. As a pickpobket, t
Dodger is a person from the very bottom rung of the social ladder—below even the working-
class merchants who sing in the chorus of both songs. Furthermore, “Consider Yourself’
presents a communal vision of London as the Dodger insists that everything imxshare a
share alike. The vision of London presented in “Who Will Buy?” is more individualist a
capitalistic—the very idea of asking “who will buy?” implies that theretrhesa financial
transaction of some kind. Whereas “Consider Yourself’ repeatedly addiessasa of
trying to avoid making payments, whether it is by finding somebody to “foot tfiebill
being “handy with a rolling pin” when the landlord comes calling, “Who Will Buy®lies
that making such payments is essential to the function of society. It is givakarast

opposed to share and share alike.
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Oliver himself, now living in upper-middle-class comfort with Mr. Brownlow, hasaaly
begun to subscribe to this new point of view as he joins in singing the chorus to the song, and
later sings a reprise while on his way to return Mr. Brownlow’s books. The ide@lier
must “buy” this wonderful morning as opposed to simply being able to enjoy it for free
places the middle-class comforts of his new environment in contrast to the lag®jegis
of the thieves’ kitchen. Though there are very few luxuries in the thieves’ demnjdisitl
laughter, camaraderie, food, drink, and shelter, and notably, no one is chargeddgimt. F
and the boys subsist together on the boys’ pickings, and (as the Dodger points out during
“Consider Yourself”) even though there isn’t much to spare, the group shargthienpand
makes certain that there is enough to go around. While Brownlow’s house is cartainly
more comfortable environment for the hero, all of these comforts are theafelgllt
Brownlow’s wealth—thus, the answer to Oliver’s question of “who will buy?” sckamly
obvious. Had Oliver never met Mr. Brownlow, it would have been impossible for him to
derive any enjoyment from the song, for he waudtlhave had any means of buying this
beautiful morning. As in Dickens’ novel, Oliver’s happy ending is dependent on the/charit
of others, and moreover, on a series of fortunate coincidences.

In the original text, Oliver’'s understanding of the commercial natuteeahtddle-class
lifestyle is made evident when he asks Mr. Brownlow to hire him as a sefantt turn
me out of doors to wander in the streets again. Let me stay here, and be a servant. Don't
send me back to the wretched place | came from. Have mercy upon a poor boy, sir!” (104).
In the same scene, when Mr. Brownlow asks Oliver if he would like to be a witesr O
replies that it would be better to be a bookseller, again displaying a cipritahtality.

While “Who Will Buy?” does not feature Oliver trying to “sell” himselflr. Brownlow, it
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does emphasize two of the defining traits of Oliver’'s new environment: firsydhacan’t
get something for nothing, and second, that individualism is a central element of the
commercial lifestyle. The musical structuring of “Who Will Buy?” ssnplex, with each of
the individual merchants singing about his or her wares. The voices ultimateiyné
layered, but there is never really a sense that they are all singing tegattes all, each
person has his own goods to sell. Whereas “Consider Yourself” features evergomg joi
together to sing about camaraderie in the face of economic hardship, “Who Wil Buy
features a group of individuals, all of whom retain their own unique wares, i0graitie
musical notes, trying to carve out a living through commerce and exchanger Dlys into
this new individualism as he expresses his desire to keep this lovely morning $etthim
Who will buy this

wonderful morning?

Such a sky you

never did see

Who will tie it

up with a ribbon, and

put it in a box for me?

So | could

see it at my

leisure whenever

things go wrong.

And | would

keep it as a treasure

to last my whole life long. (102-103)
Oliver’'s desire to keep his treasure to himself is very different from tag&’'s philosophy
as expressed in “Consider Yourself,” and moreover, from the philosophies presentéd in suc

songs as “It's A Fine Life,” “I'd Do Anything,” and even “Oom-Pah-Pah.” TEhesngs all

focus on communal sharing of such things as food, drink, song, and happiness in general—
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Oliver’'s desire to keep the joys of “Who Will Buy?” to himself is contita the philosophy
of the gand. This does not make Oliver any less sympathetic, though it does signify that his
worldview has changed upon his becoming familiar with the comforts of the Brownlow
household.

If Oliver's new environment is more capitalistic and individualistic thanhieses’ den, it
is likewise less lively from a musical point of view. Aside from Mrs. Betsweprise of
“Where is Love?” no music is ever sung within Mr. Brownlow’s house save foeiQi
chorus of “Who Will Buy?” Tellingly, Mr. Brownlow himself never sings, witagin,
Oliver’s other protector/father-figure, is constantly using music poesss himself and to
entertain his pupils. Furthermore, there are no boys Oliver’s age in Mr. Browrlousg.
Here, he is constantly interacting with adults who act like adults, as opposagintsElen
where he is interacting with people his own age, or with an adult who is almoskehidli
his exuberance and vivacity. The fact that Oliver lacks any friends his own adgeittieer
complicates the idea that this is the best environment for him. Kincaid’'s pomisthe
liveliness of the thieves’ den are thus underscored further by Bartigstdrayal of the
middle-class household. This stifling bourgeoisie complacency is downright dydbced
to the liveliness of Fagin’'s den. Though Dickens ends his novel by insisting thatl®&de
out the rest of his days with Mr. Brownlow and the Maylies in perfect happiness, that
happiness comes at the sacrifice of the conviviality of the thieves’ den,vehiab Bart
highlights effectively through his eliminating music from the Brownlow ssefde absence
of song here is a troubling indicator that the exuberant elements of liemdoh are

confined only to the underprivileged characters like Fagin, the Dodger angl, Mdrecmust

" One could argue that Fagin’s hoarding of his peaktreasures runs contrary to the philosophy ettieves’
den as well. This miserly component of Fagin’sspeality is indeed a contrast to his more genet@its,
though it does not prevent him from sharing othargs with the boys and providing for their needs.
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use music to keep their own spirits high in the face of adversity. Oliversfidalm and
comfort will leave little room for song—furthermore, his new lifestyle mam@ssort of
companionship with the thieves impossible, as is made clear in the scene wikerdoted
by his former companions.

The abduction scene marks a turning point in the portrayal of the thieves, who have, up
until this moment, been depicted in a universally positive light. In this sceneyémes
group turns on Oliver, and the cruelty shown toward the orphan is widely divergent from the
kindness that he received from them in Act I. The portrayal of the Dodgeishespecially
unfavorable, as he mocks Oliver and turns over his possessions, including Mr. Brownlow’s
books, the five pound note, and the very clothes on his back, to Fagin. The prompt book
accentuates the young pickpocket’s newfound disregard for Oliver, and the twb @mes
to blows as a result of Dodger’s taunting: “Dodger picks up books & gives them to&agi
goes to inspect Oliver’s clothes—Ilaughing all the time...Dodger & Oliver haveftwar
over the Jacket. Dodger gives Oliver a push over to R. in front of Fagin to c. Oliver runs
after Dodger. Fagin steps in front of Oliver and stops him” (70). Given that “Consider
Yourself” is built firmly upon the possibility of Oliver’s finding friendshiptiwthe Dodger
and the other pickpockets, the writing here seems uneven—in the first act, the Bodger i
presented as a companion and role model of sorts for Oliver, whereas the secortchgst por
him as an antagonist.

Nevertheless, there is a solid basis for such a transition in the chartiotentz®liver's
relationship with the thieves, and it relates back to the humorous depiction of the middle
class in the earlier music-hall style songs sung in the thieves’ den. Ther2odthe other

pickpockets find their fun in mocking the pretentiousness of the middle class. Upon
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ascending to the urban gentry through his adoption by Mr. Brownlow, Oliver has béeme
very sort of person that the boys all love to hate: a well-dressed and respectaiier of
the upper orders. Though the Dodger and Oliver met on equal terms, Oliver'sragkest
him an easy target for the boys’ derision and contempt. While the gang is vecyipeote
and friendly toward Oliver when he is part of their circle, the moment he stepdeoinsir
circle marks the end of the relationship: Oliver can no longer “consider hiragelbf the
family. It is of course ironic that Oliver’'s ascent has left him unklgtaompany for the
thieves. Even more ironic is the fact that we are left to wonder whether this lagseruly
been worthwhile given all that Oliver has lost in the process. The friendship bfehest
den seems infinitely more alluring than the colorless comforts of Mr. owwis house.
Furthermore, whereas the thieves are all musical, Mr. Brownlow remaites Even if the
Dodger’s behavior complicates Bart’s positive vision of the lower classeseibaan extent,
it never fully compromises this vision either. Whereas the novel featuted pbysical
abuse toward Oliver on the part of Fagin in this scene, the only abuse Oliver isesltgjec
from his former companions is verbal.

All the same, the potential for physical abuse is established through thetehaf Sikes,
who serves as a far greater threat to the child than any of his former congppawhereas
Sikes’s personal contempt for Oliver never reaches truly significagislen the novel,
Bart’s version of the character takes an instant disliking to the child antgssietermined to
punish him for his time spent with Mr. Brownlow, even though there is no proof that Oliver
betrayed the gang. This instant dislike is necessary, as there isrhigglto set up a truly
combative relationship between the two characters. More importantly, this atoment

that Nancy first begins to take a truly active interest in Oliver'ssafad comfort. Though
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she has treated him kindly in the past, inviting him to participate in the group’sawhgs
revels, she now steps into a genuinely maternal role in shielding him from danger,
specifically, from Sikes’s wrath. The brief reprise of “It's A Finée” that follows reveals
the shift in Nancy's loyalties from Sikes, Fagin, and the thieves to Oliveheas no longer
fully convinced of the fact that this is the “fine, fine life” she describelieearThis shift
happens rather abruptly, as in Dickens’s novel, and at times there is a seNsmtlyas
more preoccupied with preserving the innocence and goodness that Oliver re@®sents
opposed to focusing on the child himself. Nevertheless, the connection between the two
characters is justifiable based on what they are both seeking. As mentiona@sthestive
solo numbers highlight the idea that there is a very strong connection between them.

Fagin’s own big solo number, “Reviewing the Situation” follows, though while “Whkere i
Love?” and “As Long As He Needs Me” have a textual basis, with each number fully
embodying the spirit of the characters as they were written by Dickensptiggs purely a
creation for Bart’s version of the character. Dickens’s Fagin would nevadeoteaving
the criminal underworld, for Dickens’s more sinister version of the charadienily
committed to this lifestyle. Though the reader learns virtually nothing of Bgggst, it is
fairly evident that he has been a criminal for most of his life and that hédaing
criminality. His pride in having never been “peached” on by his cohorts impsidsrdness
for his trade, and his romanticized view of the thieves’ den is an effective wieans
controlling his charges.

Conversely, Bart's Fagin has severe misgivings about certain eleshémscriminal
lifestyle, most obviously, the violence that habitually goes along with ithersame scene,

he repeatedly pleads with Sikes not to resort to violence and tries to preventihg bea
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Oliver and Nancy. Itis implied in “Reviewing the Situation” that Fagin wouldlglay a
different way of living if possible, though all of the scenarios he outlines prove uabd&or
While the patter rhythm used by Fagin in the singing of the verses to this aoeg) fhle
number in the music-hall context once more, perhaps the most striking elemest of thi

particular song is the Jewish melody incorporated into the number, parti¢chladgh the
violin cadenzas that precede every verse. This Jewish element of the sorg setues to
underscore the thematic significance of the number: Fagin would be willingliarigya
different life, but the fact that he is a Jew would undoubtedly inhibit him from finding
support or success in most of his endeavors due to the anti-Semitism of the sodmthin w
he lives:
Soa
job I'm getting
possibly,

| wonder who the
boss’ll be?

| wonder if he'll
take to me?

What bonuses he’ll
make to me?

I'll start at eight, and
finish late,

at normal rate and
all, but wait!

| think I'd better
think it out again. (117)

Here, the question of whether Fagin chose to become a criminal becaussahy laatl no
choice at all proves intriguing. While Fagin’s desire to avoid doing an honestvadaks

may stem from nothing more than his own fondness for the underworld in which he has
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thrived, an understandable desire given the liveliness and friendship inherestifieshyle,
it is possible that the old man’s primary reasons for remaining a crimmmélperhaps, for
having become a criminal in the first place, relate to his inability to fintloaest job in
what is a highly corrupt society that mistreats outsiders like hirasdlOliver. Fagin’s
conflicted desires, as expressed in “Reviewing the Situation,” reveathisflaontrol over
his own destiny:
| don’t
want nobody

hurt for me,

Or made to do the
dirt for me.

This rotten life is
not for me.

It's getting far too
hot for me.

Don’t want no one to
rob for me,

But who will find a
job for me? (119)

The sympathetic portrayal of Fagin throughout the show becomes even fdéavang
“Reviewing the Situation.” Bart himself undoubtedly knew the difficultiesefifig like an
outsider, because of both his Jewish roots and his homosexuality, and his williogness t
present Fagin as a more agreeable character seems indicative ohacoaraction between
the composer and the lead character. Oliver is vulnerable and lonely due to hisibeing a
orphan; Nancy is vulnerable and lonely because of her masochistic love for Sikess Fag
vulnerable and lonely as a result of his Jewish background. Therefore, theotiaBiteree

of the lead characters to find love in the face of adversity becomes raoeendble.
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In the next two scenes, Bart must hurry the show toward its conclusion. TheeBaml
briefly reintroduced so as to acknowledge the death of Old Sally and thati@velf the
stolen locket. Subsequently, Mr. Brownlow deduces that Oliver is his grandson—in this
version, as in the Lean film, Agnes is presented as Brownlow’s daughtere il
revelation of Oliver’s birthright here is unrealistically coincidentak far less outrageous
than the original ending to the Dickens novel.

The musical does not truly reach its climax until Nancy arrives to speak witmBmv
about Oliver, however. This will set up the play’s eleven o’clock number, a repfias of
Long As He Needs Me,” and the climax atop London Bridge. Nancy’s decisiontto vis
Brownlow confirms that her loyalties have fully shifted, though this does nan stee is
willing to betray Sikes. As in the novel, she refuses to do anything that will consprber
lover’'s safety. While Nancy’s love for Oliver prompts her to try and redesself by
returning him to Brownlow, her love for Sikes prevents her from choosing the mositveffec
and safe way of doing so. Her attempt to reconcile these two very different kiogle of
proves fatal, but the fact that she gives her life for Oliver is not surprisemgove for the
orphan is a purer and more selfless love than her love for Sikes, which is taintedabiyycar
abuse, and a lack of reciprocity.

The absence of any real threat to Oliver in the thieves’ den createsoadiaaknatic
necessity that calls Nancy’s decision into question, however. In the origind| Moviks is
still conspiring against Oliver when Nancy seeks out help from Agnes and Brovamdwn
other adaptations of the story, Oliver is in some kind of mortal danger from ®iklesror
Fagin when Nancy tries to make contact with the middle-class charactepas of

rescuing the orphan. Here, the only justification for Nancy’s decision is her Enfimehe
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child, and, as mentioned, this fondness does not emerge until toward the end of the play.
Fortunately, Bart’s skillful use of music allows for the justification ahily’s behavior. A
brief yet strikingly effective reprise of “As Long As He Neede”N& all that is needed:

As long as
he needs me.
| know where
| must be.
But will he ever
see that someone
else needs me?

As long as

life is long.

I'll love him
right or wrong.
But he’s so

big and stron§.
And someone
else needs me.

A child with

no one

to take his part

I'll take his part, Bill
but cross my heart

| won't betray
your trust
Tho’people say
| must

I've got to
stay true just
as long as Bill
needs me. (124-125)
Oliver’s vulnerability and helplessness, along with his desire for love, bé&anlindelible

mark on Nancy, and she is now determined that he shall find happiness at last. Nancy’s

maternal role toward Oliver is fully realized, for she, like Agnes, isnvglto sacrifice her

8 The somewhat banal lyrics here would be changeBasi/for the 1994 Palladium version: “But
something/just as strong/says someone/else neetls me
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own life for the sake of the child. Just as Agnes died giving Oliver life, Naiticgligvtrying
to ensure that Oliver has the chance to be with his grandfather. Theatagghes and
Nancy are both “fallen” provides another link between them—in spite of their iatiests,
they both prove to be exceptionally loving mothers toward the neglected child.

Nancy’s death on London Bridge is by far the darkest moment in the musical, theugh t
play has inevitably been building to this point. In spite of the sympathetie deslove
displayed by most of the characters, it seems impossible that Nancy should gefivieer
unhealthy love for Sikes. Nevertheless, her redemptive love for Oliversritattear that her
death was not in vain, and moreover, that the search for love that has driven both characters
is not hopeless.

Following Nancy's death, the show proceeds to its conclusion—a conclusion modeled
very heavily on the climax to Lean’s film. As in the movie adaptation, Sikes i®glzot
policeman while trying to escape with Oliver. The rescued Oliver resunita Mr.

Brownlow and Mrs. Bedwin for his well-deserved “happily ever after,ugothere is still a
slight sense that he has lost something in his ascent to the middle class, eVieasagaieed
a grandfather and loving protector. While Brownlow and Mrs. Bedwin will attemgt to fi
the gaps that have always existed in Oliver’s life, “Where is Love?” sspdea need for a
mother figure, and Oliver has just lost a second mother through Sikes’s murder pf Nanc
Furthermore, Brownlow’s inability to sing seems to reflect an inabdigxXperience the
intense emotions and joys that propel Fagin, Nancy, and the other musicalecthdoalotrst
into song. His middle-class existence is one of staid comfort as opposed to the more
dynamic, passionate world of the thieves—a world that better exemplifiesr'©lown

strong passion for finding someone to love him.
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Bart diverges heavily from both the Lean film and the novel with his conclusion. In the
musical’s final scene, the Artful Dodger is caught and arrested byotheSBeet Runners,
and the angry mob that storms Fagin’s den steals the old man’s trove of sed&agm
himself is spared the horrific fate of his textual counterpart, however, andges to escape
the mob. Itis a just exoneration, for the adaptation’s version of the chasautedly the
purely evil corrupter of children depicted by Dickens in the original stohe idea of
ending the musical with Fagin being sent to the gallows is almost unthinkablé¢helsame,
Bart refuses to give the old man an unadulterated happy ending either hendsettles on a
somewhat ambiguous conclusion. The arrest of the Artful Dodger, Fagin’stcloses
companion and friend, adds a touch of melancholy to the old man’s story—not to mention
the story of the Dodger himself. The fact that Fagin has lost all of his compantns a
treasures means that he will truly have to start over. NeverthBeassnstills a good deal of
hope into the conclusion as well: Fagin resolves to try turning over a new leaf anafivalks
into the sunrise, an optimistic indication that he still has a chance at a happpdife
perhaps, a chance to find love once more.

The ambiguity surrounding the play’s final moments seems fitting in the contiet
darker and more complicated second act of the show, though it is not in keeping with the
uninhibitedly lively tone of the first act. Thus, Bart includes a more unrefignes/ful
conclusion with the finale/curtain call by incorporating a string of segrof some of the
show’s happiest songs sung by the entire cast. The creation of this findéegeas
accidental. Roper notes that the ending to the show was changed following the d&@imble
run: “After the murder at London Bridge and the chase of Bill Sikes and hi8ddgdad

written a scene back at the workhouse where the Artful Dodger is saved and brirgecki
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with his benefactor with a handful of gifts for the ragamuffins—a short sgghenatches
of reprised songs in it. However, it proved mechanically impossible to strike hhondo
Bridge” (43). Thus, the reprises were incorporated into the curtain call ifdedf fact that
the Dodger’s liberation had to be excised from the script is disappointing given that the
Dodger’s arrest following Sikes’s death incorporates yet another undarastcally dark
moment into the joyful musical, especially considering that the Dodger, ino§ig flaws,
remains a likeable character. Even so, some elements from the originatdmala in the
sung-through curtain call. The very first song reprised is “Food, Glorious Food” arst Oli
arrives with Brownlow to share a food basket with the workhouse orphans despite their
mistreatment of him earlier in the show. Here, Oliver reveals that despitewwimiddle-
class comfort, he will not turn his back on his lower-class roots—the repri€mositer
Yourself,” which immediately follows, emphasizes that Oliver is capdtd@plying the
Dodger’s share and share alike philosophy even though he has now ascended to the middle-
class. Furthermore, Oliver has retained his own ability to use song ass @heapression
despite having ascended into the silent world of Mr. Brownlow’s house.

The effect of this memorable adaptation of Dickens’s second novel on our cultural
perceptions of the story is undeniable. Moreover, juSilaer Twistis open to a myriad of
interpretationsQliver! presents many opportunities for analysis regarding the presentation of
the Dickensian characters in a musical context. Perhaps the greateshtofOliver!
relates directly to the culture text Ofiver Twist the fact that the show has resonated with so
many people throughout the world has placed it at the forefronwist adaptations. The
next chapter picks up with the show’s history, detailing the creation of theraedl&im

adaptation and the subsequent revivals of the show in both the United Kingdom and the
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United States. The afterlife &fliver! has only served to reinforce its dominance regarding

the culture text o®liver Twist
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Chapter 4
“Boy for Sale” — Oliver! From Stage to Screen to Stage

The film version oDliver! (1968) is one of only a handful of film adaptations of a stage
musical that has just as stellar a reputation as its theatrical soureerthgkess, the film did
not exert the same revolutionary effect on filmmaking that the stageesterted on British
theater; whereas the stage versio@b¥er! marked a new chapter in the story of the British
musical, the film version ddliver! was produced toward the end of an important chapter in
the story of Hollywood, namely, the heyday of the movie musigthough Oliver! won the
Oscar for Best Picture in 1969, it would be almost a full thirty-five yedmgdanother film
musical would go on to win that same prestigious award. In spite of this, the impartanc
Sir Carol Reed’®liver! to the enduring power of Bart’'s masterpiece cannot be denied.

Whereas Lionel Bart reconciled many different elements in the creatiiver!,
harmoniously merging the conventions of the British music hall, the integrated book show
and the world of Charles Dickens together, the gestation of the film versiaivef! was
marked by conflict, specifically, conflict over the film rights to the stagsical, conflict
over casting decisions, and conflict over the role that Bart would play in the poodotthe
movie. For obvious reasons, Bart wished to exert a good deal of control regardiing the f
project; from early on, he engaged in hypothetical casting calls, and Ropehabtbe t
well-meaning but overly assertive composer was often a bit too public imrbvging around
names for the leading roles, a habit that irritated several of the peopteatstwvith the

development of the project (116). Newspaper articles from the period reinforcacthis f



most notably, an article in a 1963 issue ofDladly Mail which states that Bart was already
engaging in mock-casting well before pre-production on the film was underway:
The hit musicaDliver! is to be filmed with Peter O’'Toole starring as Fagin...and, wait
for it, the idea is for Elizabeth Taylor as Nancy and Richard Burton aSiBds. Before
you start shouting and arguing about the cast line-up, listen to Lionel Bart wteothe
show which is a success in Britain and on Broadway. It’s his plan anyway. cHasai
night, “we’ve been offered a couple of million dollars (ak&it4,000) for the film rights
of Oliver! but I think now we’ll set up our own company and produce it ourselves.”
(Lewin, par. 1)
The information presented in this article is striking for two reasons:ifirsiveals Bart’s
desire to maintain a significant level of creative control over the projecon8ly, as any
fan of the film will undoubtedly recognizepneof the hypothetical casting decisions listed
in the article actually reached fruition. Bart threw out Peter O'Toobrisenfar too
prematurely, and neither Richard Burton nor Elizabeth Taylor wasnctst film. Despite
the fact that his overzealous early casting decisions were imprudent, and iwvaysny
impractical, Bart continued to haphazardly drop names to the press: Peies, Belhny
Kaye, and even Laurence Olivier were all on the composer’s list of potéagals, though
Sellers eventually emerged as his top pick for the role. Surprisingly, the isSakeo$
playing Fagin would prove to be one of the most controversial elements regasgdiitign th
version ofOliver!, though this controversy was related to a larger controversy regarding
Bart’s influence over the production of the film.

Bart's protectiveness of his magnum opus was understandable. In an interviewmwith B
Norman of theDaily Mail, he unequivocally restated his commitment to preserving the

integrity of his show: “There’s the question of artistic control which | ir@istetaining”

(par. 6). Unfortunately, the composer would soon discover that the idea of translating

267



Oliver! from stage to screen was hardly as simple as creating a hypothstio&ktors to
play the lead parts.

The central contention over the production of a film versiddliokr! related to a
contractual agreement that Bart had made with Donmar very early irettt@orof his
musical. When Bart initially entered into his contract with Albery in 1959, aelause
agreement with Donmar stated that the company would exert a certain amaanttaif ¢
regarding Bart’s distribution of the film rights @liver! A writ served by Donmar against
Bart on May 21, 1964 elucidates the issues that precipitated the conflict:

It was provided (inter alia) by Clause 11 of the 1959 Agreement that in the event of the
Defendant Bart receiving a bona fide offer to purchase the Rights he should itehlgedia
notify the Plaintiffs of such offer and if such offer should be unacceptable to th&fflai
they should be entitled within ten days from the date of such notification to submit to the
Defendant Bart either a better bona fide counteroffer to purchase ths Byga third
party or themselves to offer to purchase the Rights on the terms of the originahaoffe
the Defendant Bart should be bound to accept any such counteroffer or offer submitted or
made by the Plaintiffs. (2)

Thus, Donmar had veto power over Bart’s choice regarding the rights to a film amapfati
Oliver!'—if Donmar, within a ten day period, discovered a more favorable counteroffer to
whatever proposal Bart had found, the composer would have to accept this new deal as
binding.

Brookfield Productions Ltd. (a company that was backed by Columbia Pictures),
eventually made Bart an offer of $400,000 for the film rights, and Bart was ®agccept,
primarily because the studio heads were willing to guarantee Seliéhe role of Fagin—
obviously, the inclusion of a major international star like Sellers would have ddkare
marketability of the film to audiences in both the United Kingdom and the UnitezsSta

Furthermore, Bart had wanted Sellers to play Fagin from the very begigning,all the

way back taOliver!’s West End debut. Roper writes that Sellers was one of several
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prominent actors that Bart actively pursued to play Fagin before the show Imad eve
premiered in 1960 (40).

Bart’s faith in the Brookfield deal may have been misplaced; it was ellgmayaealed
that “Brookfield was nothing more than a private company which had never produced any
film” (Roper 117). Even with Columbia backing them, the Brookfield offer seemed
precarious, for despite the promise that Sellers would play Fagin, “thergovgamrantee
that he would be available and so Columbia’s guarantee was worthless” (“ThegGbjoy
‘Oliver’[sic]” E17). Sellers had recently suffered a massive thei#aick, and the precarious
state of his health seemed an impediment to Brookfield’s being able to gudmantee
involvement. Nevertheless, Bart was determined to pursue the deal.

Much to Bart’s vexation, Donmar took advantage of their veto option and countered with
an offer from Romulus Films, a production company operated by Sir John and James Woolf.
Not only were the Woolfs willing to offer more money, but Romulus seemed a more
legitimate film company having produced several acclaimed motion piciliesgly.
Consequently, Donmar presented Bart with their counteroffer, as specifiedantttieey
filed: “In pursuance of the said agreement datédiMlay 1964 and the 1959 Agreement the
Plaintiffs on behalf of Romulus duly submitted to the Defendant Bart by adettn 15
May 1964 and addressed to both Montpelier and the Defendant Bart a bona fide caunteroff
which was better than the said offer by Brookfield” (5). Astonishingly, Bastunwilling to
admit that this new offer was the “better” of the two deals, despite thth&at would have
meant more money for him personally than the Brookfield agreement. Instezctpfiag

Donmar’s proposal, he stubbornly pursued the Brookfield contract.
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It is both fitting and somehow ironic that the situation made its way to the High@@ourt
Chancery. Given the convoluted court documents filed by the various partiesyéhere a
moments when the papers associated with the case read something like the various
documents in the Jarndyce and Jarndyce lawstteatk Housédame. The stakes of the case
were high, however, and Bart was determined to have his way. In his view, sincaiRomul
could not guarantee Sellers, their counteroffer had failed to meet #éreacsiet forth in the
Donmar contract.

Donmar and Romulus both found Bart’s objections unreasonable. While the idea of what
constituted a “better” offer was open to some interpretation, basing such aneitatigon
solely on the criteria of who would be cast in the film’'s lead role seemedtadiysagd.
However, while Romulus was willing to pursue Sellers for the role of FadierSkimself
was less open to that possibility. The actor swore out an affidavit of his owg stett he
would only be willing to play Fagin if Brookfield produced the flm—yet anothidafit
filed by Jules Buck of Montpelier revealed why: Sellers was a part awrnlee company and
thus had a larger stake in the matter regarding which company would everdiratiyey
lucrative film rights to the musical (10). Of course, this only strengthend® Bzsolve to
close the deal with Brookfield, and he continued to dig his feet into the ground. Both Buck
and Eric John Bryan of Brookfield subsequently swore out affidavits in hopes of convincing
the judge to side with Bart, stressing that since Romulus would be unable to delses; Sel
their counteroffer did not meet the contractual agreement between Bart andrDdaikea
Albery, John Woolf “dismissed the claim as nonsense and argued that they could cast
whomever they wanted for any of the roles, so long as they matched the monetary bid”

(Bright 206). While the question of whether or not guaranteeing Selfecseaf the
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understanding of what constituted a “better” offer was a centcliirggi point in the conflict
between Bart and Romulus, this issue was actually just one facet of géardabate
regarding the role that Bart would play in the development of the film.

In his affidavit, Buck asserted that “to the best of my knowledge, information kefd be
Romulus have had no discussions with Mr. Bart about the style or character of ffaaélim
to the best of my information and belief they have not in fact given it any coatsitheat
all” (10). For Buck, and clearly, for Bart himself, this was yet amathustration of the fact
that the Romulus offer was not a “better” offer in spite of its larger fiahgaiarantee.

Roper speculates that Bart’s resistance to the Romulus deal, despite thatféctitimately
would guarantee him more money, had more to do with these issues of creative lsantrol t
with anything else: “The higher offer meant he was being bought out” (1tl8as perhaps
the inevitable result of Bart’s earlier indiscretions regarding theopov®f making the film,

for while Brookfield seemed willing to acquiesce to the composer’s wishes, R®mab
determined to do things their own way. The larger offer was, in some ways, a Baybff:
would back down and allow the company to exert fundamental creative control ovénthe fi
project. Bart refused to drop the matter, however, and continued to assert that so long a
Brookfield could guarantee Sellers for Fagin, their offer was the moreatalecof the two
proposals.

The issue was settled fairly quickly, as the court, like Donmar and Romulus, démiss
Bart’s claim and passed an injunction preventing him from distributing the gimsrto
Brookfield. Bart thus lost any real influence over the film, and creatine@ was turned
over to John Woolf and his production team. Though Columbia Pictures still produced the

movie, it was released by Romulus rather than Brookfield. Bart was understandably
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disappointed with the court decision and the loss of his creative vision for the fdiarnvef
Oliver!, a vision that was built largely around the idea of Sellers in the role of Fagin.
Nevertheless, the positive end results of the film that was produced in the veaiah of
confusion and contention are undeniableQhger! has withstood the test of time and
remains a beloved movie musical up through the present day. Given the fact tisat Bart’
influence over the project was limited, Carol Reed himself was the man spshséle for
the success of the motion picture versio®bver!

In many ways, Reed was the perfect choice to direct this film. His,f&inéterbert
Beerbohm Tree, the noted actor and theater manager, had played the role of Fagin on the
London stage in the famous J. Cormyns Carr adaptatiGhivadr Twistin 1904 According
to Nicholas Wapshott, “Fagin became one of Tree’s best-loved roles and the production,
planned for just one night, lasted a year” (33). One might go so far as to atgDbvitra
Twistwas in Reed’s blood. Unsurprisingly, Reed had been interes@d/ar! since the
play had premiered in 1960—that same year, the director had tried to purchése tigats
himself, though the asking price was too high (Wapshott 318).

In 1967, wher®liver! was finally ready for transition to the big screen, Reed was no
longer viewed as being at the height of his filmmaking powers; his lastlfes/tiad been
neither critical nor commercial successes. He was therefore notsthehfifice of producers
for the role of director. British filmmaker Lewis Gilbert, who had regeditlected the
Michael Caine classiglfie and the James Bond blockbusteu Only Live Twicevas
originally signed to direct the film (Bright 206). When Gilbert was unable tdl foi
commitments as director because of a contractual obligation to Paramangit signed

Reed to take over in spite of some resistance from executives at Columbéte Diss
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recent setbacks, several of Reed’s personal and professional qualitielsimmaahe
appropriate candidate for directi@diver!, not the least of which was his cultural
background. As an Englishman, Woolf undoubtedly understood the importance of
preserving the British elements of the source, much as Bart himself hiagldwormaintain
the Englishness of Dickens in his original stage treatment even while wamkang
American genre. Whereas an American director operating in the Amevicarnf the
integrated film musical might have been tempted to fully AmericaB@&€s adaptation,
moving it away from both its Dickensian and music-hall roots, a British directoldw
undoubtedly be more careful about preserving the Englishness of the work. Robert Moss
writes that “as an English director stewarding a new version of an Emtdissic, to be
filmed on English soil, Reed would presumably feel a special affinity for typepy” (249).
Peter William Evans fully echoes this statement, claiming that “[R¢&ditishness was also
considered an important factor for a film carved out of a novel by one of the most
guintessential of British icons, Charles Dickens” (160). Aside from the obvious| appea
cultural background, the executives at Romulus were also interested in Raddigtord as
a director who had made several films featuring young people in the cerggal rol

Some of Reed’s previous successes, inclullikgd for Two FarthingandThe Fallen
Idol, involved several child performers, and Reed had already displayed a “sensitiiecha
of child actors” (Evans 160). Given thi@liver! would obviously involve a good number of
child actors in both the leading and supporting roles, “Reed’s acknowledged fability
coaxing superb performances from children” (Wapshott 319) was a signifiaaaindsis
being put at the helm @liver! Woolf would later write that his primary reason for turning

to Carol Reed was the fact that he had made a “marvelous film...with the lit{l&Hey
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Fallen Idol’ (qtd. in Bright 206). Reed himself commented on the pleasures and perils of
working with child actors in the souvenir book published for the film’s release:

I enjoy working with children. Of course it can be tedious but it can also be
exhilarating. The trick is to try to start off every scene with the child. Whgtthe little
boy gets his lines over first, and the adult actors in the scene relax knbairtlget boy
isn’t going to spoil the scene for them. Another trick is to do a child’s sceneorersg
times as you need to without pausing in between takes. 1 just keep the camera running and
gently tell the child that he’s doing fine but just do it once more. It is very impdca
that children do not get nervous, they must think of filming as a game. Therefore you
must never let them see that you are worried or that tension is gatherm@lst i
important for your relationship with the child to be exactly right, not too friendlsusec
then he will take advantage of you, but not too formal because in that case e will
afraid of you. No it's not easy directing children but when it works out it's a film
director’'s most gratifying moment. (34)

Clearly, Reed understood that the dynamic between a director and a childasctor
fundamentally different from the dynamic between a director and an acdult aatl given
thatOliver! featured dozens of children in the chorus, not to mention two relatively
inexperienced boys in the leading roles of Oliver and the Artful Dodged’Ried¢ent for
working well with young actors was clearly an important factor in thesabgcto appoint
him as the film’s director.
Putting all of these important traits aside, perhaps the most fundamentgl thahlhade
Reed the ideal choice for directi@giver! was his personality. The forever patient Reed was
able to cope with the innumerable stresses of directing a major musical motioe petter
than most directors. According to Morris Bright:
Carol Reed’s direction inspired both actors and crew alike. He was neverchease t
his voice in anger and would at the beginning of shooting each morning sit down with the
cast involved in the scenes for that day. He talked through the action, reminding them of
the scene which immediately preceded the one they were to film—which mightdmve
recorded some time before. This especially put the young actors ainelasede for a

happy filming environment. (206)

Oliver! was a large-scale film from the very beginning and it would have been an
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intimidating project for any director to tackle. For Reed, the chief pres#as the result of
inexperience—he had never directed a musical before. Equally intimidatirtgevesope of
the project. Like Lionel Bart before him, Reed was operating within sevgoaltant
contexts even while working primarily from one distinctive source, that is,SBstelge play.
Oliver! would have to fit in with the traditions of the 1960s film musical, and simultaneously,
correlate with the tradition of big-screen adaptationSlofer Twistif it was to live up to
people’s expectations. Of course, the film histor@bver Twisthad already helped to
shape the stage version@liver!; Bart had acknowledged his play’s debt to the David Lean
film several times. Reed himself shared a good-natured rivalry wéh tteoughout his
career, as both men were regarded as two of the finest British directbeshistory of the
cinema. Nevertheless, Reed had to consider the fact that the 1948 Lean filnil e@hed
in the memory of the public. The popular understandir@lioer Twistwas now stretched
between two very different adaptations: Lean’s film and Bart’'s musica.sense, Reed
managed to reconcile these two adaptations by creating a motion picture veBaotisof
play, though the success of this version was largely the result of his owritreati
Translating the musical to the screen meant that one of the most créca#iymed
elements of the stage production would be lost, namely, Sean Kenny’s set. Kanilhght
revolving construction was designed for the stage, not the scree@)iaad was not going
to be filmed on a theater stage, but rather, on a soundstage at one of Byiatest movie
studios: Shepperton. John Box’s production design for the film may not have had the
revolutionary effect of Kenny’s set, but the visual splendor of the movie adaptaohast
nevertheless. Box would later share the Academy Award for Best ArdtiDimevith

Terence Marsh, Vernon Dixon, and Ken Muggleston, each of whom contributed heavily to
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the film’s visual appeal. Indeed, the streets of Dickensian London are brougétinodalif

way that both matches and contradicts Lean’s vision from the 1948 film: while dhiaee i

same level of attention to detail, the overall image is far brighter, éragpid more

imaginative than the bleak, Cruikshankian visualizations of the Lean adaptatierworld

in which the characters interact looks as though it has been lifted from a beacitiftd p

book (or, perhaps more accurately, a popup book). Though there are realistic looking street
corners, merchant tables, and shop-windows as far as they eye can seeg thisceraerry-
go-rounds, an elevated locomotive circling overhead, and of course, a thievdstderset

up more like an artist’s studio or music-hall stage than a criminal hideout. Theatagy

that went into the look dDliver! perfectly matches the imaginative spirit behind the musical
itself. British singer and radio star Sir Harry Secombe, who playedlthefrMr. Bumble,

felt from the beginning that the film was going to be something special if foheo @ason

than its visual splendor: “It was apparent from the very first day on the set at Sbepper
Studios that we were working on a winner. The money being spent on the project was
tangible. To wander round the outdoor set was to be taken back in time. The recreation of
early Victorian London was authentic down to the tiniest detail. There wereealdoaves

of bread in the baker’s shop windows” (qtd. in Bright 206). Even with all of the elaborations
permitted by working in a film studio as opposed to a theater, the set desigjivést

reflects some of its theatrical roots, particularly in the thievessdéimg. Crossbeams,

rafters, dilapidated staircases, and wooden platforms are all centrabiestbe of this

particular element of the set, and Fagin’s den, with its multiple levelsaamhackle frame,
seems a sort of visual tribute to Kenny’s original plan for how to create the ef@liver

Twistonstage. Only a few short years later, pieces dbtiver! set would be reused at

276



Shepperton for another Dickensian musical adaptation: Leslie Bricig&sesge A full
twenty-five years later, the studio would once again play host to the filming ickar@ian
musical:The Muppet Christmas Catrol

Before proceeding into an analysis of the film, it is important to considestieo$
casting, for some of Reed and Woolf's casting decisions are directly rédpdasthe
longevity of the motion picture. Most obvious is the casting of Ron Moody as Fagins In thi
matter, audiences will continue to owe a great debt to Woolf and Reed for decadese,
for by casting Moody in this part, they managed to preserve on film one of thgrealy
stage performances in the history of the musical genre. This is theesasoa why the film
versions ofThe Music MarandFiddler on the Rooére so successful, and simultaneously, so
important from an archival point of view; Robert Preston’s Harold Hill and Topely&
are definitive performances of the stage roles, and thankfully, these peré@sramain
immortalized on film. Carol Reed reportedly fought hard to get Moody cast inthe pa
despite pressures from studio executives to try and hire Sellers forgheltmugh Sellers
had made it clear that he would only consider playing the part if Brookfield was prgducin
the film, time had passed since the controversial lawsuit and the prospectitingSellers
was enticing to the studio executives as his name value was still unguastiona
Furthermore, the controversial lawsuit had already generated algegaif publicity
surrounding the possibility of his taking on the role in the film version—some newssoutlet
mistakenly asserted that Sellers was already under contract fdmtHelfi spite of all the
hype that had already been generated regarding the possibility of S#diegsthe part, Reed

was convinced that Moody was the ideal choice to play Fagin. Wapshott writeRdkedt “

! An article in a May 1966 issue of thendon Timesnistakenly reported that the film version®@iiver! in
development would star “Peter Sellers as Fagin}.(16
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was captivated by both the actor himself and his singing voice. As he prepatesffion t

he repeatedly played the soundtrack of the stage production, challenging thodarmlfis
and close friends, including his children, to deny that Moody was indeed an exceptional
performer” (320). Ultimately, Reed and Woolf succeeded in getting Moodyncémt parf:

Moody dominates the film in the same way that he dominated the West End stage, though
the Fagin presented on film is even more complex, rich, energetic, and loveable than his
stage counterpart. Understandably, the Jewish elements that the actor atedrpwo his
original West End portrayal are toned down, as is necessitated by the medilom-afside
from the obvious controversy that such a depiction would have created, an over-the-top stage
performance would have come out poorly onscreen. Moody himself commented on the
different approaches he took when performing the role, pointing out that the overtlly Jewis
Fagin he had presented on stage would not have worked under the “sharp eye” of the motion
picture camera which picks up every element of a performance in farrgtetdid than the
eyes of an audience member ever couldDitkens and FilmA.L. Zambrano reprints an
interview in which the actor contrasted his stage version of Fagin with the fitnone

| played it very Jewish on the stage, but we changed it for the film. MyFigge

caused no uproar at all, but I didn’t think he was right for the film and Sir Card| Bee

director, agreed. He’s not terribly Kosher now.

It is a touchy subject; mention Fagin and a lot of people erupt.

That was then and this is now. Attitudes have changed. | play him kind of mockingly

because | think it's healthy for us to realize that what was once antiiSermow best

handled by a light approach. Sort of saying to people “isn’t it rather amusinitigs t
were once this way but now they’ve changed, Thank God.”

2 There seems to be some question as to whethet drwas Reed or Woolf who fought for Moody beiragst

in the role. Several of the Reed biographies itk the director championed Moody in the pafileva book
on the history of Shepperton studios claims thabWMead already signed Moody before Reed was gikien
job of directing (83). The souvenir program rekzato promote the film implies that Reed was naagthe
directorbeforecasting took place, and it is thus likely that Re&/ed a significant role in getting Moody cast
in the part.
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Fagin is a man who never fitted into his time, who had no place in society. We'raall m
human now and it pleases me to humanize Fagin and make him comical. (qtd. in
Zambrano 333)
Some critics have suggested that the film version of Fagin is far mooganalto Clive
Reuvill's interpretation of the character, and even the lyric booklet includée ispecial
edition copy of the Broadway soundtrack claims that “Moody’s film portrayghgin
would be much closer to Revill's than to his own stage version” (12). This is taking the
matter a bit too far, for while Moody does not utilize the same mannerisms angatieahs
that he did onstage, a slightly Yiddish inflection is still preserved in many of the.song
More importantly, Moody’s distinctive, schizophrenic vivacity is still verych intact.
Perhaps even more significant is the gravitas that he incorporates into thenpedeyand
Reed is to be commended for bringing out new facets of the character evemagdsag
being performed by a veteran like Moody.

There is a powerful moment in the film where Oliver, who is about to go to sleep in the
thieves’ den for the first time, is helped into bed by Fagin. Fagin assists thethagking
off his shoes and the two exchange a sympathetic glance, as Fagin hinmaekdeven
more aware of the boy’s innocence and inherent goodness. Moody then delivesslifggin
about Oliver going on to become “the greatest man of all time” if he costamike has
started. In the novel and stage play, this line is delivered sardonicalbgiasis-already
trying to convert Oliver to the criminal way of life. In the film, howevenddy’'s delivery
is marked by his gentle inflection and genuine sincerity, as if he foresgd¢kdte is
something special about the child who, in the end, will make the journey from ragjse® ri
Fagin proceeds to sing Oliver to sleep by gently reprising the chorus fiokna'Pocket or

Two.” Moody himself commented on the poignancy of the scene in a retrospectivé specia
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on the making of the film: “There’s one moment where he sings a lullabyuwerQOland

Oliver looks up at him like that...and it's what they call rachmanis, pity. Look s¢ tkids,

these poor little waifs. At least I've given them a home. They'’re not up thaepsor

down the mines. They're warm, they’re comfortable, they’re smoking fags and pifies

more could a boy want?” Moody clearly understood that this Fagin, perhaps even more than
the stage version of the character that he had created several yearsheatla genuine

sense of paternal care for his young charges.

This is not to say that the film version of Fagin lacks any kind of malice or dahiger
moment Oliver is asleep, Fagin heads off to do business with the mercilessaBikén the
very next scene set in the thieves’ den, the old man threatens the boy whendegelaaich
spying. Nevertheless, the connection between Oliver and Fagin, which carebled very
clearly on film due to Reed’s ability to utilize close-up shots, emphasizestiral theme of
love even more openly than in Bart's stage play—in the film, we can truly acadjs B
insistence that Fagin too, in his relationship with the Artful Dodger, Oliverttze rest of
the boys, desires to be loved. As Moss puts it, “Moody’s rendering leaves the &d man
feloniousness, cunning, and unction intact, adding as well a colourful, roguish
quality....Under Reed’s expert supervision, Moody consistently maintains atgeafaewmony
among the various traits of his characterization” (250). The greatnessvarsitgiof Carol
Reed’sOliver! is due in no small measure to the greatness and diversity of Ron Moody’s
Fagin as presented on screen.

Whereas Moody reprised the stage role that he had made famous, Georgia Bsowh wa
cast as Nancy. Reed had been interested in trying to get ShirleyBasthe part, but the

producers, worried about the controversy that might be stirred up in late-1960saa%ea
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result of Sikes’s beating a black woman to death onscreen, rejected this(¥péipshott
321). Instead, newcomer Shani Wallis, who had worked on the stage mainly insahdret
revues, took over the part. Wallis had been seen performing & t8allivan Shovwy the
filmmakers and had left a definite impression with her powerful singing¥olnitially, the
production team was somewhat worried that the clean-cut actress migjet aiae to

capture the essence of the more earthy and low-class characterytiveanibed her to
portray. Specifically, they were unsure that she was capable of doindgee@@xzcent. In a
recent episode of the British television seAdéter They Were Famouwghich focused
exclusively on the cast @liver!, Wallis proudly asserted her Cockney credentials which
proved essential to her eventually attaining the part of Nancy.

Another neophyte was Jack Wild, then only fourteen, whose screen credits mainly
consisted of appearances on several television shows. Wild had been discoveredwnly a f
years earlier playing football in the park with his brothers, and he haslEantcipated in
the stage version @liver! before starting work on the film. The young actor initially
played in the chorus as one of Fagin’s boys, and gradually worked his way up to tlhe slight
more prominent role of Charley Bates. His performance as the Artful Dodter film
version thus marked a culmination of sorts. It is rather difficult to beliet&\thd was so
new to acting in films given the confidence he was able to exude in his portrayal of
Dodger—his performance nabbed him a well-earned Oscar nomination for Best ®gpport
Actor, and he remains one of the youngest performers ever nominated for the ethsd
After They Were Famowspecial, Wild reflected that the physical similarities between

himself and the Artful Dodger (as the character was described by Dickéngd with

% Wallis had recently appeared in the Broadway sAdlime for Singingwhich closed after only 41
performances; she performed a number from thisqodat show orSullivan
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certain similarities in their personalities, played a significarttipdris landing the role of the
streetwise pickpocket: “[Dickens’s] description of me...it was a turned up higseyes,

very self-confident and streetwise and all that, so, in so many ways, | suppasalimost
playing myself.” Sadly, Wild passed away in 2006 at the age of 53, having spent ye
battling alcoholism, and then, oral cancer, which robbed him of his voice. Nevertheless, in
virtually every interview he gave in the decades following his performasntiee Dodger,

even those conducted after he had lost his vocal cords, Wild presented nothing but fond
recollections and happy memories of his work on the motion picture.

Rounding out the central cast was Carol Reed’s nephew Oliver Reed, who landed the role
of the villainous Bill Sikes, and Harry Secombe, who played the part of Mr. Burlrbbpite
of what many might assume, Wapshott writes that Reed’s casting of his nepkéevar
from nepotistic” (321) as Carol had tried to dissuade Oliver from pursuing actinggs-i
ultimately John Woolf who formally suggested Oliver for the part (Wapshott Z2R)er
clearly enjoyed working with his uncle, and in subsequent interviews he spoke higidy of
experience shooting the film. In 1988, at a twentieth anniversary celebrati@mbtie’s
release, the incessantly entertaining yet always controvaci@l delighted the audience
with anecdotes regarding his high jinks with Butch, the bull terrier thag¢@l8ikes’s canine
companion, Bullseye. These anecdotes, be they fact or fiction, are wortieyiwepressible
movie star, who is remembered today more for his off-screen antics than higonscre
talents—a true shame given the caliber of performances he was capabiegf 4t his
funeral in 1999, the song “Consider Yourself” was sung by the mourners (“Finaltdoast
Oliver Reed,” par. 3). As for Harry Secombe, he had already gained a gdad de

experience playing parts in Dickensian musicals having originated the nalleck§ Mr.
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Pickwick in the Leslie Bricusse/Cyril Ornadel sh&eckwick(1963), an adaptation that had
been heavily influenced by Lionel Bart’'s masterpiece (see Chapt&eshmbe, whose
charitable and kindhearted personality matched Mr. Pickwick’s characterdre than it
matched the personality of the disagreeable Mr. Bumble, seemed an uctigiely for the
parish beadle. In fact, Secombe’s gentle and congenial nature, so at odds Witrahtec
he was playing, led to his being the target of a humorous prank. During the number
“Oliver!”, Bumble is supposed to lead Oliver off to see the parish board by tuggimg ear:
Secombe tugged gingerly at the boy’s lobe, not wanting to hurt him. Reed called cut
and pulled Secombe over to one corner: “No, no, Harry,” he said, “you really must seize
hold of the ear as roughly as you can.” Secombe protested that the boy wasttech a li
lad. “Never mind that,” Reed insisted, “do it harder next time.” Harry Skeaetounts
what happened next: “We waited until the cameras and lights were ready fueraake,
and off we went again. When we got to the same piece of action, | really put exgetythi
had into grabbing Mark’s ear. To my horror it came way in my hand. The prop man had
fitted a false plastic ear on the boy. | had been set up.” (Bright 209)
Secombe brought more to the film than just his genial personality and good humeqg he al
brought his beautiful, operatic tenor voice, which was known to audiences throughout
England.
But what of the titular hero? Though over two-thousand young actors tried out for the
part, it was eight-year-old Mark Lester who ultimately won the rolestdtecame from a
show business background; both of his parents were performers, and he had a fewocredit
his name before beginning work on the role that would make him a child star. His
performance in theord of the Fliesesque Jack Clayton fill@ur Mother’s Househe
previous year had received good reviews, and helped to win him a spot in the final auditions
for the role of Oliver. Ultimately, he received the part. In a retrospeciigeiew played

during the Boxing Day television spec@tlebrateOliver! (2005),Lester looked back on the

experience of makin@liver! with good-humored self-deprecation: “I don’t know why Carol
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Reed chose me as Oliver. | mean, | couldn’t sing, | couldn’t dance, acting..t kdow. |
guess | must have just looked the part.” It is a fair assumption, given the fdatstex had
been a child model in the years leading uPliwer!, and for certain, a great deal of the
actor’s performance is based around his physical appearance. The yourig aestest
angelic facial features repeatedly create a strong impressioa wetver as well as the
characters, much as Dickens intended given the importance of Oliver's axppeety the
unraveling of the mystery surrounding his birthright. Lester’s singing vaasedwbbed in
the film, and the unearthly pitch of the replacement voice adds to the ethereabdegithe
character. Nevertheless, even if he lacks the earthy dynamism of Mé@ayn, Wild's
Dodger, and Wallis’s Nancy, Lester manages to evoke the most important séstime
associated with the original character: sympathy and compds$iomany ways, Lester's
performance is an amalgamation of the earlier film versions of the chaaadte presents
the vulnerability and haunted nature of Lean’s vision of Oliver, while simultalyeous
conveying the charm and cuteness of the American versions.

Reed deserves a great deal of credit for assembling such a unifornhligrgaaest for his
film. He deserves even more credit for his creative yet practicalagpto adaptin@liver!
for the medium of film. Successful movie versions of stage musicals rtegbea
boundaries between the stage and screen by creatively modifying the sourcd statkat
it will come across more effectively on film. Less successful atiapsafall into the trap of

simply transferring the work from one medium to the other without displayinghaight

* Reed used several clever tricks to elicit the prapactions from the young Lester on screenhérstene
where Fagin is poring over his treasures and Obtemres at the old man, fascinated by what he Besex)
popped a white rabbit out from his coat pocketifester to stare at while the scene was being filnEuke
child’s face immediately lit up, “and the shot vahieved” (Wapshott 325). [@elebrateQliver!, Lester
reveals that for the “Where is Love?” sequenceindwvhich Oliver cries while thinking of the mothirat he
never knew, the director brought sliced onions davim the cellar set so that crying would comelyair
naturally.
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into what one can accomplish on film that one cannot accomplish onstage (and vice versa).
All of the changes that Reed made to the source in adapting it for filfiittiauge in the

context of the medium in which he was working, and he succeeded in creating a highly
entertaining and cinematic motion picture based on Bart's musical as opposeplyo s
creating a filmed version of a stage show.

As mentioned, the basic vision of Oliver’s story, and likewise, of Dickensian London in
the film version oliver! is heavily stylized. The fact that the film is a musical undoubtedly
shapes Reed'’s approach; this is a London where policemen gallop in rhythm, antsbutche
and fishmongers sing in harmony. Moss astutely comments on this technique in: his text
“The inherent artificiality of the musical form makes it the wrong medioinekxtreme
realism, grim social critiques, or philosophical commentary. The songs and pyoduct
numbers automatically distance us from the real world and make the chamotaesms a
matter of artifice. Understandably, Reed keeps the energy level of his shah as hie
can, but never allows more than an engagingly sympathetic form of realigato through”
(252-253). It should be noted, however, that the opening scenes of the film (which are
set in London) contain a surprising amount of stark brutality and melancholy. théile
sequences which take place in the workhouse, and later, in Mr. Sowerberry’s shopt may
contain the “grim social critiques, or philosophical commentary” that Moseswi, Reed’s
film emphasizes the darkness of the original novel more overtly than the Basainaisd
the first half hour of the film lays especial emphasis on Oliver’s lonelideggadation, and
misery. Gone are the amusing comedy numbers “I Shall Scream” and “That's Y
Funeral”; Reed wisely excises these songs, not because they are legallethan the

later numbers, but rather, because they would detract from the depressiaity @o@tiver’s
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life that he is trying to paint in the film’s early scenes. While they helpotcerthe stage
show forward by injecting energy into the early workhouse scenes and dedticmnic
subplot of Bumble’s courtship of Mrs. Corney in motion, the story being presented in the
early scenes of the film musical would be hurt by such an energy. The dishegatahin
largely unmusical world of the workhouse, as presented in the film, will laterbested
with the vibrantly stylized musical world of London.

Reed pushes Oliver to the very depths of despair in the film’s opening sequences, thus
returning the story to its melancholy roots. By restoring the scene in whichytheitaov
lots to determine who will ask for more, Reed reduces Oliver's autonomy, but tiiesas
necessary given the fatalistic depiction of the workhouse scenes. Theairesait
Oliver’s vulnerability, loneliness, and misery from the moment he draws thetlangis
wrenching: during the song “Oliver!”, the other workhouse orphans take just as much
satisfaction in Oliver’s punishment as the Bumbles; during “Boy For Sal8uiable walks
the streets of London trying to sell Oliver to various tradesmen, two cruelechpeit the
orphan with snowballs; at Mr. Sowerberry’s, the cold undertaker is given the narrator
memorable line about trying to get enough work out of Oliver without putting too much food
into him> Reed then includes a scene of Oliver in his new job as an undertaker's mute,
underscoring the bleak procession with a melancholy reprise of the melody tfotBoy
Sale”—once again, Oliver is taunted by the workhouse orphans during the sequendg. Final
Reed reverses the order of the scenes just before Oliver sings “Wheve®s: the orphan

is mocked by Noah and abused by Mrs. Sowerberry and Mr. Burefieshe sings the

® The shots of Oliver being led through the snovBoynble further the melancholy imagery of the opgnin
scenes, though they also lead to one of the biddespers in the film. The opening scenes sugipastit is
winter time, but when Oliver arrives in Londonisitclearly summer...though he has only been walkang f
“seven days.”
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song. This is a particularly effective revision, as there has beenemni®nal climax.
Thus, “Where is Love?” caps off a countless number of humiliations and miseri€gitieat
has been forced to endure, and the emotion behind the song resonates strongly as a result

Had Reed included “That's Your Funeral’ or “I Shall Scream” in thesg seghes, not
only would he have taken the focus off Oliver, but he likewise would have lightened the
oppressively dismal tone of this first section of the film. The coherence ofsResgic
vision here helps to set the tone of Oliver’s early life, and this unyieldinghk Blequence is
the perfect cinematic setup for the contrasts that will follow.

As in the original stage play, the liveliness, camaraderie, and spectaoledonlLstands in
contrast to the earlier scenes set in the workhouse, though the dichotomy is even more
pronounced in the film given the emphasis that Reed places on the sheer miseryraf Olive
existence before his journey to London. Throughout “Consider Yourself,” Reed takes
advantage of the freedoms bestowed upon him by the medium of film. Whereagéehe sta
version can only imply the scope of London, the film can actually track Oliver and the
Dodger as they move across the enormous soundstage and meet dozens and dozens of extras,
all of whom serve to accentuate the size and diversity of the Victorian populous. Udle vis
picture in and of itself is awe-inspiring, and, as in the original musical, shé e a
newfound appreciation of community that contradicts the fractured lonelinesisef<
early life.

Reed again makes use of the ability of a filmmaker to incorporate muéiiples into a
motion picture by resetting the next big choral number, “It's A Fine’Lifestead of having
Nancy and Bet go to Fagin’s den and visit the boys, Fagin goes to the Three Coigples t

Sikes. This revision adds more diversity to the film—whereas the stage plagnows
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four numbers in a row in Fagin’s den, Reed is able to transition to a differemg seid
incorporate an entirely different group of characters into the chorus. In the &imgy¥ings
the song, not with Fagin’s boys, but rather, with the group of barflies, prostitutes, and
scoundrels who occupy the saloon. This revision accentuates the conviviality of the
underworld, and thus expands the scope of the criminal community beyond Fagin and his
pupils. Once again, the viewer must consider that although Oliver’s life withithiea

class is neither luxurious nor honest, this collection of individuals seems hapgikvelier
than virtually any other group of characters.

In the same scene, Reed takes advantage of the opportunity to introduce Sikesnglustra
one of the fundamental improvements made to the source. By shifting the action from
Fagin’s den to the Three Cripples much earlier, Reed is able to establisls Sk far
sooner than Bart. In the film, a brief scene in which Sikes turns over his stolen booty to
Fagin is beautifully underscored by the melody to “My Name,” which is noakygtsung in
the film. The tradeoff here is understandable; whereas Bart’s Sikes, witinsroduced
until the second act, must make a dramatic entrance and sing an intense song sokdg to quic
establish himself, Reed’s Sikes, introduced far earlier, can operatecaiedeisurely pace,
which in turn allows for more gradual character development. Furthermore, bguiag h
Sikes sing, Reed manages to set him in contrast to the other thieves and scoundrels, all of
whom express themselves through music. Sikes is fundamentally a loner, even amsongst hi
fellow thieves, as is established by his sitting alone during the singingsoA“Fine Life.”

It is partially for this reason that his relationship with Nancy proves saudésé for the

both of them.
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Here it is worth mentioning Oliver Reed’s performance as Sikes. Throughaaritine
first scene, Sikes does not say a word, yet Reed manages to convey aalji&fahde
character simply through his daunting physicality and intense quaéssions. Notably,
Sikes completely ignores Nancy during her singing of “It's A Fine,Ldad thus her final
verse of the song in which she pines for the creation of a “happy home/happy husband, happy
wife” is particularly moving, as the person she is singing about has alveadypresented
onscreen and demonstrated that he takes her for granted. Nevertheless,oikes
inhuman—during the song, he feeds Bullseye from his own bowl of stew, and as he leaves
the Three Cripples with Nancy, he allows her to walk beside him. Whereagkekertthe
original musical must be presented solely in his capacity as a brute, dugeipdat to the
fact that he is introduced so late in the play and thus must serve as an eleventh-hour
antagonist, Reed is able to convey to the audience that Sikes truly has fieelMagscy but
is incapable of expressing them properly.

These new dimensions to Sikes are perhaps best presented in a scene writeelgxcl
for the motion picture which depicts Sikes and Nancy interacting in theirAmSikes tries
to sleep, Nancy noisily cooks him breakfast in a saucepan. Annoyed, he orders her to go and
see Fagin and procure the money that the old man owes him. Before she leaws, ifhe a
he loves her, and the frustrated Sikes angrily exclaims: “Oh, “course liadowiith you,
don’t I?!” There is genuine conviction in his voice, but he never actually tells hdrethat
loves her. Here it is almost possible to pity Sikes for his inability to gsopepress his
feelings—he is clearly unaware of just how lucky he is that Nancy loves arsdctaieeof
him. Unfortunately, as the film progresses and Nancy’s loyalties shift ®i&es to Oliver,

the housebreaker becomes increasingly more violent toward her and any sytimgatadime
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might have for the character is lost. Nevertheless, Sikes consistsrthg urdened by the
way he treats her. In John Glavin’s book of essays on Dickensian films, John Romano state
that he found Robert Newton, the actor who portrayed Sikes in Lean’s 1948 classicriwoode
compared to Oliver Reed, the Sikes in Carol Reed’s musical version, who ahvags,
from the beginning, this anxiety” (13). Oliver Reed’s conflicted portraly8likes stands out
as a uniquely multifaceted interpretation of a largely one-dimensionali3iekecharacter,
and both of the Reeds deserve a good deal of credit for this depiction—the tragedy of the
Nancy/Sikes relationship is heightened by the added depth given to the housebreake

Reed also adds significant depth to the relationship between Nancy and Olivér, thoug
credit for this element of the film must also go to Shani Wallis and MarleiLes$io have a
palpable chemistry in their respective roles. In the film, when the otherb&ggin’'s gang
taunt Oliver for his good manners, Nancy immediately takes his side and defands hi
Whereas the stage version of “I'd Do Anything” is built around the Dodger’sasitens
with Nancy and Oliver’s interactions with Bet, the film version focuses pilyrar the
Nancy/Oliver relationship, and Reed repeatedly incorporates shots of the fplp sim
exchanging glances, thus heightening the connection between the chafgters
accentuating Nancy’s maternal devotion to Oliver from early on, Reed ioahbkeke her
character even more sympathetic—thus, her death scene toward the end of the alovie i
the more devastating.

Following Oliver’s arrest, Reed again utilizes multiple settings, reimitoi the Three
Cripples for a brief scene between the criminals (lifted largely frantibretto), and then,
incorporating a scene set in Magistrate Fang’s courtroom (writterfisptgifor the film).

The latter is a particularly useful addition to the movie, as it eliminatasee for having
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the Dodger simply summarize Oliver’s arrest, trial, exoneration, and journeg/ \Wim
Brownlow. Thanks to the freedom of the film medium, Reed can actually show all of these
occurrences instead of relying on plot exposifioRurthermore, by having Nancy go to the
courtroom to watch the proceedings, Reed manages to flesh out Nancy’s devotion to Oliver
even more clearly. She witnesses the child’s testimony firsthand esithse he has no
intention of “peaching” on Fagin’'s gang—consequently, her desire to see Civent and
safe seems perfectly natural.

In subsequent scenes, Nancy’s loyalty to Oliver is reinforced. Whereafusal to help
get Oliver back from Brownlow in the stage play is based only on her desire to keelp he
safe, the film makes it clear that she is adamant about preserving Gtivan'se for
happiness as she pleads with Sikes on the orphan’s behalf: “Why can’t yolhkeog t
alone? He won’t do you no harm. Why can’t you leave him where he is, where he’ll have
the chance of a decent life?” Bart’'s show focuses on Nancy’'s determit@atizake Oliver
part of a community as she gets him to join in the group’s songs and games, but Bked is a
to take the matter further, fully emphasizing the idea that Nancy isagate mother figure
for Oliver. Like Oliver's mother, she makes great sacrifices and endureh pain so as to
protect and preserve the child she loves. Furthermore, just as Oliver lost msttes, he
is doomed to lose Nancy as well.

As the film builds toward its climax, it strays further from Bartaypl “Oom-pah-pah,”
which is used to open the second act in the original musical, is pushed off until toward the
very end of the film. The purpose of the song is also changed completely; wheregs Nan

simply sings the song as a diegetic performance in the original playshemuses the

® The depiction of Magistrate Fang (referred tohia tredits simply as “The Magistrate”) in the filsnin
keeping with the light tenor of the London scenéghereas the novel’'s Fang is cruel and brutal, Hugh
Griffith’s portrayal is largely comical.
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number to create a diversion so that she can sneak Oliver out of the tavern and over to
London Bridge where Brownlow is waiting. The result is that the number becofimizly
more suspenseful and integral to the plot of the film, and the fact that it is sghthedrted
and cheery number adds a brilliant level of paradox to the heavy tone of the saene. Af
fleeing the Three Cripples, Nancy and Oliver make for London Bridge—unbekntmvns
either, they are being pursued by an infuriated Sikes. Brownlow is seemgweatr the top
of the stairs to the bridge and Nancy points Oliver toward his guardian. @iimerto run to
Brownlow but pauses and turns back to Nancy, embracing her tightly in gratitude for her
loving care. However, his hesitation proves fatal, for as he turns again tpSéeese
appears out of nowhere and grabs them both, pulling them behind the staircase. Sikes
proceeds to bludgeon Nancy in front of Oliver, and though the murder is not shown onscreen,
Oliver’s terrified reactions make the sequence just as gruesome@svére witnessing the
murder firsthand. This horrifyingly suspenseful scene underscores thedh&laecy’s
self-sacrificing devotion to Oliver, a devotion so strong that she gives ugpeher lhim;
even the novel does not reach such a level of poignancy in the depiction of Nancyismaffect
for Oliver, for her sacrifices are made purely for the sake of capturingdviord restoring
Oliver to his proper birthright—a somewhat anti-climactic issue giverQlnar has already
been reunited with Mr. Brownlow and will thus be safe and sound no matter what happens
regarding his inheritance. In the film, Nancy gives of herself to saver@lvery life, and
the raised stakes presented in the adaptation serve to justify the extergaurtiee.

The final scenes of the film reinforce the influence that the David Lean toiaptad on
Bart’s creative vision, though Reed takes the matter even further by havisgSdape

back to Fagin’s den with the hostage Oliver and shooting a few quick scenes inside the den
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as the desperate Sikes interacts with a nervous Fagin. As in the Leanki@sn¢c@fronts

the gang looking for money and protection before trying to escape with Qivire

rooftops. The scene concludes in largely the same way as the Lean adaptttiSrkesi
being shot by the police and Oliver being rescued. The final scenes fe&agingliverge
significantly from both the stage play and the Lean film, however. While Fagimarsdys
escape the den through a back exit, Fagin accidentally drops his treastiiatoheedeep
pool of mud and is unable to recover his prized possessions. Broke and alone, Fagin reprises
“Reviewing the Situation” and prepares to face a new day as a reformed mahijledhe
play leaves the conclusion ambiguous, the film features a joyful reunion betwgerafad
the Dodger who happily reprise another verse of “Reviewing the Situation” stdppang

off merrily together while the sun rises in the foreground. This unambiguous and upbea
ending is perhaps the most significant alteration to the stage source, thehddded
scenes are used mostly to flesh out Bart’s vision, the revised ending compietedylicts

the conclusion that Bart created for his roguish characters. Neverthetasgetactions
between the two characters here highlight their fondness for one another, whikbaping
with the basic premise of the entire musical: the search for love. FagiheaDodger may
be criminals, but they clearly care for one another, and, in a sense, eachliahatishee

other has in the world. Furthermore, they are the most engaging and entediaanangers

in the musical, so much so that the audience can actually forgive them fammgtortheir
thieving ways. Ron Moody would later comment in @edebrateOliver! special that the
revised ending of the Reed film was his favorite moment in the movie. He would touchingly
recreate the scene with Jack Wild for Afeer They Were Famousunion program, a

recreation that has become all the more poignant since Wild’s death.
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As for Oliver’s happy ending, since the large-scale stage finale andrsongh curtain
call from Bart’s original play would not work particularly well on smmeReed keeps the
final scene of the film very subtle and simply shows Oliver returning homevi
Brownlow and embracing Mrs. Bedwin while the main melody to “Where is2ageused
to underscore the action. In the original screenplay, the script calladdiae-scale reprise
of “Consider Yourself” sung by the people of London following Oliver’s rescue. Reed’
decision to keep the finale subtle (and silent) reinforces the lack of music indtiletliass
environment and thus highlights the musicality of Fagin’s world, espegiaby that Fagin
and the Dodger are the last characters to sing in the adaptation.

Through his attention to detail and creativity, Carol Reed was not only able toameat
excellent film adaptation of Lionel BartGliver!, but an excellent film, period. The
prestigious awards bestowed upon the movie are a testament to Reed'’s @ffoets.went
on to win five Oscars, including Best Picture, Best Director for Carol Fezst Art
Direction, Best Score, and Best Sound. A special Oscar for Outstanding Ghaphgog
Achievement was given to Onna White for her brilliant staging of the filnu'sical numbers
at SheppertonQliver! also won the prestigious Golden Globe for Best Motion Picture
(Musical/Comedy), and Ron Moody took home the award for Best Actor. Whiletaksd
awards serve to underscore the achievements of the film, debate remains ogehevhe
movie stands in comparison to the stage musical.

Although some ardent fans of Bart's piece were disappointed with certaienteof the
movie, other critics have asserted that the film versiddlioer! actually surpasses its
source. NotetNew York Timetheater critic Frank Rich claimed that the “film, as directed

by Carol Reed and choreographed by Onna White, is one of the rare Hollywood adaptations
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to improve upon a stage musical’ (11). Even more arresting is a lengthy iartheNew
Yorkerby the notorious film critic, Pauline Kael. Kael, who had written markedigptiee
reviews of others 60s film musicals such/ésst Side StorgndThe Sound of Musitas
nothing but good things to say ab@ltver! in her article “The Concealed Art of Carol
Reed.”

As the title indicates, Kael’s praise for the movie is largely direotedrtl the vision of
Reed, who succeeded in creating an unpretentious and, in some ways, old-fashioned film in
an era where most filmmakers were self-consciously focused on innovatioat Resd is
in the tradition of the older movie artists who conceal their art, and don't try ztedeszwith
breathtaking shots and razor-sharp cuts” (193). This issue of old-fashionedrentartas
an interesting one to consider given t@éter! was produced even as the musical was on its
way out as a popular genre. Evans, like Kael, notes that, “in retr@3ipgstt seems like an
incongruous film for the times” (160)The end of the 1960s was about to give way to the
cynicism of the 1970s. The fact ti@liver! found such success in an era that was becoming
increasingly unmusical in both its cinematic preferences and overall denméginlaghts one
of the most appealing qualities of Reed’s film: its escapism. For Kdahany others,

Oliver! offered a brief excursion into a lighter and happier time in the history ofrtemai
when the movies that were being produced could entertain all different typeserfcaagi
without talking down to them: “There’s something restorative about a movie that iSonade
a mass audience and that respects that audience” (Kael 193). Perhapst thteiking

moment in Kael's review is a paragraph in which she compares the film versinet to

the original stage show: “No one who sees this movie is likely to say, ‘But you shoeld hav

seenOliver! on the stage!” On the stage it was the kind of undistinguished musical that
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people took their children to dutifully. Though not on a level Vite Sound of Musia

had that detestable kind of mediocre respectability; it was an Englisbrvefdsroadway
Americana, and | walked out on it” (193). The contrast between Kael'soe#s the stage
and film versions oOliver! is striking, though the main reasons for her appreciation of the
film reinforce the freedom given to Reed by the medium of the motion picture, awiskke
the creativity of the director in exploring the narrative possibilities giaietéim by that
medium.

In a sense, the film is more Dickensian than its stage source, forgiesdtale portrayal
of the London populace, along with the storybook-like artistry behind the settings and
locations, immediately evoke the image of Dickens’s concept of London as presemited i
fiction. As Kael puts it, “the stylization encourages us to notice the conventions afrghe st
as we are enjoying the story. It seems to put quotation marks around everythegsizia,
yet not in a cloying way—rather, in a way that makes us more aware of soneeqofalities
of Dickens’s art” (193). While the artistry of the stage versio@lofer! is equally
impressive, one admires the visual appeal of the stagefshalfferent reasons: Kenny's
set is multi-functional and innovative, and there are very practical incetdiegpreciate
such a construction. The visual appeal of the story being told in the film versioreis mor
artistic than practical, and seems somehow more Dickensian perhaps due tottta fiais
less utilitarian.

Toward the end of her article, Kael compddéiser! to the 1948 Lean adaptation.
Though she praises the Lean version as a fine film, she ultimately con¢latidetReed
film is “much easier to take...I don’t think the softening of this particular naisrto be

lamented. There were scenes in the David Lean film that were simply too pantdfuhe
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trumpery of the Dickensian plotting was too stylized and conventional to go with the pain of
the child’s suffering and the horrible murder of Nancy” (195). Kael does notassabrt that

one of these two film adaptations@fiver Twistis superior to the other—she simply
elucidates her reactions to the two adaptations. Nevertheless, her comsia@en the
unyieldingly dark film directed by Lean and the bright, lively musicalotié® by Reed can
serve as a good starting point for one of the more controversial critical slebateiated

with Oliver!

Several critics of Reed’s film have condemned the adaptation for it©revisi Dickens’s
novel, claiming that a dark story likaliver Twisthas no place in the musical genre. These
are the same arguments that Bart faced when he was first vditireg!; the transformation
of the musical into a high-profile motion picture simply allowed more critiegitiress the
issue, for commentators who had not seen the stage show could now use the movie as the
source for their criticism of the jollification of Dickens. Furthermore widgespread
popularity of the film, which stretched even further than the popularity of the alrgjage
show, meant thaDliver! would exert a stronger influence on the culture tex®lofer Twist
than ever before. I€harles Dickens on the Scredviichael Pointer presents a particularly
stinging criticism ofOliver!:

For all its popularity and success, it was not a good Dickens film. The jolthcaiti

Dickens, long the cinema’s way of moderating the difficult parts of the st@eamped

the subject, and fundamental changes were made to nearly all the principetiecbara

Soft-faced Mark Lester was clearly the opposite of a workhouse boy. Apmkeché&ack

Wild as the Artful Dodger had obviously never roughed it for years. Fat, jovigy Har

Secombe was the antithesis of the oily Bumble, and Shani Wallis as Nancy looked mor

like the girl next door than an ill-used whore. The despicable Fagin was turned into a

picaresque old rogue who was allowed to escape to further villainy, scamgkéidiogvn

the road at the end in a Chaplinesque image of which director Carol Reed should have
been ashamed. (85)
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Pointer’s criticisms here are limited to the issue of fidelity to thek@nsian source, and most
of his complaints are sophomoric as he resorts to judging the charactleesappearances

of the actors cast in the roles as opposed to truly analyzing the i@daet as an
“adaptation” of the Dickens novél Furthermore, Pointer's condemnation of the jolly and
loveable Fagin presented by Ron Moody seems to indicate that he had little orliawifami
with Bart’s original stage musical—why would he be so taken aback by thisfase of
Fagin on film if he had seen the stage show, which maintains the same roguish lpafrtraya
the character? Subsequent paragraphs in his book reinforce his lack of fgmailiArthe
stage show, but also serve to reveal the source of his criticism toward ReedReed
should also have been ashamed of the unacknowledged borrowing from DavidQleser’s
Twistin story line and appearance. The similarities are too many to be coincideintar!

is much closer to the David Lean film than to the Charles Dickens novel or Liarted B
stage musical” (86). Pointer is an adamant supporter of Lean’s Dickensjdatictes, and
thus his righteous indignation regarding Reed’s “borrowing” from the Learséems to be
the main factor in his condemnation®@liver!® Nevertheless, this quote again reveals
Pointer’s lack of familiarity with the show, for Bart himself had acknowlddbat the Lean
film played a significant role in his writing @liver!, and the similarities in the plot
structures of the two works are the result of Lean’s shaping of the popularotmmess of

theTwiststory in his film. To say that Reed’s film is closer to the Lean film thats &tage

"It is worth noting that Pointer fails to mentioik& while running down the presentation of all ctieer
characters in the film. It seems that Pointer pagfully ignores Oliver Reed’s portrayal of Sikaghe musical
because it would hurt his argument; as mentioneédr® Sikes is a deep and vivid depiction of theratter.

8 In his text, Pointer goes so far as to label Daxeln’s version oGreat Expectation§1945) as the finest film
adaptation of Dickens ever produced.
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source is absurd because the stage source itself was admittedly pattetreedean film in
many respects.

In spite of these limitations, Pointer’s criticisms reveal one sidemticl debate
regarding the legacy @liver Twistin other media. There are many critics who, like
Pointer, condem®liver! due in part to their devotion to the Lean film. Lean himself (along
with several people close to him) was apparently agitated by the siesldr@tween his film
and Reed’s adaptation of the Bart musical. Silverman makes many of the sataehaoi
Pointer does in his biography on Lean: “Though ostensibly based on the 1960 London stage
musical by Lionel Bart, the movie version, which delivers Fagin as a lovahle eogl
allows him to escape...is more of an uncredited adaptation of the Lean film iirstoand
look than either the Dickens novel or the Bart stage show” (79). Silverman goes on to note
that Lean foundliver! “very difficult to talk about” (qtd. in Silverman 79), thus implying
that he too felt as if Reed had stolen from his movie.

It is rather ridiculous that so many people seem to feel that Lean haolasogoly on
adaptations oDliver Twistgiven that the Lean film was just one (albeit outstanding)
adaptation in a long series of adaptations of the story. There are obviously nuraetangs f
that contribute to this issue of Lea®diver Twistvs. Reed'Oliver!, several of which relate
to the rivalry between the two filmmakers that existed throughout their sarBat is there
any substance to the allegations that Reed copied the Lean film? Asnmaénthe fact that
Bart patterned the plot of his musical heavily onThaststoryline as it was presented in the
Lean adaptation complicates the issue and makes such criticisms seeesgoidtwever,
there are certain shots and sequences incorporated into the film that do seerow

heavily from the Lean version. The incorporation of the workhouse board into the early
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scenes of the film, and one particular shot of the boys looking in on the hypocriticil boa
members as they indulge themselves with a huge feast, seems borrowétefronkhouse
sequence in the Lean film. An even more obvious example is the rooftop climaxSikese
tries to escape the police while holding Oliver hostage. As mentioned, Ledasé&drending
is much more exciting than Dickens’s original treatment of Sikesstthgcause Oliver's
safety is still not assured, and Reed does indeed seem to be channeling Leamaatius di
of the climactic chase that results in Sikes’s death. The final shots ofdHignte are also
similar, as both adaptations end with Mrs. Bedwin embracing Oliver followsgehirn to
Mr. Brownlow’s house.

Interestingly, the screenplay indicates even more parallels letineebvo adaptations, as
the Reed film was supposed to open with Oliver's mother limping to the workhouse, giving
birth to her son, and dying immediately after kissing him; this is the exactseqokevents
with which Lean begins his adaptation. The scene was apparently filmed bonctibe
final version of the picture, as two children’s books baseQ@loer! feature photographic
illustrations taken from the movie—one of these books contains stills fromehessc
featuring Oliver’'s mother and her journey to the workhouse. The issue of whethetr not
depict Oliver’s mother in the opening scenes of the musical would come up iyetvaga
Bart and Sam Mendes worked together to revise the show twenty-five ytears la

As Pointer indicates, there are numerous similarities between the Ineandi Reed’s
adaptation, and some of these similarities are probably not coincidental. Hgatlever
guestion of whether or not Reed should be condemned for “borrowing” from Lean’s film is
far less important then the question of how these issues relate to the cuttoféiever

Twist Contrary to what Pointer may believe, Lean’s adaptation did not give himndhe f
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say in all thingsTwisian; many more film, stage, and television adaptatior@3lioer Twist
would follow. Nevertheless, Lean’s film was clearly the most importadhisaccessful

version ofTwistpresented on film up to that point, and thus its impact on the culture text is
undeniable—one need only consider the fact that Bart himself had turned to nhidradar
inspiration. Consequently, the elements of Reed’s film that are inspiréé leptier Lean
piece are not simple instances of borrowing from another movie, but rather, exah#les
direct engagement with the cultural perceptio®@bver Twist The issue becomes even
more interesting when one considers the important effect that the filnoivefliver!

exerted on these same cultural perceptions.

The direct influence ddliver! on the culture text dliver Twistcan be detected in the
family-oriented approach taken by numerous directors and screenwriters wherdapted
Dickens’s novel for film and television in the decades following the Reed film. \Bhilés
stage play was likewise intended for family audiences and exerted aiglbleahce on
popular perceptions diwistthrough the various international productions of the show, the
Reed motion picture provided an even more concrete model for family-film veuoditmes
story. As Kael pointed out in her review, the film was geared toward a ndissee of
children and adults. Many of the later adaptationBvaktinspired by Reed'’s film have
likewise been marketed directly to family audiences, despite théhtdhe original novel
and its subject matter are hardly geared towards children. The movie tailirs recent
Roman Polanski adaptation Ofiver Twistpresented the film as one intended for families,
playing up the more charming and comical elements of the story as opposed to the dark and
macabre elements. Though the Polanski version borrows heavily from the Leas ti@, a

director virtually duplicates Lean’s climax by including a briehfigcene between Sikes and
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the Dodger that prefigures the rooftop chase sequence towards the end of the movie, this
adaptation also presents an ambiguously sympathetic and genuinely patgmatito is in
many ways far more analogous to the Ron Moody version of the character than the
despicable Alec Guinness version. When Oliver begins residing with the thiages, F
kindly gives the orphan a new pair of boots to replace his tattered shoes which have been
worn through on the walk to London. Later, after Oliver is wounded in the attempted
robbery, Fagin tends to his gunshot wound in a paternal and caring way that is directly
reminiscent of the paternal affection Moody shows for Oliver in the Rend Tihe film
concludes like the novel, with Fagin being sent to the gallows, but Polanski, who has kept the
old man sympathetic in the eyes of both Oliver and the viewer, maintains this sehwd le
sympathy up through the end, and this sensitive treatment of the character adds a tr
dimension to the conclusion in spite of Oliver's happy ending.

This taming of Fagin in the various film and television versioisae$tthat followed
Reed’'sOliver! is perhaps the most obvious example of the film’s influence on the culture
text, thus modifying the popular perceptionstefistsignificantly from when these
perceptions were dominated by the Lean film. Whereas Lean returnedrith®ssts dark
roots, these more recent adaptations have followed the family entertaineneistgtarted by
Oliver! With the exception of Eric Porter’s depiction of the character in a 1985 BBC
adaptation, virtually every major adaptatiorQdiver Twistproduced since 1968 has featured
a somewhat sympathetic interpretation of Fagin influenced to some dgdgreeReed film.
The 1982 Clive Donner film, featuring George C. Scott as Fagin, plays up the old man’s
vulnerability as a Jew in an anti-Semitic society. The paternal side ofiihacter is

likewise emphasized as Scott’s Fagin is perfectly willing to let ©fjeeand live with
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Brownlow and tries to persuade Monks to do likewise; in this version, Monks is far more
detestable than Fagin, much as Sikes is the central villain in the Reedldilen.in the

movie, Fagin is arrested and condemned to hang, but he maintains his goodhaared na
and continues to provide Oliver with assistance and care, informing the orphharefive
can find the proof of his birthright. Fagin thus retains the same paternal syropatteyed

in the musical film, a distinct divergence from the monstrous incarnation of thectdra
presented in the Lean adaptation.

Other examples of sympathetic Fagins influenced by the Reed adaptation @amcbie &
1997 Disney Channel adaptation starring Richard Dreyfus in the role, and a 1999
Masterpiece Theatradaptation with Robert LindsdyThe Disney Channel film, directed by
Tony Bill, accentuates the same fatherly qualities of Fagin presentiee Reed adaptation.
Dreyfus’s Fagin speaks to Oliver of his own loneliness and his fears that theitboys
someday abandon him, thus prompting Oliver to pledge his fidelity to the old man. Even as
Fagin engages in dishonest activities throughout the film, he remains compasiomat
Oliver and genuinely caring toward his young charges. Fagin repeateddxaggeratingly
dotes on the boys like a proud father, presenting the same sort of comical thloeghtf
embodied by Moody in his performance of numbers like “Be Back Soon” and “I'd Do
Anything.” Toward the end of the film, as Oliver and Fagin prepare to go dparae
ways, the orphan voices his gratitude toward the old man; Fagin is actdaltgdeto tears
as aresult. Lindsay’s portrayal in thkasterpiece Theatreersion is one of the darker
incarnations of the character in the years since the Reed film, but eveaylsndagin

seems more evocative of Moody than of Guinness given the theatricatityadsd with this

° Lindsay had previously played Fagin in the Palladievival ofOliver!, stepping in to the role in 1996.
Despite the fact that he did not originate the mlthis particular revival, he won an Olivier awdor his
performance.
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version of the old man. Here, Fagin is the consummate showman, utilizing nekgiaid
music so as to keep his audience—the gang—enthralled. Like Moody’s Fagin, lsndsay
version understands the importance of theatricality and song to keeping thengangis
thumb.

There are countless other examples of the Reed film’s influence on thégeofaanted
adaptations of wist. The Disney Channel version places heavy emphasis on the friendship
between Oliver and the Artful Dodger, and the congenial relationship betweerothe tw
characters seems lifted directly from the Reed film. The Donner fitasss Nancy’s
maternal devotion to Oliver, as she cares for him when he is suffering fromaraafel
frequently puts herself in danger so as to prevent him from being hurt. When Roseesffers h
financial compensation for her kindness towards Oliver, the prostitute replnes.en’t
done this for the money. It's knowing Oliver’s...out of harm’s way, that'svafint.”

Indeed, all four of the aforementioned film adaptations, the Polanski, Ddnasterpiece
Theatre and Disney Channel versions, accentuate this quality of Nancy’s charapiatitya
that is virtually absent from the Lean film but which plays an especigityfisiant role in the
Reed version oDliver! Clearly, the cultural perception of the relationship between these
two characters has been impacted heavily by the Reed adaptation, as heatheal
adaptations produced since this film have intimated that Nancy genuinely lovéddhe c

While the effect oOliver! on the culture text dDliver Twistcan be viewed as either
positive or negative dependent on the view one takes of the adaptation, the basis for Pointer’'s
criticisms becomes more understandable if one considers the fact thahther§ion of
Oliver! hasperhaps proved itself capable of supplanting the actual Dickens text iméralge

consciousnessOliver Twist as it was written by Dickens, hardly fits the traditional
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definition of “wholesome, family entertainment,” and @diver!, along with each one of the
aforementioned adaptationsiistthat followed, could clearly be categorized as such. The
dark satire of the original novel is supplanted with sentimental jollity inittnenfusical.
This seems to be the chief source of Pointer’s criticism of Reed’s &dapthough of
course, Reed was already working with subject matter that was intendathftyr f
audiences, that is, Bart's musical. Nevertheless, the widespread apReald’Oliver!,
along with the marketing campaign behind it, meant@hiaer! was now capable of fully
usurping the meaning of Dickens’s novel. For certain, a young viewer who cut his
Dickensian teeth o®@liver! would be turned off by the darkness of Dickens’s text and thus
might be tempted to eschew the original novel entirely, content to utilizdrthefisical as
his or her sole means of exposure to the story of Oliver. Pointer’s fears alkaelitinfo the
original source are more logical when one considers the prospect of a nesisien of the
original story becoming the dominant version of that story, particularly whenuisede
version takes so many liberties with the sodfce.

In spite of this controversy surrounding the Reed film, there was no denyiQjiveat
had already become a cultural phenomenon. Less than ten years intoatscexiBart’s
adaptation had broken performance records, spawned an Oscar winning film, and changed
the face of British musical theater entirely. Despite its relatifzcy, the legacy dliver!
had seemingly been cemented. The following decade saw profitable rewdaisuring
productions in England, as well as a string of successful foreign productions.

If Oliver! was thriving, however, its creator was floundering. The late 60s and 70s

witnessed the downfall of Lionel Bart, a seemingly impossible occurginee the fact that

9 This concept of reducing Dickens to the simplest most jolly form for the sake of marketing himao
family audience is the basis of Chapter 6.
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the man had written the most successful and widely seen British musicdiimiegilist a
few short years earlier. It was a devastating combination of poor businessrdeand
personal financial irresponsibility that spelled certain doom for Banttarie. Furthermore,
while Oliver! should have marked the start of a long string of timeless musicals, Bart never
came close to attaining the same level of success that he had found witrkbissiic
adaptation.

Though the disastrous Robin Hood musical speaing!!is almost universally regarded
as the turning point in Bart’s career and fortunes, the fallout from this partioutacal was
far worse than it needed to be. Every writer, producer, and composer in the worldoal mus
theater must deal with the occasional flop. If Bart had been more fiscalynsble,
Twang!!could effortlessly have been dismissed as nothing more than a creative failure
Unfortunately, Bart turned a creative failure into a financial disastenvesting his own
money into the ill-fated musical and stubbornly refusing to acknowledge that Istandsg
aboard a sinking ship: “As Bart saw it, thewang!! problem was simply financial: he argued
that if the show were allowed a dignified burial in Manchester, the backerd {osel
£100,000. If, as he hoped, the show transferred to London and perished instantly, the loss
would be £130,000. He was eager to risk that £30,000 to prove a point—to prove that a
worthless satire on Sherwood green was another Bart masterpiece” (Ropea&9). B
squandered his own fortune to try and salvage the show, and subsequently made what can
only be regarded as “the most disastrous business decision in post-wartBeiéise”
(Wheeler 158)—he sold the rights@diver! It was a decision that, by his own estimation,

cost him £100,000,000 in the long run (Wheeler 158).
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Coupled with the financial catastrophe was an even more alarming declin&sn Bar
creative output. His musical version of Fellini’s filba Stradaran for only one night on
Broadway in 1969, and his adaptation of Hugétdre Dame de Parjsa musical that he
calledQuasimodopnever even reached the stage. Following these efforts, Bart almabt fade
into obscurity. In his own text on the history of musical theater, the great Aldreresr
reflected that “it is difficult to believe that talent such as Lionel Bantiuld simply
disappear” (221), and yet, this is exactly what happened. In 1972, he declared bankruptcy
and descended into alcoholism.

In spite ofOliver!’s popularity, Bart's downfall seemed solid evidence of the fact that
nothing lasts forever. If Bart himself could suffer such a reversal,heas &ny guarantee
that his masterpiece would continue to endure? For ce@bhuer! had proved that it was
more than a fad. The highly successful 1977 revival at the Albery Theatre, the satee the
where it had debuted a full seventeen years earlier, was welcometdsyweith both a
warm sense of nostalgia and a new appreciation for what this show had achieveg. Irvi
Wardle of thelTimeswrote that it was “sad to think thaDliver!] first appeared 17 years ago,
since when there has hardly been a single British musical worth remembasigart’'s
own subsequent work proved, the success of this piece cannot be reduced to formula. But
there it stands as a lasting demonstration that a virile dramatic forne ¢anltoout of the old
music-hall tradition, and that the sage can popularize classics without betragang(5).

B.A. Young of theLondon Financial Timeechoed these sentiments, going so far as to label
Oliver! a “miraculous musical” (3). Still, even at this poi@tiver! was a relative infant in
comparison to some of the American shows from the golden age of Broadway. Could this

show achieve the same level of staying power as its American count®idartoma! or
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would it eventually find itself outdated and irrelevant? The fact@haer! had premiered in
1960 as a result of the innovative forces at work in the English theater meant tisathewa
product of a certain time and movement—while its appeal transcended thedimsitat time

and place, sustaining that appeal in the decades that were yet to come would undoubtedly
necessitate some sort of evolution.

The question dDliver!’s future was by now out of the hands of Lionel Bart. Fortunately,
the musical would find a powerful ally and protector in one of the greatesttBihieater
impresarios of the twentieth century: Sir Cameron Mackintosh. It was Maskiwho
helped produce the 1977 Albery Theatre revivaDlwer!, though his involvement with this
particular musical stemmed back to the very first touring production in 1965. While the
enduring popularity oDliver! is attributable to the creative genius of Lionel Bart, the
continued success that the show achieved in the decades following itgpnaitiattion,
more specifically, in the 1990s and onward, is thanks in large part to the personal
involvement of Cameron Mackintosh himself, a man whom Mervyn Rothstein hiethe
York Timesnce labeled “the most successful, influential and powerful theatrical producer in
the world” (48). Mackintosh’s hands-on approach to the theatrical production prosess, hi
personal affection for this musical, and his friendship with Lionel Bart wouldalkepr
essential t@liver!’s evolution.

Cameron Mackintosh was born October 17, 1946 to lan and Diana Mackintosh; his father
was a British jazz musician and his mother a Maltese secretary toah&layetl Patrick
(Morley and Leon 14-15). At the tender age of eight, the young Mackintosh had already
decided upon his vocation. Whereas most children are inspired to become actors, singers

directors, or even writers upon seeing their first show, Mackintosh’d iexjeosure to the
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musical stage through Julian Slad8aad Daydeft him eager to become a producer

(Rothstein 86). The aspiring impresario impetuously approached the show’'delatemg

a second trip to see the musical and asked about the “magic piano” incorporatiee into t
show (Morley and Leon 15). While other children might have been disappointed to léarn tha
Minnie the piano was merely a clever prop as opposed to a genuine artifact tloe that

show’s flying saucer was elevated with wires, the young Mackintosh foundithelsstage
elements of stagecraft fascinating, a true indicator of his earlyopassithe production

process. This passion continued to unfold as he reached adolescence. Like countless other
Britons of all ages, Mackintosh went to €@lever! when it debuted in the West End.
Accompanied by his aunt, who had previously been responsible for exposing him to his first
musical several years earlier, the young Mackintosh sat enthralarts adaptation came

to life onstage. Though still only a schoolboy “queuing for a shilling ticket inaherg’

(Morley and Leon 20), he would begin his odyssey from musical aficionado to theater
impresario only a few short years later.

Like Lionel Bart, Mackintosh’s formal training in his profession was &chitThough he
received a grant to study at the Central School of Speech and Drama inctio¢ $talge
management, he dropped out after only a year (Rothstein 86). Mackintoshfletéeaeon
his lack of motivation at school, claiming that “as soon as | started leddhat | was never
going to fit into the course. | was terribly anxious to get on and do it, but they ke tell
me | would have to learn about Euripides and the historical past, whereesadli} tared
about was the next band-call and whether | could get in somewhere backstagetand st
learning what it was all about” (gtd. in Morley and Leon 17). Followingifms &t the

Central School, Mackintosh proceeded with a less formal but far more enlightening
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education as he actively sought out employment with various theater companies iafhopes
learning the ins and outs of the production process. He eventually found a position as a
stagehand at the Theatre Royal, Drury Lane, a theater which warldeéave as the home of
one his mega-musicalsliss Saigonand which is now set to stage the producer’s latest
revival of Oliver! in January 2009. Clearly, Mackintosh’s journey from stagehand to
producer is a Cinderella story befitting any Dickensian hero.

The show playing at Drury Lane when Mackintosh first joined the compangavaslot
and the young stagehand, who clearly had a passion for the industry, quickly workeg his w
up to assistant stage manager. When the time came for his next job, Mackintosh had the
option of going on tour witiCamelof or transferring to the New Theatre where the touring
production ofOliver! was rehearsing. His decision to work®@liver! would eventually
prove immeasurably important to the afterlife of the musical. As Morley aowl jhet it,
Oliver! has, in many ways, proved to be the “key musical of the Mackintosh career. Time
and again he revived it on the road and as the line producer on Broadway” (20), and in 1994,
he succeeded in helping the show evolve to the point where it was ready for the joarney int
a new century.

In an article published in the 1994 Palladium revival souvenir brochure, Mackintosh
fondly reminisced on his involvement wi@liver!, a production for which he not only
served as assistant stage manager, but that likewise found him a (somewhiaglinwi
performer as well:

On the first day of rehearsal | arrived, efficient with pencil and noteypaazed at the
noisy mayhem that accompanies the first day of any rehearsal, when suddaslgdked
to sing “Consider Yourself” in front of everyone as one of the two assistapt stag

managers had to go on stage during the show. | was mortified. Having got through a
couple of choruses | stopped and a voice said, “Do it again, we weren't listeAifteyr”

310



my second go | was told, “That was pretty awful but the other A.S.M. is tonealeaf s
you’ll have to do.” (par. 4)

Working onOliver! proved to be the sort of hands-on education that Mackintosh had hoped
to attain while at school. Not only did he get to learn all of the technical elements of
theatrical production backstage, but he likewise got to experience the show from the
perspective of a performer: “It really was an amazing education, taeegrehance in the
world to do everything, and rather like being paid to go to school....But to be part of a
musical that really worked, and to see it every day and night from both sides of the
footlights—that is something | have never forgotten, @iider! really explains my passion
for musicals” (qtd. in Morley and Leon 20). To this d@jiver! holds a central place in the
producer’s heart. Bliver! left its mark on Cameron Mackintosh, however, Mackintosh has
returned the favor many times over.

The touring production premiered in Manchester, and it was here that Mackintosh met
Lionel Bart himself for the first time. It marked the start of a friémi¢hat would last thirty

years (Morley and Leon 25). In his article, Mackintosh recalls Bart's\pasked him what

he hoped to do in theater; Mackintosh confided that his dream was to become a producer and

put on shows lik®liver!: “No one could ever accuse me of being shy” (par. 5).
Nevertheless, Mackintosh'’s fairytale journey from assistant stagager orOliver! to the
show’s producer had already started, as the skills he learned while working simothijs
along with his deep passion for the material, would both be fundamental components of his
maturation.

Following his involvement wit®liver!, Mackintosh continued to find work with various
touring productions as deputy stage manager. In 1969, after only a few sherhybar

business, Mackintosh produced his first show: a revival of Cole Polieything Goeshat
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unfortunately failed to find an audience. Undeterred, the young producer workesshjréo

raise money in order to produce several straight shows both in and around London. Success
usually proved elusive, and the limited production funds meant that producing expensive
musicals would be all but impossible. Nevertheless, a musical would prove to be big firs

hit: the revue showide by Side by Sondheifinst produced in 1976, was an unexpected
success: “Suddenly...Mackintosh had within a few months become the most respected young
producer around Shaftesbury Avenue” (Morley and Leon 45). It is unsurprising that
Mackintosh found his first true success with a musical given his fondness forlbess s

and it is perhaps even less surprising that, following this success, he turneentisrakiack

to Oliver!, the show on which he had cut his teeth and “which he still thinks of as the crucible
of the modern musical” (Morley and Leon 48). The young producer was keenlgiatene

a revival tour of the Bart musical, and, having been brought into contact with Donald Albery
through the production @ide by Side by Sondheatnthe Wyndham, he set about trying to

bring his vision to fruition.

By this point, Albery had sold the rights to the show to a film company, Southbrook, and
Mackintosh met with owner Derek Dawson in the spring of 1976 to discuss the project.
Dawson not only granted permission for the touring revival but also volunteered to help
finance the show (Mackintosh, par. 8). The revival premiered in Leic@sienvorked its
way through Birmingham, Eastbourne, Bournemouth, Wolverhampton, Oxford, and
Manchester—playing at the very same theater where Cameron Mackintosif hisaisfirst
served on the stage crew. Thougiiver! was still the same beloved British musical,
Mackintosh put his own stamp on the production by defying convention. While Leicester

was hardly the West End, Mackintosh staged the show as “a full replicaafghmal,

312



designed to tour the major theatres, those that used to be known as ‘number one dates.” And
he planned to do it in a manner thoroughly unusual for the time—not apologetically or
cheaply, as if it were a brand new show on its way into town instead of out of it” (Madey a
Leon 48). The tour was thus very popular with audiences, so popular that when Mackintosh
asked Donald Albery if he could retudiver! to its former home at the New Theatre (now

the Albery), the veteran producer agreed. Albery predicted a three monthrarggge

though his secretary respectfully disagreed claiming that he had undatedtjust how
popularOliver! really was (Mackintosh, par. 10). Sure enough, the 1977 West End revival
ran for over 1,100 performances; Mackintosh’s first attempt to pradlicer! had proved a
rousing success. Furthermore, he had started a new trend with regional tourpéiimg

of old shows in such spectacular new stagings [meant] that they could take on a whole ne
life of their own, maybe even ending up back in the West End” (Morley and Leon 49).
Mackintosh would exert an even stronger influence on the lega@lveir! several years

later, though not before suffering some setbacks. AlthQlger!’s popularity had endured

in its native England, a return engagement across the Atlantic would not enjaynthéesel

of success.

Following a profitable Christmastime revival@liver! in December of 1983 at the
Aldwych Theatre, this time starring the incomparable Ron Moody as Fagin, thensisow
transferred to New York. Broadway leading lady Patti Lupone took on the paanhciyN
and with Moody playing Fagin, success seemed assured. Surprisingly, the 8roadiwal
of Oliver! closed after just thirty performances. Mackintosh attributed the shalwiefto
financial issues, as well as a markedly negative review iN¢weYork Times Despite

mostly great reviews, one was very negative. That one review was the rpogaim one—
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The New York TimesWith expensive running costs the show could not turn the corner and
closed after a few weeks” (par. 11). The negdtiesr York Timeeeview came from Frank
Rich, a theater critic who, like many of his peers, disapproved of thehBrnigga-musical
trends that dominated 1980s Broadway. W@ileer!, as a revival of an older musical, may
not have fallen into this category, it had served as a progenitor of this movarttent i

British musical theater. Furthermore, Rich’s distaste for severahafew Lloyd Webber’'s
shows, most of which were produced by Mackintosh, seemed to prefigure his dismtissal of
Broadway revival oDliver!: “Until Andrew Lloyd Webber’s hits started to roll off the
assembly line in the 1970’s, Lionel Bart's ‘Oliver!” held the record asotingelst-running
English musical ever to play Broadway. I'm afraid that this distinctiga s®re about the
quality of other English musicals than it does about the merits of ‘Oliver!” (Lt Bmerican
reviewers of the first Broadway production@liver! masked resentment of a British

musical finding success on Broadway through complaints about fidelity smtiee

material, Rich was far less diplomatic in his disregard for the Englisicalgsage.

It is rather ironic that Mackintosh still attributes the prematiosing ofOliver! to aNew
York Timeseview given that many of the musicals he produced in the 1980s were huge box
office draws, but simultaneously faced bitter censure from hostile Ameheater critics
like Rich. For certain, as the European mega-musical began to dominate Broadesy ta
the opinions of New York critics became increasingly irrelevant. As JeéSwaafeld points
out, Cats Mackintosh'’s first true smash and the show that put him on the map as one of the
dominant forces in musical theater, was almost universally panned by tradstidmakrican
critics when it reached Broadway. Nevertheless, it went on to become theuooestsful

show of all time up to that point in history. Other mega-musicals produced in the 1980s
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includingLes MiserablesandThe Phantom of the Opedid not meet with universal acclaim
from critics yet managed to attain great success with audiencé&scsdn the case of the
megamusical, largely ceased to matter” (Sternfelddlver! may have been a victim of the
New York Timedut the influence of Broadway critics over audience preferences would soon
wane heavily. Thus, Rich’s resentment for the mega-musical trend and fsh Briisicals

in general becomes all the more obvious.

The dichotomy between the reactions to the revivalligér! in the United Kingdom and
the United States is difficult to characterize, as each individual production undoutzddly
its own distinctive qualities: comparing the 1977 and 1983 West End revivals with the 1984
Broadway production is all but impossible given the different casts, teepteduction
teams, and orchestras. Nevertheless, the fact that British audiencegliveydo re-
embraceDliver! less than ten years after it had closed, while American audiences proved
unresponsive twenty years after the initial Broadway production, seematineliof the
cultural appeal thadliver! had maintained in its native Britain—an appeal that did not
necessarily transfer over to the United States. ThQligler! had achieved great success in
its initial Broadway run, particularly in comparison to the British musitelshad made the
transatlantic journey before it, it was not etched into the consciousness otameri
audiences in the same way that it was in the United Kingdom. British critddseinalded
the first West End production @fliver! as a major coup in the history of British musical
theater; though several American critics echoed this statement, the show lginidbnet
possess the same sort of historical significance in the United States.

Another element to consider relates to one particularly striking passagRich’s review

in which he compares the stage versio@ver! with the Reed film. As mentioned, Rich,
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like Pauline Kael, believed that the motion picture versioDlofer! surpassed the stage
version in terms of overall quality. Herein lies one of the key difficulties involved i
producingOliver! in the years following the film version: given that the film adaptation was
so well-executed and remains a motion picture classic, how can one persuade pEwpée to
and see an expensive live musical when it would cost significantly less to senptyr buy
the highly enjoyable movie? It was an issue with which Mackintosh and the cteative
that he assembled for his next attempt to re@ireer! would wrestle, and ultimately, the

film would become a vitally useful tool in the great producer’s attemptstore©liver! to

its original glory. Though the failure of the Broadway revivaDdif’er! was a setback for
Mackintosh, this failure eventually proved to be a blessing in disguise reg#rdiaow’s
legacy. It was the early closing Gfiver! on Broadway that inspired Mackintosh to think
about the musical’s future (Mackintosh, par. 12)The results of these ruminations were
fundamentally important t®liver!’s evolution.

Mackintosh held off on returning @liver! until the early 90s, for to restage the musical
prematurely would lead to its feeling like yet another revival when in fagirddicer was
planning something completely different. For nearly ten years, he refpaests for
productions of the show, determined to see to it that the musical would have a fresh feel
when it opened again (Morley and Leon 161). Creating this new visiOhwer! meant
breaking with some of the elements that had defined the show in the past.

Mackintosh had always held Sean Kenny’s creations in the highest esteem,|didténg a

way back to his youth: “Cameron had first come across Kenny’'s work when hdllhas st

' The sudden and tragic death of Peter Coe in aamdent a few short years later would likewisevpro
important to Mackintosh’s ruminations on the futofe@liver! as the death of one of the brilliant creative
forces behindliver! caused the producer to reflect on where the gneaical had come from and where it
might go from here (Morley and Leon 161).
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schoolboy and he was entranced by his unique ability to make a theatricatiisppaaécally
exciting” (Morley and Leon 160). Unsurprisingly, this regard for Kenny’'sgtssand
constructions extended @liver!, and the grandeur of tl@iver! set left a distinct

impression on Mackintosh even when he was simply an audience member experiencing
Bart’s adaptation for the first time: “[The stage design] not onlyddroDickensian London

to life but swept away all the cosy trappings of realistic theater. Seene change was
done in front of the audience so we were led pied piper like through the story; thénget act
as a choreographer of the action, swiftly propelling the story to its dacoaiclusion”
(Mackintosh, par. 1). As discussed in the previous chapters, Kenny’'s set was the only
element oOliver! that practically every single British and American critic who sawstoav
had praised unhesitatingly. The Kenny set had been utilized in both the Antereway
production ofOliver!, and in the tours and revivals Mackintosh staged in Britain in the
1970s. The only downside to the magnificent set’s popularity, however, was that virtually
every production that utilized this scenery had to duplicate Coe’s original bldokoagise

of the boundaries created by Kenny’s construction. Mackintosh noted that the i€enny s
“was... keeping the show imprisoned in its old production. Unless | took the gamble to
change the set, | would never get a talented director to give the show adie's(par. 13).
With the approval of Derek Dawson, Mackintosh began work on a new vis@livef!

Thus, when he staged the musical once more in 1994, the show would prove to be more than
a simple revival. It would instead prove to be a bold reinvention of the adaptation, one
heavily influenced by the vision of Mackintosh, the creativity of Sam Mendes, the pgpula

of the Carol Reed film, and the devotion of Lionel Bart to his greatest creation.
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Mackintosh'’s first step in revisir@liver! was to find a new director, and Sam Mendes
was an excellent choice due in large part to his personal affection for thetyroliex
Mackintosh, he had been fond of the musical since his childhood. Mendes, who at that time
was artistic director at the Donmar Warehouse, was still establismrsglithough he had
already attained a tremendous reputation at a young age. In anvaitiele by Mendes for
the Palladium souvenir booklet, the director creates a series of diary ehtoagling his
involvement withOliver!; humorously, the entries span all the way back to his childhood. In
an entry recounting his first time watching the film version, Mendes noted teatri the
songs instantly and model myself on Jack Wild, cultivating the hands in pockets posture and
the general air of worldweariness” (par. 1). In 1976, he saw the musical ofostigefirst
time: “I pine ever so slightly for Jack Wild but this is compensated for by a sglsedi
which revolves endlessly, some satisfyingly noisy kids and a very longrcoalhi Want to
be taken back to see it again without delay” (par. 2). It would be a full sixteen| gt
before Mendes would receive a call from Mackintosh about the possibility of reiryentin
Oliver! Mendes's revised version of Bart's show would ultimately stand alongside his bold
1995 revival of Sondheim'@ompanyand his revolutionary 1998 version of Kander and
Ebb’sCabaret as his brilliant work on all three shows solidified his reputation as a visionary
director of musicals.

Mendes was a tireless contributor to the revision process. Not only did helaireetv
version of the show, but he assisted in re-designing the set to the musical while
simultaneously modifying and updating the libretto, a process that will belssbor detail

later in this chapter. It is fitting that Mendes’s first exposui@lieer! was the film version,
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however, as the film would become an indispensable tool for the young director in re-
envisioning Bart’s musical.

It was Mendes who ultimately suggested Anthony Ward for the role of production
designer (Mackintosh, par. 15). Like Mendes, Ward’s worltiwver! marked a new step in
his career for he had never designed anything on the scale of the set thiatddhavas
imagining, though he had previously worked on productions of Tchaikoviskytsacker
and Sondheim’&ssassins His experiences working ddliver! would serve him well, and
over the course of the next several years, he would design the sets for big-budgét of
Oklahomal My Fair Lady, andGypsy as well as new musicals like the recent stage version
of Chitty Chitty Bang BangMackintosh’s intimate knowledge of how the Kenny set had
worked proved useful to Ward during the pre-production process, as understanding the form
and function of this construction allowed him to consider the qualities that would beassenti
to his own version of th@liver! set (Mackintosh, par. 15).

One of the most significant contrasts between this new vision for the set and the olde
Kenny vision was the idea of realism—the Kenny set had been highly abstracthehkwy
Ward vision would be far more naturalistic. Whereas the Kenny set signifielbogtions
by rotating and creating different kinds of spaces in which the actord wmve, the
locations utilized in the Ward set were more obvious in their contrasts. Wasdmattéwe
didn’t want the audience to wonder where they were at any point. The show moves very
swiftly—the action flows very fast. So the audience always needs to know \wbgrare”

(qtd. in “Design Challenge,” par. 2). While Kenny's revolving set was made tinpesf very
large masses that unfolded and refolded like an origami figure, the new seadasipof a

greater number of separate pieces that could slide on and off—all of the maronkboaed
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in the musical, such as the workhouse, the London streets, Fagin’s den, the Three, Cripples
and even the untamed moors which Agnes must cross, thus had their own specific bits of
scenery. This larger scale seemed fitting, for while the Albery fiedneauld seat only 872
patrons, the Palladium could hold 2,286.

Comparing the new version of t@déiver! set to its predecessor is a bit unfair, as no set
could possibly have proven as revolutionary as the original Kenny construction. The Kenny
set was very much a product of the 1950s and 60s, Brechtian in both its design and function.
The Ward set likewise reflected the period in which it was constructed, asntiegr and
breathtaking scope showed the influence of the mega-musical trends of the 80s and 90s,
though Mackintosh was determined not to repeat himself. The or@ijval! set, like the
set forLes Miz functioned on a revolve—thus, for the revival set, Ward, Mendes, and
Mackintosh “decided to try and use laterally moving trucks and flying briagése
language of the new production” (Mackintosh, par. 15). The results were a sort of
amalgamation of the original set and the set used for the Reed film; Ward’s desiga pr
functional and architecturally interesting, but simultaneously cinenmalis artistry.

The amount of effort and thought that went into the creation of this new set is undeniable,
as Mackintosh notes that it took Mendes and Ward nearly six months to work out the design
(par. 15). This effort is reflected in the model book created by the production dedane
the revival. Featuring small-scale designs and photographs, this book is a visieapiaece
and a stunning Dickensian artifact; the image of the tiny paper-dodirpesfs moving about
the model sets is evocative of the very same kind of toy theater that Dickesedf mmast
have owned and played with in his youth. These models of the characters, takgn direct

from Cruikshank’s own drawings, are phenomenally detailed and reflect thedatie
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creative minds behind this revival were determined to stay true to the Dicketeiaents of

the musical adaptation. Along with the set pieces that slide on and off, Ward designed a
beautiful backdrop of a foggy English horizon (complete with simulated moving clouds). T
fully convey the breadth of London as it is portrayed in “Consider Yourself,” Wasdextt

two different set models of the dome to St. Paul’s, one small and intended mainly for
background views, and a larger version intended for close-up appearances. rayiadter
between the two as the Dodger sings his number, Ward creates the illusion afrthe yo
pickpocket navigating through the enormous metropolis and moving closer to the cathedral
the whole time. Whereas Kenny’s set was not designed to realisticalliagsuch things,
Ward’s set attempts to achieve the kind of stylized yet detailed rethizgrdefined Box’s set

for the Reed film in 1968. In spite of these divergences, the influence of Kenng saarb

in the linking bridges, staircases, and rafters that slid on and offstage throughtatttie s
both facilitate the movement of actors and to simulate different physicait$atgo
environments such as Fagin’s den and the workhouse. Thus, Ward'’s set neverssacrifice
function for artistry.

With Ward'’s set and costume designs helping to distinguish the show visuallysrom it
previous incarnations, Mackintosh set about hiring other talented artists toragsest
reinvention ofOliver!, including choreographer Matthew Bourne, sound designers Paul
Groothuis and Mike Walker, and lighting designer David Hersey. Mackintosh'e artites
that with a few exceptions, “none of the production team...had even been born when
Lionel’s masterpiece was first written” (par.17), a fact which furétiesved for the
Palladium version of the musical to make an exciting break from the past whadeneg

true to the spirit of the original version of Bart’'s show. In spite of these divezge
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however, Mackintosh never broke so fundamentally from the original that the final product
proved unrecognizable. There is perhaps no better indication of this conviction than the fact
that Lionel Bart himself was instrumental in bringing the Palladium eertsi fruition.

By the 1980s, Bart was still suffering from alcoholism and his liver had been damsaged a
result of his drinking habits, which, at their peak, included three bottles of vodka a day
(Barker 13). After being given only weeks to live, Bart joined Alcoholics Anonyrands
eventually managed to overcome his addiction. Given his fondne@$ivfer!, it is not
surprising that Cameron Mackintosh also had a definite fondness for Lionel Bagtfthims
Mackintosh had already proven a generous friend—while producing the 1977 revival,
Mackintosh invited Bart to assist with the production and gave him some money from the
show despite the fact that the composer had already lost the rights to hipi@esteThe
Palladium version oDliver! allowed Mackintosh to take things even further, as Bart was
brought in to collaborate with Mendes on revising the libreBart not only assisted with
the script, but likewise wrote new music and lyrics. Mackintosh’s gratitude tdleard
composer for his assistance in this endeavor was significant, and, in a tousplayg df
generosity, the impresario gave the composer a share of the shovtiesq¥garker 13).

Of course, the creative team behind this new reviv@ligér! had to walk a fine line in
revising the show, for transforming the still-lov@tlver! to the point where it was no longer
familiar would undoubtedly hamper the show’s chances for success—why fix what is not
truly broken? As such, Mendes and Bart turned to two excellent sources when aumsider
what revisions to make to the show. The modifications to the Palladium version of the show
were influenced primarily by the Reed film, which had now irreversiblpathéhe cultural

perceptions oTwistas well as the popularity of the adaptation itself, and the original novel,
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which served as a patrticularly useful source regarding dialogue andteharsaractions.
Other sources would prove inspiring to Mendes as well, including Peter Ackroyuisivie
biography on Dickens, and of course, the 1948 Lean film (Mendes, par. 3). In short, the
writers approached their task with a determination to revit@lizesr! through the use of
many effective supplemental tools without tampering with the elements thatdge it a
success to begin with.

An archival draft of the Palladium script dated September 7, 1994 contains iliagninat
notes regarding the changes mad®liger! over the course of its development for the initial
run at the Palladium. In the margins of the script are notations labeled SM (Szae gyl
LB (Lionel Bart), Film, and Dickens. The first two notations indicate who wa®nssble
for changes to the libretto, be it Mendes or Bart, while the latter two inditetiher these
modifications were based on either the film screenplay or on Dickens’s novethdinges
based on the novel are confined largely to dialogue, while the changes basedlon the fi
include added scenes and revised portrayals of certain characters. Thes@uado
expand the amount of Dickensian humor in the musical, while the latter serve to broaden the
scope of the show.

In the first act of the Palladium versionQ@ifver!, Dickens'’s text proves a fruitful source
of character-based humor that is conveyed primarily through dialogue. Thetsadly
apparent in the Bumble and Corney courtship scene, and the scenes featuring the
Sowerberries. For the scene set in Mrs. Corney’s parlour, Mendes and WBartoeteveral
different chapters from the novel in order to flesh out the characters shglithp
incorporate more of Dickens’s hilarious dialogue. Like many oflthistadaptors who

came before them, including numerous Victorian playwrights and Lean himselfesliand
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Bart merge elements from the novel’s earlier scene between Mrs. Mann andrivirieB
together with the later courtship scene featuring Mrs. Corney; in treedeNbretto, Mrs.
Corney offers Mr. Bumble some gin, which, in a humorous visual gag lifted gifemth the
Lean film, she keeps hidden under a tea cozy. The absurdly funny conversation between
Mrs. Corney and Mr. Bumble regarding her pet cats is also expanded based on Bickens’
dialogue. The humor of this extended scene is reminiscent of the various versions of this
sequence which proved so popular with Victorian audiences throughout the nineteenth
century, and, like the playwrights who adapledstfor the stage in the Victorian period,
Mendes and Bart find great inspiration by working directly from the novel.itself

The Sowerberry scenes are also extended slightly so as to incorporate foguee diam
the original text and to further define the characters of the Sowerbéerasdlves. Mrs.
Sowerberry’s shrewish yet self-pitying personality is more disimthe Palladium version,
and the writers also include her absurd and hysterical laugh, which, accorfiméns,
always seems to “threaten...violent consequences” (35). Oliver’s confrontationaeth N
Claypole is likewise expanded through dialogue from the novel: Bart includes'©line
about his mother having “died of a broken heart” (24), and Noah’s subsequent taunts. This
trend of adding more dialogue from Dickens’s text continues into the next partsufethe
when Mr. Bumble comes to investigate Oliver’s rebellion; included is the beadle’s
description of how to quash Oliver’s unruliness, and his humorously unflattering descript
of Agnes as well: “Excitable natures, Mrs. Sowerberry! That mother ofdie her way to
the workhouse gates against difficulties and pain that would have killed angispEksed

woman weeks before” (26). By incorporating more action and dialogue into both thg Corne
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and Sowerberry scenes, the writers succeed in transforming all of theset@fsafrom
minor roles in a musical adaptation to humorous, fundamentally Dickensian players.

If the novel is a useful source for adding bits of dialogue and creatingeadmtinctly
Dickensian vision of the supporting cast, the film proves an especially invalualde sour
from the point of view of the plot. While the changes made to the dialogue are noutlesti
changes made to the plot are largely cinematic, and the broader visueabstop Palladium
version seems to facilitate the addition of scenes not included in the origiattblibirhough
most of these cinematic changes are, unsurprisingly, inspired by the Reed filoh tlome
first modifications made to the show reveals Mendes'’s decision teeutikzLean adaptation
as a source. The director includes a scene during the overture which featunes i@btteer
Agnes, clearly on the verge of giving birth, limping her way across the nowasd the
workhouse. Mendes’s writing of the scene is a virtual duplication of how the Lean film
begins:

The curtain rises on a windswept moor. There is a storm and in the near darkness we
begin to make out the figure of a woman, dressed in rags, slowly but purposefullygheadin
towards us. The storm rages and grows stronger, flashes of lightning iitieflpating
her agonised face. As she arrives downstage a huge clap of thunder and fldghioglig
light up a set of enormous wrought iron gates which read ‘Workhouse’ (in reverse). As
she collapses, a little old serving maid rushes to her aid. As the wind blows, she is
dragged inside and the music of the storm grows calmer. In the darkness theldtheof a
baby is heard. There is a beat, then, out of the black a large bell is revealed and rung.
This sets up the rhythm of the entrance of the boys, nine years later, intdythéuddiof
eating in the workhouse, and the music runs into the song. (v)

For the first time in the musical’s history, Agnes appears as a alathctugh, like her
counterpart in the Lean film, she does not speak. Rather, the powerful image ai the fr
woman against the spectacular backdrops constructed by Ward tells theigtony words.

From here, the show transitions to its traditional opening scene, “Food, Glorious Food,”

and of course, Oliver’s subsequent request for more. Mendes incorporates skeeral ot
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slight modifications here, many of which are clearly rooted in the Reedditaion: during
“Food, Glorious Food,” the well-fed members of the workhouse board file in followed by a
cavalcade of waiters carrying delectable dinners meant solelyeftroiard’s consumption—
as mentioned, it is a visual that Reed himself borrowed from the Lean film, and ttastont
between the half-starved, ragged children and the well-fed gentlemen isidaridyous.
Several of Lionel Bart’s contributions to the project are evident herelfSov the
composer includes a new verse for the workhouse board characters to sing in™Qiiger!
fitting that the board members take part in this number with Mrs. Corney and Mr. Bumble,
for like these workhouse supervisors, the board sanctimoniously mistreats dnencpibced
under their care:

CHAIRMAN

Pray some decorum restore, | implore...

Let us face this case, it's

Unprecedented, quite utterly.

GOVERNORS
He’s disgraced this place,

LARGE GOVERNOR
Encouraging others to wallow in gluttony

ALL

Oliver, Oliver! Lock him in jail

And then put him on sale

For the highest bid

Better be rid of Oliver! (7)
Bart’s additions, like those of Mendes, contribute to the satire of the workhoasef aff
the adaptation that is made more overt in the Palladium version. While the passionate and
angry social criticism within Dickens’s original novel is still not fullyluned, the visual

presence of the parish board, as well as the sanctimony in their lyrics &loavgreater

appreciation of the hypocrisy that defines the system created by the Beathhilisophy
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behind the Poor Laws. The added satire allows for a more mature and cinematiordepi
the harsh world through which Oliver must navigate.

The Reed film again proves a useful source regarding the introduction of Sikiesving
the first scene in Fagin’s den, the old man goes out to see Sikes, who appearsiglestrout
loft. The antagonistic housebreaker is thus introduced almost a full hour earlier tha
original libretto. As in the film, his entrance is underscored by the melodyydName,”
and though he does not speak, his menace is immediately detectable—the conflitit that w
dominate Act Il is thus established far more clearly in Act |. Theestteat follows is
virtually identical to the scene from the film: “He [Fagin] takes out a sadkhalds it up to
BILL. BILL disgorges the loot from various deep pockets — Silver platters, cujgsvelry,
and other valuables” (43). Though Sikes will not return until Act Il, his dangerous
personality and potential for creating problems has already been éstdiding before he
sings “My Name.” The fact that this very significant new scene ispocated into the
Palladium version demonstrates the excellent choices that Reed made adtieg ¢is
motion picture. The early introduction of Sikes adds a significant amount of conflict,
tension, and foreshadowing to the plot. This introduction is also another testament to the
cinematic grandeur of the Palladium version.

Mendes once again turns to the film for inspiration in the following scene when he
incorporates some lines from the movie to flesh out the connection between Nancy and
Oliver early on in their interactions. When the boys make fun of Oliver for bowing to the
ladies, Nancy takes up his cause: “Don’t you take no notice of ‘em Oliver. Juysilces
got manners and they ain't” (52). Shani Wallis has the exact same line in tiverfdion.

By placing emphasis on Nancy'’s early affection for Oliver, her devotion todtenih the

327



play becomes more believable and the Nancy/Oliver subplot attains the sanoé leagat
scope that it achieves in the Reed adaptation. While the two writers préseorgginal
structure of “I'd Do Anything,” with Dodger singing to Nancy and Oliver siggim Bet,
Nancy is more maternal and instructive during the number than in the original vdfsioa.
early introduction of Sikes is one of the most effective changes made from anstpojlnt
of view, the modifications to the Nancy/Oliver subplot are the most effectuethe
standpoint of characterization as it is dictated by occurrences in the ploty &leaf these
changes are based on the film version of the character, and all of them selovéutther
significance to the bond between the two individuals. In the Palladium version, ®ancy
refusal to assist in the recapture of Oliver is not the result of self-ihteutsather, of
fondness for Oliver and a determination to see him safe:

NANCY

Why can’t you leave the boy alone? He won’t you do no harm. Why can’t you leave him

where he is—where he’ll get the chance of a decent life.

SIKES
You'll get him back ‘ere my girl—unless you want to feel my hands on your throat

He throws NANCY onto a stool. FAGIN hurries across and speaks pleadingly at NANCY,
trying to prevent more violence, which he hates.

FAGIN
Nancy, my dear—if he talked, think what would happen to us. Think what would happen
to Bill. It'd be the gallows for him, Nancy—the gallows! You wouldn't let that happen
would you, my dear? Not to Bill? Not to yoBill? (60)

Again, the dialogue is virtually lifted from the film adaptation, and the luxufiesdad to

Carol Reed by the film medium, including the extra time to focus on charatiteritaough

the addition of new scenes and expanded character interactions, are incorporated into the

stage show.
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Since the film served as such a clear inspiration for many of the modificathoiestanthe
libretto for the Palladium version, it may seem somewhat surprising thavised ending
created for the film was not incorporated as well. Nevertheless, theatrsisanclusion
stays true to its roots: the Dodger is hauled off by the Bow Street Runners, arigl Fag
reprise of “Reviewing the Situation” is the ambiguously hopeful version as oppo$ed to t
unashamedly cheerful version used in the film. According to Mackintosh, “Bart was not
keen on the film ending. He thought it was too lighthearted. The Palladium endimgtis w
Lionel wanted and reverts back to his original book of the show. Cameron said that for
Lionel, being a Jewish East Ender himself, the Palladium ending is also abougnihe afi
the Jewish race pulling themselves together and facing life agamntifRan, par. 2). Given
the hardships that Bart himself had endured, his appreciation for Fagin’s detemtiory
and carve out a new life for himself in the face of certain adversity is ebqsible.

The Palladium version @liver! evolved out of Mackintosh’s desire to ensure that his
favorite musical would remain relevant and popular as the decades passed, ansliting re
made to the original script along with the new sets and staging certaipgdtbring this
goal to fruition—Oliver! was injected with new life while remaining fundamentally the same.
The best way to describe the scope of the Palladium verslivef!, however, is to
consider it as the first revised production of Bart's musical to take intmatthatOliver!
had been put on film with great success several years earlier. Througfftvést, it now
seemed impossible for anyone to argue that the experience of waliivieid on video
could substitute for viewing a stage production. While the experience of watdineg a
musical show can certainly never be duplicated by viewing a film, the faeins that, to a

large and widespread audience, the Reed film was the definitive versidiverf Mendes
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and Ward succeeded in taking some of the most effective cinematic moaiifscatade by
Reed and translating them to the stage, thus inst{Dinger! with a scope that seemed
comparable to what could be achieved on film. Ironic&lwer!, which had helped to
prefigure the mega-musicals of Lloyd Webber, had received a makeowallidiaged it to
stand alongside these descendants in terms of its scale.

Oliver! opened at the Palladium on December 8, 1994: film and stage star Jonathan Pryce
starred as Fagin, RSC veteran Sally Dexter played Nancy, and yoursyJacteas Daley and
Adam Searles stepped into the roles of Oliver Twist and the Artful Dodger.hdhevwgas
destined to be a hit, as the excitement surrounding it was unquestionable—a majbofeviva
Oliver! had not been produced in either London or New York since 1984. Mackintosh’s
knowledge of how to generate interest in musical productions was more than apparent in the
new revival—millions of dollars in advance tickets were sold before the show had even
opened. As witlCats PhantomLes Miz and the other great shows that he had helped turn
into huge successes thanks to his uniqgue combination of artistic vision and business savvy,
the producer succeeded in creating a great deal of hype for the re@liveof Mackintosh
also succeeded in givirf@liver! a memorable image that could serve as its trademark
insignia, much as the shadowy dancers in the cats’ eyes or the red rose albegsiueet
mask had done fdCatsandPhantom respectively In this case, a heavily stylized visual of
Fagin’s smiling face was created from the t@lever!, with the “O” and “V” filling in for
eyes, and the “L” being used for a nose. Fagin’s trademark flat hat and pointyalbealso
painted in to fill out the old man’s defining features. It is an image that dequesfectly
convey Bart’s vision for the show, for although Fagin is not the title charactarjrhenany

ways the star; moreover, the cartoonish, stylized drawing, which seehwugh it might
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have been finger-painted by a child, epitomizes how the young pickpocketsniskggig
(along with the musical’s innumerable fans) view him—nhe is indeed the merry old
gentleman, benevolently smiling on his charges. The image has been revived for the
upcoming Drury Lane production, and it will likely endure as the trademarkl wisrketing
symbol ofOliver! for years to come.

The opening night at the Palladium brought things full-circl®©forer! as the response of
the crowd was virtually identical to the response of those theatergoers whoshad fi
experience®liver! on its opening night in 1960: “As the curtain fell...the audience rose to
its feet and roared for so long that the bewildered cast ran out of encoressalmogrdream
of such moments” (Fowler 14). There was also a similar sense of victory viaghiEnglish
press; Rebecca Fowler wrote an article forltbedon Time®n the recent string of
phenomenally successful British mega-musicals that had dominated both the West End and
Broadway. Oliver!, which had helped to give rise to this movement in the British theater,
was now fully integrated into the movement itself thanks to its mega-musagaiover.
Fowler victoriously notes that the arrival of the mega-musical meant HeaBfitish
[had]...beat the Americans at their own game” (14), and the triumphant reviVévef!
was simply further proof of the British domination of this genre which had oncesbee
fundamentally American.

Of course, the revival could not fully duplicate the critical response of itssfareand
several traditionalists took exception to the changes that had been ntoleth viewing
them as representative of the excessiveness of the mega-musical trendas/teoriginal
version ofOliver! had been met with tremendous acclaim in London, reviews of the

Palladium show were somewhat mixed. Julie Burchill ofSbheday Timesommented on

331



the intimidating dominance of the scenery, claiming that “the stars of thigkesxand this is
always depressing to write—are the sets. My tot, a veteran of hi-tech sfsmtd, was
gasping: ‘Are those clouds real?’ ‘No, baby, they’re painted.” ‘No, thegak They've
opened the roof up.” You've heard of actors eating the scenery—well, you find yourself
wishing that this scenery would eat the actors” (14). Anna L¥¢est End Extravas far

less delicate in her assessment, claiming that the Pall&livar! “epitomizes all that is
wrong with [the] West End.... Production values reigned so supreme that character
definition, plot, narrative and motivation were all ditched as excess baggagel)(p#ris

the standard argument made against mega-musicals that the scenery doharsies t
ThoughOliver! had been written years before this trend emerged, its importance as a
forebear to the mega-musical movement has been discussed (see Chapter Zkeblierm

it received from Mackintosh made the resemblance even more apparent for a@vesal
Paul Taylor of théendependent Weekewodfered perhaps the most stinging criticism of the
show as a mega-musical, noting that “Sam Mendes’ production has been so inflaed by t
advance hype that nothing, short of sending little Oliver into orbit, could have prevented an
anti-climax” (28). Taylor cynically goes on to comment that the milliorgodifrs that the
show would generate in revenue would prove an “irresistibly ironic contrast” (28) tacthe f
that Fagin’'s greed in the play is supposed to be an indictment. Unfortunately, though
Mackintosh’s personal touch had been responsible for t&)ingr! into a new decade and
preparing the musical for a new century, his phenomenal success as a producet vatuple
the widespread popularity of his shows, meant @later! would now be subjected to the

same criticism that many traditionalists leveled toward mega-nisisitdawas an ironically
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similar response to the traditionalist criticism t@ditver! had faced upon debuting on
Broadway.

Interestingly, some of the critics who complained about the new production teatioat
to the lack of social criticism incorporated into the adaptation and its itfidelihe original
source in that regard. Though Lee praiSésger! as an excellent musical in spite of her
disregard for the Palladium revival, she angrily states that Mendes tiaigxplore the
adaptation’s potential for social criticism: “This is a musical of our tifdart’'s adaptation of
Oliver Twistis a searing indictment of poverty, and how it is a one-way street to crime. The
whole essence @liver! is that society is to blame” (par. 3). Taylor likewise criticized
Bart’s “dogged sanitization” (28) of the Dickens text and felt that the shéwd fiai live up
to the potential it showed in the early scenes for some sort of passionate sesajerakin
to those found in the original novel: “The opening bodes well for those craving a darker,
more David Lean-like vision. Pitiless weather: thunder, lightning; a pneégmd collapsing
before the workhouse gates silhouetted on the scrim. But there’s so little keelsgan
what follows that, by the time...Oliver launched into ‘Where is Love’ [siol) wonder what
he’s whining about” (28). Burchill, a fan of the 1968 film, had resigned herself to the fac
that the Palladium would not prove in any way incisive regarding the themes of socia
injustice: “I love both the book and the film, while thoroughly appreciating what aafftfe
a ! makes.Oliver!, the film, has as little to do with Dickens’s novelkass Me Katedoes
with The Taming of the Shrevso | was hardly expecting incisive social comment from the
stage show” (14). The portrayal of Fagin here likewise irked thosesontio wanted more
incisive social commentary and greater fidelity to the original té¥hereas Ron Moody had

offered a more Dickensian vision of Fagin by incorporating the charaacterishhess into
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his performance, Pryce’s Fagin lacked this element. Nicholas de JohnglEgttiieg
Standardnoted that “There’s scant sense that this Fagin is Jewish. He has the manner of an
unlucky Bohemian down on his luck” (19). Benedict Nightingale ofTiheesalso found

fault with this omission, feeling that the creative team had sacrifieddmeand fidelity for
political correctness: “Couldn’t Fagin be more, er, Jewish? It is not onkeBscwho

extends that invitation, but Bart by adding Yiddish rhythms to “Reviewing thetiSittiand
retaining the repetitive ‘my dear’ of the book. Ron Moody accepted the challengegdmit Pr
did not and [Jim] Dale does not. Surely there must be a way of respecting an author’s
intentions without falling into anti-Semitic caricature—or, in these supesise days, is

that too much to ask?” (17). Critics Richard Morrison and Edward Seckerson also touched
on this omission.

It is striking to find the issues of social criticism and fidelity at theffont of several of
these reviews, given that these are the same facets of the adaptatiod tesrhairtually
ignored by British critics in 1960. Given thativer! was now thirty-four years old and that
the initial mystique of the distinctly British musical had long-since exbiEnglish critics
were seemingly more willing to examine the issue of fidelity more glestdat, or maybe
Oliver! simply had to face a more disillusioned worldview. Thadon Timeseviewer
noted that “Oliver! is a 1960s musical. Does anybody remember the 1960swBSst in
that dawn to be alive, working class, cocky and swaggering; and Bart's mabeaiful,
cheeky and basically optimistic, paid homage to a culture that was egh&agmbeing mere
local colour to being a part of life” (8-46). Though the show remained enjoyable and
relevant for this particular critic, it was, in many ways, the product aflaga cynical,

jaded, and skeptical time period.
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Nevertheless, other critics were kinder to the Palladiiver! Alastair Macaulay
described the show as “spectacular” and genuinely moving (W1), while Diated praised
the revival as “splendid” (par. 1). Lister attended an opening night cetebfallowing the
show where an emotional Lionel Bart described his feelings on the rebirthroéisrpiece:

“It was a wonderful evening” (qtd. in Lister, par. 8). For certain, the nwsvad the less
enthusiastic critics could not put a damper on the celebratory aspects inhdnentiaitn of
Oliver! to the West End. Furthermore, these reviews also did little to dissuadecagdien
from coming out in droves to s€diver! The revival ran for 1,352 performances and
launched a successful tour of the UK and Canada in the years that followed. Thraolighout
Palladium run, a parade of gifted actors were seen in the role of Fagin inclugieg Pale,
Russ Abbot, Robert Lindsay, and Barry Humphries, who had originated the role of
Sowerberry in the 1960 West End production.

By the timeOliver! closed, it had broken Palladium records in terms of the length of its
run (Morley and Leon 164). ThuSJiver! was established as “the most successfully revived
of all home-grown British musicals since the war” (Morley and Leon 164). ditlwaugh
the Palladium adaptation that Cameron Mackintosh accomplished his goal ofgecurin
Oliver!’s future. The show that had helped to start his career now owed him a distinct debt
of gratitude for the almost paternal care that he had shown toward it; in s&estrayng
Mackintosh had becont@liver!’s Mr. Brownlow. No longer wouldliver! be bound by the
tenets of the original stage versions, tenets dictated largely by the Kennywas a new
Oliver! for a new era in the realm of musical theater, one defined by cinematiadpes

opposed to Brechtian experimentalism.
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Another ten years have passed since the closing of the Palladium production, and it is not
surprising that, once more, Mackintosh’s attention has returned to his bé&lbved The
Drury Lane version oOliver!, which will begin previews in December 2008 and open
formally in January 2009, is the latest chapter in the stage hist@ivef!, and moreover,
in Mackintosh’s involvement with the musical (though these two separate elements ha
become virtually integrated). Comic actor Rowan Atkinson’s turn as Fadimaiik a
transition for the popular performer, now most widely known for his signature comnobeli
Mr. Bean. Nevertheless, Atkinson is not a complete stranger to the role: Beka thinking
for some time about returning to the stage, and the idea of the role of Fagin has long
intrigued me. | even had the part in a school production” (qtd. in Fletcher, par. 4). Burn
Gorman, recently seen as the irrepressible Mr. Guppy in the 2005 BBC adapt&ieakof
House will take on the decidedly darker Dickensian role of Bill Sikes; veterge stetress
Rosemary Leach will play Mrs. Bedwin; the diversely-talented Julianéslwill portray Mr.
Brownlow; and Julian Bleach, co-creator of the award-win@hgckheaded Petewill play
both Mr. Sowerberry and Dr. Grimwig.

Of course, the primary buzz regarding the casting of this particular reslatas to the
characters of Nancy and Oliver. The premierédDo Anythingon BBC One in March of
08 marked the beginning of an entertaining and highly publicized talent compaetifiod t
a set of unknowns to take on the lead roles for the big-budget revi@éivef! I'd Do
Anythingwas the third in a series of these West End talent shows produced by the BBC, the
previous two beingdow Do You Solve A Problem Like MariafdAny Dream Will Dothe
winners of these two shows were given the chance to play the roles of MEn&a 8ound of

Musicand Joseph idoseph and the Amazing Technicolor Dreamcespectively. Lord
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Andrew Lloyd Webber has contributed heavily to all three programs, sewiaganel
judge on all of these competitioffs.

Auditions forl’d Do Anythingwere held throughout the United Kingdom in early 2008;
following initial auditions, callbacks, and a period of training and evaluation, a group of
thousands was whittled down to a few dozen. By the time the show started its run on BBC
One, there were only twelve potential Nancys and twelve potential OliverssEnpete for
the coveted roles in the revival. The competition revolved around both groups participating
in chorus and solo numbers and being evaluated by a panel of judges, including Lloyd
Webber, Mackintosh, John Barrowman, Denise Van Outen, and Barry Humphries. Asin
most reality TV show competitions, audience members were allowed to voteron thei
favorites via telephone in hopes of getting them through to the finals, though in tiuslgart
show, audience voting was limited to the role of Nancy—the judges took on the job of
selecting three of the boys to play Oliver. Every week, the two Nancyshsitedst amount
of votes would compete in a sing-off, and Lloyd Webber would select which one to remain in
the competition.

Dividing the show between the Nancys and the Olivers gave one the impression that the
show itself could really be split into two separate entities: the Nancystaviiss more of a
traditional reality show, as the candidates competed in singing competitibmgese
dependent on audience votes, while the Olivers participated in a wide varietyititaand
excursions outside of the live studio where they were evaluated by Lloyd Weldber a

Mackintosh. When they did sing in front of the studio audience, it was in group numbers,

12| loyd Webber's involvement in the caselaf Do Anythingvaried slightly from his previous contributions.
Whereas the composer was actually the producéreafdvivals ofSound of MusiandJosephthat were staged
in conjunction with the reality shows, he is notatved in this capacity with the revival @iver!
Nevertheless, the new revival Ofiver! will open at a theatre owned by Lloyd Webber’s IBedseful Group.
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though the semi-finalists chosen each week would be given the privilege obl¢agligroup

for that particular episode. For certain, the Oliver competition came asrtessantense

than the Nancy competition, though it was clear that the twelve endearingdmopsting

for the title role were just as excited about the contest as their older, feonakerparts.

The opening to each individual episode often proved a highlight as it would feature all of th

competitors performing a song fradliver! together. The liveliness of Bart’'s score remains

fundamental to the musical’'s appeal. Given that millions of people in the UK tunedhe for t

I'd Do Anythingfinale, the early hype for the Drury Lane revival is strong. Betvwkee

success of the Palladium versionQiiver! and the excitement surrounding this latest

production, it is hard to believe that there were ever any fe@8war! becoming obsolete.
When Lionel Bart passed away in 1999, the world lost one of the truly great taldrés i

history of British musical theater—a man whose contributions to the Britislcahusere

central to its evolution. Thanks to the efforts of Cameron Mackintosh and Sam Mendes,

however, there is little reason for concern about the endurance of Bartismagus:

Oliver!’s legacy seems assured. If “Where is Love?” is indeed the centrahgrtifiyead to

Oliver!, than the question has already been answered in the public’s love for this timeless

treasure of the British musical stage.
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SECTION 11
History

In theCambridge Companion to the Musical, John Snelson reaffirms that the number of
canonical English musicals produced from the 1940s through the 1960s pales in comparison
to the number of American musicals which have endured. As discussed in Chapter 1,
historical factors clearly played a significant part in this disyarit

World War Il interrupted the development of British musical theater and led td-a pos
war dichotomy between the need to take up again and develop the interrupted past as an
assertion of continuity and the need to embrace change in a world that could not be the
same again. In musical theatre the British writers understandably tenaiédréss the
former need, while the imported American shows addressed for a British autthence
latter....Not surprisingly, the traffic in shows across the Atlantic wasst exclusively
one-way as the British works had a social and political dimension alongside d genera
national mood that was not interesting or even comprehensible to a Broadwayeaudienc

(Snelson 118)

Though British musicals could certainly attain success in their native coungsg $hows
usually held little interest for American audiences—conversely, Amesitaws repeatedly
captivated British audiences. As discussed in Secti@hver! (1960) proved a unique
exception to these trends, as Lionel Bart’s show attained success in baim @rd the
United States, a testament to the enduring attractiveness of Dickens lhotheaand abroad,
as well as the infinite charm of Bart’s music. Moreover, the succ&l$wef! revealed that
the theatrical elements of Dickens’s fiction could be effectively tadedlinto the form of
the musical. By adopting an American model and adapting one of Britaintegjreans to

fit into that specific theatrical format through experimentation wétitionally British styles

of music, Lionel Bart carved out a place for himself in the annals of Britistritadistory,



as the success @liver! surpassed that of any English musical up to that p&hizer!
likewise inaugurated the period of the modern Dickensian musical. Bart'spehvad the
way for countless other musical adaptations of Boz’s works, and almost all o¢#tiee
minds behind these subsequent adaptations tried to duplicate the sucaegs 'oby
approaching the source material with Bart's methodology.

Oliver! was hardly the first version of a Dickens novel to employ stage music, however.
Ever since the Victorian era, playwrights have incorporated songs into drasaiions of
Dickens’s works, though the conventions of the “musical” as it existed in the ¥ictori
period varied widely from the conventions that Bart employed in wrlliinger! Chapter 5
addresses the Dickensian musical from a historical perspective thatlentaly spans the
entire spectrum of the Dickens canon, frohe Pickwick Papers to The Mystery of Edwin
Drood.

In 1963, a musical version Bickwick Papers simply entitledPickwick premiered in the
West End. Wolf Mankowitz wrote the libretto for this adaptation of Dickens’srogél,
while Cyril Ornadel and Leslie Bricusse worked on the music and lyspecévely. Itis
somewhat ironic thaDliver! precededPickwick as the first hit modern musical based on a
Dickens novel given thatwist was actually Dickens’s second novel ahdkwick Papers his
first. Nevertheless, it is clear that the succelnfkr! played a role in the gestation of
Pickwick.

ThoughPickwick was the first modern musical adaptatiorPadkwick Papers, it was
hardly the first theatrical adaptation of this novel to employ music. Tuket, Pickwick
Papers was adapted for the stage numerous times in Dickens’s own era. Furthermore, many

of the hack playwrights who adaptBatkwick Papersin the Victorian period incorporated
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songs into their adaptations, exploring the musical potential of Dickens’s @naract
Bricusse and OrnadelRickwick is thus the descendant of numerous musical treatments of
Dickens’s very first novel, including W.T. Moncrieff's infamous adaptati&am \Weller,

which premiered before Boz had completed the final chapters of his novel. Thedrdpha
use of music in this Victorian stage show is a distinct contrast to the metiguoganized
musical score dPickwick, for Sam Weller, like virtually all of the Dickensian “musicals”
produced in the nineteenth centusywritten in the British tradition of the eighteenth-
century ballad opera. ThuBickwick marked the culmination of one historical trend in
musical theater, and the commencement of another. By following the patterisiesthbl/
Bart with Oliver!, Ornadel and Bricusse created a distinct shift from the early musical
adaptations of Dickensian novels, most of which were heavily inspired by the baltagdtope
a modern, integrated book musical format—a decidedly more American style oamusic
theater.

At the opposite end of both the historical and creative spectruihe Mystery of Edwin
Drood. As Dickens’s final (albeit incomplete) novEliwin Drood holds an important place
in the author’s canon. Boz’s writing style and worldview changed so signilficaver the
course of his career that it seems almost impossible to believe that tloe of¢la¢ merry
world of Mr. Pickwick is the same author who conceived the ominous city of Claster

The divergent themes, tones, and topics of Dickens'’s first and last novels can help
illuminate the evolution of the author’s writing style over the course of higdret they
can likewise be used as criteria for evaluating the suitability and un$itytabvarious
novels in the Dickens canon for dramatic, and, by extension, musical adaptation. While the

works of Dickens’s early period have proven more popular sources for adaptations than the

341



works of his middle and later periods, the fact that there have been musical versions of
Dickens'’s first and last novel is another sign of the sheer longevity and adaptdlbils

texts. Pickwick Papers andEdwin Drood are two incredibly different novels, and yet, they
were both transformed into successful musicals: this despite the faetthatDrood, as an
obscure and unfinished murder mysteagems a highly unlikely source for a popular
Broadway musical. Nevertheless, Rupert Holmes’s adaptation of Dickenslsfirete
produced on Broadway in 1985, remains one of the most well-known and oft-produced
musical adaptations of the author’s work, second perhaps oBlywm! itself. However, if
Oliver! epitomizes the traditional, integrated approach of the golden age of the &meric
musical to a Dickensian source, tHarood epitomizes the more conceptual approach of the
70s and 80s. While the format used by Holmes is still American, it is less evarfatiee
traditional giants of American musical theater such as Rodgers and Haemmenst.erner
and Loewe. RatheBrood bears the mark of experimentalists such as Stephen Sondheim,
John Kander, and Fred Ebb.

Interestingly, Holmes’s conceptual approach allows him to place tremesmtphssis on
traditional English culture. Just as Bart was able to preserve the Englistiriiskens
through his employment of traditional British performance styles, Hopre=erves that
same Englishness by grounding his adaptation completely in the tradition\o€tbean
music hall. Strikingly, Holmes’s adaptation comes across as even more aist@raish
than Ornadel and Bricusse’s, for while their utilization of the American boolcaldsrmat
places some limits on the Dickensian elemen®iddéwick, Holmes’s concept musical
format breaks down these historical and cultural barriers. Consequently, Holmes’

willingness to take creative risks in the adaptation of Dickens’s novel for theahsizage
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allows him to negotiate the boundaries between two different historical foundasities
creates a modern American concept musical framed in the tradition of theldfianusic
hall.

It is fitting to discusS&am Weller, Pickwick, andDrood in the same chapter for several
reasons. Firstly, the sources for these musicals take us from the vemjirggathe very
end of Dickens'’s career. Secondly, comparing these three shows allowsdatea gr
appreciation of the evolution of the Dickensian musical as trends in the musatal the
shifted over time. Clearly, the most interesting connection betweenrthesseals lies in the
historical and cultural issues that connect back to the larger contextgcimtive adaptations
were produced. An intriguing historical dialogue ultimately emenges & comparison
between the traditions of the ballad opera, as representariyeller, the format of the
integrated musical, as epitomizedRigkwick, and the medium of the concept musical, as
exemplified byDrood. Whereas the British ballad opera formaGaf Weller prevents
music from playing a significant role in supplementing the Dickensian neay#tie
integrated book musical format Bickwick relies heavily on music to tell the story while
simultaneously sacrificing some of the traditional Englishness of theesmaterial by
working in an American formatDrood manages to reconcile these historical and cultural
differences due largely to the concept musical format utilized by élaclear product of

the era in which he was working.
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Chapter 5
From Pickwick to Drood — The Evolution of the Dickensian Musical

The Posthumous Papers of the Pickwick Géuthhe lightest of Dickens’s major works.
Despite some serious moments, the overall tenor of the text remains dirogtiaistic.
George J. Worth asserts that given the blithe tone of the novel, along with theeabgue
villainy, there is practically no melodramaThe Pickwick Papers The merry world of Mr.
Pickwick and his friends seems inhospitable to melodrama, for, “in this kind of mibirad) se
melodrama cannot flourish. When good is amiable, not a little silly, and decidedly enheroi
rather than eloquently assertive, and evil is sly and scheming and (in the dmgpe)f
downright entertaining rather than uncompromisingly villainous, there can beiousser
encounter between them” (35). Nevertheless, the absence of the emoti@maesx
discussed in the Overture does not render this novel less suitable for musiceriteatn
the more melodramatic works in the Dickens canon. The uproarious huifioe &ickwick
Papersis suggestive of several of the conventions of musical comedy, particgilaty the
boisterous qualities of the lead characters. From Mr. Pickwick’s charmivgtéaio Sam
and Tony Weller’s droll cynicism, to Jingle’s riotous garrulRyckwick Paperss full of its
own excesses, all of which are played up for comical purposes. The distinctivé uses o
language by various characters throughout the novel also seem somehow musieathas

individual is singing his own song. Given the peculiarities of Mr. Pickwick and his

1 Worth mentions the scene in the Fleet featuriegntian ruined by Chancery as the most melodramaititt p
in the novel given the poor fellow’s grandiloqueme@n in his reduced state.



companions, it is little wonder that, even in Dickens’s day, characters from the nogel we
adapted for the musical stage.

Although “musical theater” as we understand it today did not exist in Dickages snany
of the unlicensed adaptations of Dickens’s works produced throughout the nineteenth century
featured characters singing songs. William T. Moncri&SBsn Weller, or, The Pickwickians
(1837) features a good deal of singing, and yet, it hardly meets the standards of wbat we
consider to be a musical. Rather, the adaptation highlights the conventions of fie Briti
musical stage in the nineteenth century, several of which stem bahk Beggar’'s Opera
(1728), arguably the forefather of all Western musicals. Moncrieff adopts popelladies
and incorporates them somewhat haphazardly into the play. These songsoraeshyany
explicit references to Dickens’s characters or the situations in which éveyoeen placed.
Rather, they are used simply to entertain. This lack of unity between the songs and the
narrative is a convention which would dominate musical theater from the eighteatdry
onward.

Conversely, Leslie Bricusse and Cyril OrnadBiskwick(1963), written over a century
later, epitomizes the integrated book musical. Songs are placed stratelgroaighout the
piece and each character who sings has a reason for singing in the contexteri¢heltie
songs in this show are more than simple decorations or diversions. Rather,ca®in Li
Bart’s Oliver! (1960), each song serves a specific function; there is never a sense that the
characters are singing just for the sake of bursting into song. LikeBBi@dsse and
Ornadel were British artists adapting a distinctly British sourcariohmerican genre: the
writers’ integrated musical approachRakwickis evocative of the techniques employed

throughout the golden age of the American musical. Their methodology is thus faedemov
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from the techniques employed by MoncrieffSam Wellgran adaptation which, because of
its connection to the tradition of the ballad opera, retains more explicitlglBriti
characteristics in terms of its musical format

Whereas the musicality @hePickwick Paperseems fairly obvious, the musicality of
Dickens’s final novelThe Mystery of Edwin Drogds far less palpable. Several textual
guides on writing for musical theater stress that mystery stories arequooes for musical
adaptations. Allen Cohen and Steven Rosenhaus lay especial emphasis on thiagnatter
they assert that certain genres, like mysteries, simply do not translate the musical
stage: “As for mysteries, they are inherently unsuitable for muzatigin because the
essence of a mystery story is that no character, except perhaps aelaterally what they
seem. This means that any character for whom the audience has startectaickturn out
to be quite a different person” (38). In musicals, we assume that characteiagwal® are
being sincere in the feelings that they convey through music. These isaardingethe
mystery genre and its (in)compatibility with the musical form would havetedeseveral
problems for Rupert Holmes, the writer and compos@&robd (1985), if he had
approached the project with the intent of creating a book musical based on Didikehs’s
novel? However, the preface to tiood libretto reveals that writing an integrated musical
based on Dickens’s final novel was never the author’s objective. In this forevainag$d
states that his play “was never intended to be a serious Dickensian adapbatioather,
was conceived as a “springboard for a series of theatrical moments and esiegta

literary curiosity as a trampoline” (v). As opposed to using the book show format of

2 The title of the show was shortened frdive Mystery of Edwin Drooih Drood over the course of its initial
Broadway run, and it is still licensed under tHisidged title to this day.
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Pickwick Holmes opts to structure his show as a concept musical framed around the
Victorian music hall.

An analysis of these three very different adaptations, each one the productiottat)st
in the history of musical theater, can help to reveal certain historical #ochtpatterns in
the evolution of the Dickensian musical; the historical contexts here aretamipiar
consider, for while the ballad opera technique utilized by Moncrieff helps teaea
traditionally British framework for his musical, the integrated musimahat used by
Bricusse and Ornadel is decidedly more modern and American. Holmes ig edalericile
these different historical and cultural traditions through his use of the canasmal format
in Drood, for although the model he employs is both postmodern and American, the
conceptual frame he creates for his adaptation is British and classical. dhussHike
Bart before him, succeeds in combining the artistry of the American rhugibdhe
traditions of British music-hall culture. Whereas the earlier adaptatidPiskofick Papers
fall into distinct historical categories, Holmes’s conceptual approémhsafor a blurring of
the lines between musical eras and transatlantic cultures.

The lack of copyright laws in Dickens’s age made the piracy of his worksableyi
particularly due to the mentality of most playwrights in the nineteenth centheatérs
were dependent on audiences to turn a profit, as patronage was at an all-tiRevi@N ().
Thus, the playwrights of the age were more focused on writing entertainysgtipéd would
draw large crowds rather than creating meaningful works of art. As GRoxgell writes,
“the playwright’s place in the Victorian theatre was, at the outset, that oyimancdo the
company. He existed to make their performance possible, rather than theydeetritis

work to an audience....No other period in English theatre history illustrates Hy theafact
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that a play exists fully only in performance” (2). Given the emphasisglaie specific
performances, it is little wonder that so few plays from the Victorianara éndured. It is
likewise understandable why Dickens was such a popular target for pifaaybetter way
to turn a quick profit than to dramatically recreate scenes from the works afessiut
novelist?

W.T. MoncrieffsSam Weller, or The Pickwickiadsbuted in 1837, before Boz had even
completed his novel. Though the play served its purpose of attracting an audiense, it wa
immediately reviled by many of Dickens’s friends and contacts. John Farstiera
scathing review of the adaptation soon after it premiered, and, in one of tbsteaitical
studies of Dickens and the theater, S.J. Adair Fitz-Gerald labels thesplayrast villainous
concoction” (80). Though Dickens tolerated many of the unlicensed adaptations produced
over the course of his career, Moncrieff's adaptation was particularingfati the young

author, and the play irked Boz enough to inaugurate a public dispute between the tvo men.

% Dickens's supercilious disdain for Moncrieff wowddntinue throughout his early career and culmiirate
scathing satire of the playwright Micholas Nicklebyvhen Nicholas meets Snittle Timberry. Nicholas
sardonically compares hacks like Timberry to Shpkaee, in that both relied on previously createtenl for
their shows:

...whereas he brought within the magic circléisfgenius, traditions peculiarly adapted for hispose,
and turned familiar things into constellations whghould enlighten the world for ages, you dragninit
the magic circle of your dullness, subjects natlbddapted to the purposes of the stage, and deisalse
exalted. For instance, you take the uncompletedsof living authors, fresh from their hands, fetm
the press, cut, hack, and carve them to the paavetsapacities of your actors, and the capabifityoar
theatres, finish unfinished works, hastily and elydramp up ideas not yet worked out by their o
projector, but which have doubtless cost him mawoyghtful days and sleepless nights; by a compariso
of incidents and dialogue, down to the very lastddoe may have written a fortnight before, do your
utmost to anticipate his plot—all this without ppisrmission, and against his will. (727-728)

Moncrieff was eventually prompted to write a rehltt

Great as [Dickens’s] talents are, he is ndatey himself “Sir Oracle,” and think that when $peaks no
dog should “bark”; he should not attempt to “bekrus like a Colossus,” and grumble that we “paaityp
mortals should seek to creep between his legs.th @li possible good feeling, | would beg to himi\r.
Dickens that depreciating the talents of anothéuisa shallow and envious way of attempting tegane’s
own. (gtd. in Woolcott 232)
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Despite its fairly obvious limitations, Moncrieff's adaptation can senzetase capsule
for the modern reader. The playwright’s use of music throughout the piecedslpdsti
interesting from a historical point of view, as it brings to light the predomioactibn of
songs in plays of the Victorian era. Althougam Wellehardly qualifies as a musical, it is
still a play with music and songs. The placement and use of these songs throughout the
adaptation reveals how the conventions of the early musical stage diveifjeagigy from
the conventions of the modern integrated musical. Furthermore, Moncrieff wiag wrig
distinctly British tradition through his employment of the conventions of the ballad.oper

The musical breakdown 8am Wellers simple. In almost every case, a lighthearted air
of some kind is incorporated into a random scene in the adaptation, usually exeding ze
influence on the story. Though the sheet music to these songs is not included in the surviving
script, it is clear that all of these airs were simply popular melodiesthe era—no original
music was created for the piece. The placement of the songs is haphazaitubtitrthey
adaptation, as there is never any sort of buildup toward the numbers. Rather,abeechar
randomly begin singing at arbitrary moments in the play. In most casesiitseale
modified so as to make a passing reference to the stage play, but there aiditew e
allusions to Mr. Pickwick’s adventures. The purpose of the songs is simply taentiee
audience.

The first number begins just after Mr. Pickwick hires Sam as his mmansand invites
the conniving Jingle to accompany the Pickwickians to Rochester. The song is sung to t
melody of “Vive le Roi” and the lyrics are modified to describe the Pickians’ journey.
This modification gives the song a decidedly more particularized feel tbsinafthe other

numbers in the play, but the fact remains that its basic placement is randomonhetnm
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the play where the song appears does not seem to warrant any sort of interluale from
narrative point of view; instead, the Pickwickians begin singing simplthtosake of
singing. This convention epitomizes the use of music throughout the adaptation. IScene |
begins with a song sung by Isabella, Emily, and Rachael Wardle enhliiesl Y oung
Maidens.” The song has no real influence on the plot, nor does it help to define the spec
characters of the girls and their aunt; as with the first song sung byckveidkians, it is
simply a lighthearted air sung to entertain an audience. Perhaps thetdseer illustration
of this random use of music throughout the play than in the final song of the third scene, as
Sam Weller sings the infamous minstrel song “Jim Crow.” Though the lyeanedified
slightly, the main chorus is retained: “Wheel about and turn about/And jump jist gbihgu
at their silly rout/He jumps Jim Crow!” (8). The idea of Dickens’s Sam &¥ealNho
epitomizes Cockney wit, singing a “Jim Crow” song is ludicrous, but simultane@&sai’s
character here is a negligible factor; Moncrieff simply wanted to jporate the song into the
play and he decided to use Sam as the singer—he might just as easily have chieses Jing
the personality of the singer has absolutely no connection to the song being sung.

The rest of the score plays out very similarly, as popular songs are intedpota the
show and sung simply to entertain the audience. Several Christmas carols ahersigng
the holiday scenes at Dingley Dell, while popular political ballad$y as¢Hurrah! for the
bonnets of blue!” are sung during the scene in which Mr. Pickwick visits Eathtswil
witness the Slumkey vs. Fizkin election. Scene lll, which focuses on the amoesd drills
in Rochester, contains two brief military airs entitled “Follow the Drumg ‘@h they
march’d through the Town” which, though thematically appropriate, bear no reéet@athe

plot or the characters. So superfluous are all of these airs to the ovestl/aaf the play
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that the scenes would play out in entirely the same way even if the songs oveee &om
the libretto.

Moncrieff’'s technique of borrowing popular music and adapting it to suit his neeads see
to epitomize the way in which he approached playwriting. It is somehomgfttiat the
playwright would utilize popular music in this fashion given the fact that heutllesng
Dickens’s text in the same way: borrowing elements from something entbredithe
popular culture of the day and modifying those elements to serve his purposes. ffloncrie
was hardly the first playwright to utilize stage music in this fashion, hemweRather, the
playwright’'s use of music iBam Wellers traceable back to the eighteenth-century ballad
opera.

Edmond Gagey describes the ballad opera as an irreverent newcomer thatltookidne
stage by storm. To write ballad operas, composers “ransacked the playshaesl ahéhe
past as well as the song collections in order to satisfy the prevailiaQj (@&st The constant
reuse of these popular tunes contributed to the early demise of the genre chassmetoe
recycled so often that the novelty quickly wore off. Nevertheless, the popularéytaic
ballad operas, most notably, John Gayh& Beggar's Operayas unquestionablelhe
Beggar’'s Operas a curious mixture of the conventions of the Newgate novel, Swiftian
satire, and of course, popular music of the period. This particular ballad oper is al
noteworthy for its burlesque of Italian opera, as it openly mocks the pedgaietensions of
this foreign art form: “English musical theatre had always resibedéliberately dramatic
style of Italian opera in favour of simple lyricism, and fréhe Beggar’'s Operél728)
onwards, had itself been happy to draw on traditional material” (Bennett 3). Arbaliad

operas frequently adopted melodies from Italian operas, they simultaneouplydned the
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“effeminacy” of this genre. In a review ®he Beggar's Operaritten by Jonathan Swift,
the satirist praises the piece for its parody of Italian opera: “Thigdpiikewise exposes,
with great justice, that taste for Italian music among us, which is whollytabk to a
Northern climate and the genius of the people, whereby we are overrun viath Ital
effeminacy” (gtd. in Fiske 97). Clearly, there was something patriotic &yt piece
despite its low subject matter. Much as the modern musical would prove an inherently
American art form, the ballad opera was inherently British.

Various theater scholars are hesitant to acknowledge the ballad opera ordttasope
Gilbert and Sullivan as precursors to the modern musical—to do so would imply that one of
the few indigenous American art forms is actually rooted in the artigtitions of Britain
and Europe. Scott Miller dismisses the links between these early formssmfal theater
and the modern musical, as he insists that the musical is quintessentiallgam@vusical
theatre as we define it today...was invented in America, it was largelyopeaein
America....There are British authors who declare categoricallyhbdsiits invented
musical theatre, but they're talking about operetta, ballad opera, and other sugh()ing
Conversely, other texts on the history of the genre emphasize the aforemeimikseahid
cite The Beggar's Operas an important precursor to the modern musical. Denny Flinn
states thaThe Beggar’'s Operéegins the history of the musical-comedy” (56), and stresses
that Gay was one of the key figures in the development of what we now know as the
American musical. Kurt Ganzl reconciles these two viewpoints, agsémahthe trends
started by the ballad opera allowed for the gradual development of originalbeursy
written for the stage, which was essential to the emergence of what we wouldéfidayas

“musical theater”:

352



During the second half of the eighteenth century and the first years of theenthet
century, much of what was produced as musical theatre entertainment folloiedghe
that had been established in these early years. Little by little, hotteveopular pieces
began to undergo important changes. Most importantly, they began regularlyhrather t
exceptionally to take in original rather than recomposed music: music that was
“popular” bent, in the same style as the favorite songs and tunes previouslg used a
musical-theater song-fodder, but freshly baked in a virtual imitation of thegastongs.
(Musical12)
Despite the new innovations inspired by the popularity of the ballad opera, however, mus
remained a tangential element as opposed to a fully incorporated componéanSafs
Weller,the music written for most of the plays of this period was meant to add to the overall
entertainment value of the piece—it did not contribute significantly to the ptbtavacters.
Aside from a relatively small number of songs that make referencelyoReaichum or
Macheath, very few of the balladsThe Beggar's Operaxplicitly allude to members of the
cast. Rather, the songs that are sung throughout the play address topicstoejgimegal
groups of people: wenches, lawyers, criminals, and so on. These geseralitribute to
the idea that the songs are amusing airs meant to entertain, as opposediab ressecdl
numbers that are fundamental to the definition of the characters and the story.d®@atple
this lack of specificity is the absence of dramatic necessity; tisecmeaver seems
indispensable. Consequently, the ballad opera combined popular music and theateid but it
not integrate the two elemerits/Vhile ballad operas may have helped to create the
possibility for the integrated stage musical, the two art forms are veeyetitf

The movement toward a more consistent and structured musical emerged iceAmeri
the early twentieth century, as the musical form itself evolved. With tivalasf shows

such asshow BoaandOklahoma] the concept of the book musical was finally crystallized

through the efforts of Jerome Kern, Richard Rodgers, and Oscar Hammerskeiaril.

* Julian Mates claims that in a ballad opera “musisst hold a secondary place and must be able ooniteed
without spoiling the plot” (141).
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integrated musical, neither the libretto nor the score is privileged. dinskeatwo are linked
together in a spirit of cooperation: songs grow out of the plot and the characters, and thus
serve to reinforce the qualities of both these narrative elements. Unlikeisieals of the

past, there was no longer a sense of numbers being pasted in solely to divert taid.enter
Simultaneously, in contrast to pieces likee Beggar's Operahich could be staged
successfully while leaving out the songs, the narrative of an integratechimasncomplete
without the music to support the story. Wher€hs Beggar’'s Operaan still make for a

fully logical play without the musical interludes, an integrated showdé&euselfalls apart
without Billy’s “Soliloquy.”

If Sam Welleepitomizes several of the conventions of the Dickensian musical before the
advent of the integrated form&tickwick,like Oliver!, exemplifies the standards of the
modern Dickensian musical. The use of music throughout the adaptation is logical and
coherent, and the libretto, score, and lyrics all work together to contribute to tbetaties
of the narrative. Whereas the songSam Welleare interpolated arbitrarily, the songs in
Pickwickare meticulously laid out so that each number serves some sort of function.

Several of the songs Rickwickare used either to move the plot forward or to introduce
scenes. As in the Moncrieff adaptation, the Christmas episodes and Eatsrewal from
Dickens’s novel are retained. Furthermore, both versions of the novel employimmbsise
scenes. While Moncrieff employs traditional Christmas carols and politdialds,
tweaking the lyrics slightly, Bricusse and Ornadel write entirely sengs. What is more
significant, however, is the function of these songs in their respective corntesam
Weller, the songs are thematically relevant, but they exert no influence on the thalina i

The plot seems to stand still while the characters take a moment to shifpieohngto song.
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In Pickwick,the shift is much more organic, and the songs are not used as decorations.
Furthermore, time is not standing still during these numbers. Rather, the songscie
move the story forward. “That's What I'd Like for Christmas” is ergplbbto transition
from the Fleet Prison scenes to the flashback scenes which dominate thecadaptat
Simultaneously, the number helps to create a smooth shift from one setting to.ambther
Eatanswill number, “A Hell of an Election,” provides a boisterous opening to thes play’
second act while simultaneously establishing a new conflict. The organic andooyérat
function of music irPickwickis far removed from the haphazard and static function of music
in Sam Weller.

The disparate use of music in relation to the characters in these two adapsadiso an
important contrast. A great many of the songBigkwickare used for characterization
purposes, and several characters are introduced and defined through musiaitidrsechen
the Overture, Dickens’s method of revealing the basic personalities dfdnacters
instantaneously is well-suited for musical adaptation given the importantieaafucing
characters quickly in this particular genre. When Mr. Pickwick and Sam firsaraippe
Pickwick,Sam sets about trying to cheer his master by singing a song entitled Wiaere
he stresses the importance of learning how to talk one’s way out of awkwattbsis. The
animated melody, comic tone, and witty lyrics are all befitting of Dislseecharacter, and
the song serves the same function as Sam’s “wellerisms”—to present the Ywakaned
street smarts of the young manservant:

If you're stepping out in St. James’s Park

With some sweet young widder ready for a lark!

She asks you to home to tea—

Then a knock comes at the door—

Her husband’s very much alive and six foot
three or four!
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You'll have to

Talk your way out of it!—

Talk your way out of itl—

Talk around about a bit,

But talk!

Or he’ll make mincemeat of you! (7)
This comic air is clearly a more appropriate anthem for Sam théimaCrow” song, and it
is simultaneously far more relevant to the plot. Whereas the songs from thedfonc
adaptation rarely serve any purpose in the context of the story, this song accampéisiye
different goals: it introduces Sam’s comical personality, it charaets Sam’s relationship
with Mr. Pickwick, and it expresses hope that Sam will be able to get his employer out of
trouble. Songs can clearly achieve a great deal mdtiekwickthan they can iSam
Weller, whichreveals the increasing importance of music on the stage following the
development of the American musical.

As in all successful integrated musicals, the character driven sdnig&wickare specific
to the individual doing the singing and pertinent to the action taking place ongthge.
Mr. Jingle is introduced and sings “A Bit of a Character,” the odd syncopation to the song
mirrors the character’s staccato method of speaking, while the lyrics coisveguish
personality. Later, when Mr. Pickwick sings the most famous song from thirsujsar
show, “If | Ruled the World,” his reasons for doing so are clear. Furthermornagseas
song that epitomizes his naive yet hopeful worldview: “If | ruled the worktfEday would
be the first day of Spring—/Every heart would have a new song to sing—/And we’dfsing/O
the joy every morning would bring” (52). While the songSam Welleare virtually

interchangeable, a songickwickwhich is sung by Sam would lose all of its meaning if it

were sung by Mr. Pickwick or Jingle. This fact is another key facéieahtegrated musical.
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As Frederick Engel asserts\iiords with Musici;each song must say what only this specific
charactecansay, not just loosely whanycharacter (for example) in love might say. Itis
the duty of the lyricist to find material in this particular character inghrsicular play in this
particular scene which has not been said again and again by every character pnesveus
play. This requires genuine creativity, thought, patience, and invention” (Eegglisases,
156). Itis clear that Moncrieff was lacking in these qualities when bee®am Wellerthe
recycled music, trite lyrics, and lack of specificity exemplifg albsence of such things as
creativity, thought, patience, and invention.

The contrasts betwe&am WelleandPickwickhighlight the dissimilar functions of stage
music in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries while simultaneously convesgngeof
the movement toward an integrated musical. Combined with these historicalaissties
cultural concerns raised in the two adaptations. Both shows are the resulisbf\Britiers
adapting a canonical British author for the British stage. Of the two wuorkgver Sam
Wellerretains a more overtly British identity in terms of the function of itsesc@Yritten in
the tradition of the ballad opera and featuring melodies from popular Britisds&&m
Welleris clearly representative of early nineteenth-century Britistuie; furthermore, even
those songs that are not based on British melodies, such as “Jim Crow,” can helpao paint
historical portrait of the Victorian musical stage. In comparis@ato WellerPickwick
marks a clear transition from the disjointed works of eighteenth- and mttetssntury
Britain to the unified shows of the golden age of the American musical.

As discussed in Section I, maintaining the British elements of the Diakeswiirce
material while translating it into an American form of entertainmeneptsertain

difficulties. Like Bart before them, Cyril Ornadel and Leslie Bsige were faced with a
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precarious balancing act. By writing an integrated score for thpataa ofPickwick
Papers,the composer and lyricist had to modify their British source to fit the tenetsadf w
had historically been perceived as an American entertainment genre whileaseously
preserving the definitive Dickensian qualities, almost all of which areentlg associated
with English culture, that had made it so popular a source to begin with. Though Bricusse
and Ornadel, like Bart, attempted to maintain the Englishness of the sourdezingut
traditional British music, their efforts were not as concerted as Bd&fts certain, there are
several music-hall style songsRickwick most notably, those sung by Sam. Nevertheless,
the more tangential incorporation of music-hall songs in the Ornadel/Bei@adaptation
diverges from Bart’'s fundamental use of music-hall culture througblogr!; whereas the
music hall is essential to Bart’s representation of the thieves’ den artd exdirect

influence over the dramatic and thematic presentation of the charactersiatidrst the
music-hall elements d?ickwickare limited mainly to a single character. Bart’s utilization of
music-hall music in his adaptation seems more indispensable, and consequently, the
Englishness of the Dickensian source is more clearly accentuated.

The episodic quality to the plot ®he Pickwick Paperalso raises several questions about
any attempt to adapt the novel for a dramatic presentation: what is the bestlaf@roa
creating a dramatic narrative from such a fragmented story? Whiduepishould be cut
and which should be incorporated into the adaptation? In what order should the episodes be
placed? Each of these issues is legitimateSard WelleandPickwickboth provide
interesting examples of how their respective creators went about solving sadarnigs
Whereas the differences in the scores highlight the differences betveevoteras in which

the shows were written, the divergences in the scripts are not truly indicdiny
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significant historical or cultural differences outside of the musical ssshievertheless, the
tighter narrative structure #fickwickis directly connected to the integrated score; the fact
that the songs are not interchangeable means that the episodes in the plot are not
transposable. The storyline thus progresses linearly. This lack of intgectlity is a
distinct contrast betwedPickwickandSam Wellerandalso, between the Bricusse/Ornadel
musical and the original text.

The structure dPickwick Paperdas inspired a great deal of critical debate over the years
regarding the genre of the piece. Dickens’s first novel is arguabigdssepisodic. The
plot is loosely structured and the piece seems to embody many of the qusdibieiaizd
with the picaresque works of Tobias Smollet and Henry Fielding (two of Dickensst
noteworthy predecessors and influences). The disjointed nature of the text $@amnée
critics, most notably G.K. Chesterton, to question whether ofFm®Pickwick Papens
actually a novel. Dickensian scholars have often struggled with the issue of aly txa
characteriz&d he Pickwick Papersand numerous attempts have been made to delineate an
underlying configuration to the episodes in the novel (and moreover, to explain the
seemingly haphazard incorporation of the various “tales,” such as the “The Zonvic
Return.”) In “Fragmentation ithe Pickwick PapersAnny Sadrin astutely questions the
logic of critics trying to “justify” the novel by arguing that the mgelated tales bear some
sort of significant thematic relevance to the text: “The trouble witrettedl-intentioned
defenders of Dickensian unity is that they moralize art: unity is good, fragtia is bad,
they seem to say” (22). Like Chesterton, Sadrin asserts that the truefdpickwick
Papersdefies any attempts to organize the text into a solid chronological stru&atker,

the text celebrates the joys of the passing moment.
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Creating a coherent dramatizatiorToe Pickwick Papens no easy task given the
incredible variety of episodes and the large number of disjointed situations in which the
characters are placed. Both Moncrieff and Mankowitz attempt to buddsastent
adaptation from a set of highly entertaining but incoherent episodes. Né&&sthe
fragmentation contributes to the humor of the novel. As Sadrin points out, the narrator
himself seems frustrated with the disjointed structure of the textgrifeatation is
constantly presented by the narrator as a necessary evil, unsuited to his eor &glistic
decorum and high flown rhetoric” (“Fragmentation” 27). The narrator'sdadke editor of
the Posthumous Papers of the Pickwick Club can prove difficult, especialhlyhehe
discovers various holes in his records, but his drawing attention to these omissions and
inconsistencies adds to the overall levity of the text.

Sam WelleandPickwickboth create a less episodic and more unified narrative as is
necessitated by the medium of the stage, but wh&iekwickis particularly cohesive thanks
to its integrated scor&am Welleretains a greater sense of spontaneity as the musical
numbers are utilized much more freely. In his text on the history of the musiaal, Ga
describes the major effects of the advent of the integrated musical, statiftger@was as
little place for the irrelevant numbers of the ‘interpolated’ kind that had fleedig the
early part of the century in the score of a modern musical as there was foelthaint
performer” (284). His use of the word “interpolated” here is worthy of notendhed it is a
word which has been applied to Dickens’s first novel many times: the stoee®hs
throughout the text are often referred to as “interpolated tales.” Consggaéhtiugh the
musical score t®ickwickis infinitely more organized and technically coherent than the

score tcSam Wellerthe very randomness of the songs incorporated into the earlier musical
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seems more evocative of the basic tenor of Dickens’s novel. In a sense, thiakenigs
place of the interpolated tales and serve a similar function: to brieflgtantthe audience
merely for the sake of diversion. Just as the interpolated tales could be cutidroavel
without damaging the story, so could the songs be struckSamtmWeller Pickwick,as an
integrated musical, does not possess the same level of freedom; cutsngdbevould
render the narrative incoherent. Though Ornadel and Bricusse succeededng areat
integrated book show, the very process of integration seems at odds with thbdediegv
format of the novel.

The fact that the use of musicSam Welleseems more analogous to the narrative
technique Dickens employed in his first novel certainly does not mean that itpsréos
adaptation td’ickwick. Nevertheless, it again emphasizes the historical differences between
the two works and how these historical differences can shape the modern cultural
appreciation of the shows. The unrestrictive musical structusarof\Wellera product of
the theatrical conventions of the era in which Dickens himself wrote, once aggais e
emphasize the Englishness of the adaptation. The tighter and more lineavenatmatiture
of Pickwickis reflective of the era in which the American-style book show was the dominant
form of musical theater.

The contrasts between the structures of these two adaptations alsteeesting points
about the format of other musical adaptation$twé Pickwick Papergerhaps the ideal
musical version of this particular novel would combine the sophistication of the gcore t
Pickwickwith the freedom and improvisational use of songSam Weller The concept-
style approach that Rupert Holmes used when adaptiagvystery of Edwin Drood

immediately comes to mindDrood is not fashioned in the same moldQisser! and
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Pickwick both traditional book shows, for the narrative is not always linear and the songs are
not integrated seamlessly into the story. In fActod seems to defy any sort of simple
categorization regarding genre and format. Holmes’s prefacelokesthe show as a “series
of theatrical moments and events” (v), thus intimating that there is a rfeeweetement to
the adaptation, and indeed, the unsystematic tenor of a musical revue is esseatmegisH
vision. Nevertheles®roodis more than a simple revue show. Despite the composer’s
insistence that he did not intend his work to be a straightforward Dickensian adaptation, he
remains surprisingly faithful to the narrative of the original novel, andatt the show is
heavily driven by its plot.

This curious balance between a musical revue and a traditional book show is further
complicated by the fact that there are elements of the show-within-agaroe as well.
Each actor in the cast Birood plays two characters and it is established that the audience is
allegedly watching a group of Victorian music-hall performersgabut scenes from their
own recent musical adaptation of Dickens’s incomplete novel. While Dickens’s tenarac
are all essential to the drama that is being presented by the music hathpesfdahe
fictional characters of the music hall performers themselves are alsduoéd to the
audience: the company’s leading man, Clive Paget, is cast in the role ofdimeousl John
Jasper, while the virginal debutante, Deidre Peregrine, steps into the rotkenhsian
heroine Rosa Bud. In one of the most creative decisions made by Holmes, Edwin Drood
himself is played by one of the music hall’s ingénues, Alice Nutting; thusutheree is
presented with a curious situation in which an actress plays an actreag pl@jickensian

hero! The elements of the show-within-a-show genre are essential te$t®kalaptation,
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but unlike most musicals written in this genre, Holmes declines to take us lgadkstathe
lives of the performers.

Droodthus seems to challenge all possible labels. It is clearly not an integrated book
show, and yet there is a book element in the musical presentation of Dicken&s/raty.

It is structured like a revue, but it retains too strong a narrative centetdaimply be
labeled a revue show. It is presented as a show-within-a-show, but the perfoenuey a
introduced as performers and the audience never really learns about theirdonalgess.
Droodis best classified as a concept musical, a distinctive genre in musadairttvbich
became prominent in the 1970s and 80s. Instead of a narrative, the concept show is
structured around some sort of metaphor or idea, and the music, story, and characters al
contribute to the presentation of this idea. Holmes’s central conception is tate e
atmosphere of a Victorian music hall, and moreover, to celebrate the leasenes of
music-hall culture. Ultimately, Holmes’s conceptual approach to the matkos him to
reconcile the classically British elements of his project with thet$eof the historical trends
in the experimentalist American musical theater of the 1970s and 80s—the coonbinati
allows for him to create an American adaptation that is fundamentally mitisth Bhan
Pickwick.

Droodis a product of its time period. Most theater scholars designate the 1970s as the
birth period of the concept musical, and Stephen Sondh&@aortgpanyis often described as
one of the first examples of this type of musical. Joanne Gordon stresses tlati@orre
between Sondheim’s approach to musical theater and the advent of the concept musica

Concept, the word coined to describe the form of the Sondheim musical, suggests that
all elements of the musical, thematic and presentational, are integratggéstsa central

idea or image....Prior to Sondheim, the musical was built around the plot....The book
structure for Sondheim, on the other hand, means the idea. Music, lyric, dance, dialogue,
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design, and direction fuse to support a focal thought. A central conceit controls and
shapes an entire production, for every aspect of the production is blended and
subordinated to a single vision....Form and content cannot really be separated, for one
dictates and is dependent on the other. Itis for this reason that each of Sondbéks’'s w
is unique. (7-8)
Though often set in opposition to the book musical, the concept musical is actually an
integrated art form itself. In fact, it is argualohpreunified than the narrative-based book
musical, as every single element connects back to one central idea. Rathsnmiply
integrating music into a narrative, the writers of concept shows integpags, dialogue, and
staging into an overarching theme. This approach is essential to Holmes's arwl
unsurprisinglyDroodwas produced in the wake of some of Sondheim’s most conceptually
driven musicals.
The principal concept behind Holmes’s adaptation is the recreation of adfatassic
hall, not only in terms of the staging and performance style, but likewise, atnttosphere
created by the performers. Every element of the musical, including the Darkeasrative,
is integrated into this idea. Consequently, Holmes’s approach allows him to hetain t
Englishness of the source. Though Ornadel and Bricusse incorporated numerous English
elements into the musical scoreRiwkwick Pickwickis structured within an American
frame, that is, the book musical. While the concept musical is also an Americanimmovat
pioneered by the likes of Sondheim, Kander, and Ebb, the concept used by Holmes is
inherently British: the Victorian music-hall setting allows for a ggeamphasis on historical
English culture. Furthermore, since every single element of the mssazainected back to
this concept, Victorian culture—specifically, the Cockney culture empdtabiy Bart in

Oliver!—is integral to the project. Every character is based on a type or figureighat m

have been found on the Victorian stage, and every song is meant to evoke some element of
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the Victorian music hall. Though Holmes is working in an American form, his expetal
vision, a product of the historical moment in which he was writing, allows for aestitay
cultural exchange. WhilBroodis arguably the most innovative musical adaptation of a
Dickensian novel ever produced, that innovation is attained through a historical dighegue
concept musical movement of the 70s and 80s allows Holmes to revive the centralelement
of the Victorian music hall on the modern American stage.

In order to evaluate just how successfully the music-hall concept is exetDiedd, a
better understanding of Victorian music-hall culture is necessarymiikie hall evolved
from such ordinary practices as singing in local taverns, and initially, & malswas little
more than a saloon in which the patrons sang togetfiee emphasis in music-hall culture
gradually shifted from drinking to entertainment, as Dagmar Kift wtitat “The music hall
can thus be characterized as an institution which was born ‘from below’ (i.e.Heopulbs)
and was rapidly subjected to a thoroughgoing process of commercialization” (2).
Consequently, the music hall quickly became the chief form of entertairfasewell as an
important social outlet) for members of the working class.

Music-hall entertainment featured a number of distinctive traits whichaseg@ai from
traditional theater. One of its most distinguishing characterisasstiwe presence of an
emcee known as the chairman. The chairman was noteworthy for his fine stygesohgl
and eloquent manner of speaking, and he thus brought an element of class to what was
regarded as a lowbrow form of entertainment. Nevertheless, Kift ass#rthis persona

was largely an in-joke between the emcee and his audience: “But the majther of

® As discussed in Chapters 2 and 4, both the stagjéilen versions oDliver! feature representations of early
music-hall culture through the staging of the stgm-Pah-Pah.” The film version @liver! presents a
particularly early vision of music-hall culture, Bancy joins in with a group of patrons who areuedly
singing along to an accordionist’s music; the stagsion contains a more formalized music hall, plate
with chairman.
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chairman’s] introductions and the language of his patter with its satixiaggieration of
middle-class and aristocratic speech patterns made it quite cleage thasltat the same time
parodying the members of those classes whose dress habits he was inf2a)inghus,
even the chairman was a performer of sorts.

Alcohol and women, two other key components of the music hall, were simultaneously
two of the leading causes behind the controversies associated with musictuedl cul
Obviously, the prevalence of alcohol in the halls roused the indignation of those involved in
the temperance movement. The woman question was likewise a particalariyversial
issue, for London music halls offered exciting new opportunities to women. Not only could
females freely interact with their peers in the music hall, but they couldiads
opportunities for lucrative employment as performers; J.S. Bratton writg$htbdnalls
provided working-class women with a rare opportunity to make their way to independence
and even to fortune” (93). These freedoms, coupled with the open discussion of sexuality in
music-hall songs, scandalized many in the middle class and quickly led to the miusic hal
being linked to urban prostitution. Nevertheless, there was no law against beintif@atg@ros
and visiting a music hall so long as one did not solicit: “The owners of such institwioas
only breaking the law if they tolerated prostitutes who were clearly thieee thian for
entertainment or the consumption of alcohol” (Kift 137). As such, proprietors generally
accepted the presence of prostitutes—in a way, it was another chancenorkimg class to
undermine middle-class morality. The fact that “fallen women” couldjlmiwith other
people as equals reinforced the liberating principles of music-hall cultucd, as Nancy

and Bet gleefully mock middle-class moralityQtiver!
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Music was obviously another key element of the Victorian music hall, and comic songs
became the central feature in the musical repertoire of the halls’ perforilost comedic
music-hall songs undercut several fundamental elements of Victorian midsgeeulture.
Whereas the middle class idealized the Victorian home, the retirindefeama the cozy
domestic sphere, music-hall songs tended to mock these idealizations through coarse
innuendos and satirical lyrics. As mentioned, music-hall culture also took a fopem
view of sexuality; according to Kift, “sex—in stark contrast to Victoriadadte-class
notions—was not taboo but a source of celebration and enjoyment” (37). The most common
personalities found on the music-hall stage were often satirical caesaif certain figures
in Victorian society. Popular female figures included the “shy maiden,ira sthe
Victorian angel in the house, and the “naughty girl,” a world-wise charatiese innocent
style of dressing belied her knowledge of sexual matters (Kift 46-47h ddhese female
caricatures contributed to the democratic view of society expounded by the nilsis tie
constrictive ideal of the Victorian maiden was shattered.

A final critical component of the music hall as a form of entertainmenthg@aentrality
of the audience. Lois Rutherford labels this particular aspect of musicdhialie as the
form’s defining trait: “Music-hall entertainment has traditionalieh recognized for the
special quality of relationship it creates between the audience and peffi88). A
music-hall performer who could successfully win over the rowdy crowd aoftgied a close
bond with his or her audience and thus created a strong feeling of camaraezeniibe
audience and the company. The crowd was encouraged to participate througgh act

response, and sometimes, through actual performance: audience membé&eqwendly
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asked to sing along (Kift 70). A music-hall audience thus exercisedpgreat over the
evening’s entertainment.

Holmes meticulously tries to recreate the atmosphere of a music Dadiad by
addressing these facets of music-hall culture. The result is a highlynegptal adaptation
that seems to catapult its audience back in time to 1870s London. Every element of
Holmes’s play is used to support the conceptual frame, and Dickens’s novel péaysah ¢
role in sustaining this illusion, as the plotEdwin Droodis meticulously incorporated into
the music-hall frame. Holmes is thus able to emphasize the British robts sijurce.

The play opens with the introduction of the chairman, Mr. William Cartright, who sets
about calling the audience to order, much as his Victorian predecessors would have done
His invitation to the crowd, “so come on, let’s all be vulgar and uncivilized as isylegall
possible” (6), is a humorous exaggeration of the chairman’s sense of camarattiethe wi
working-class crowd, and Holmes repeatedly emphasizes that the chairmas, sigakaly
cracked at the expense of the audience, are simply his way of connectingevgtbup.

The chairman plays a significant part throughout Holmes’s adaptation, andchéesxaany
of the same functions that his Victorian forebears would have performed. Asdee,dma
introduces the actors to the audience: “And who dear ladies and gentlemen, nedréosuit
essay the role of John Jasper than that gifted vocalist himself, yourweiiR. CLIVE
PAGET! (7). After Clive is introduced and sings his first song in the charattkasper,
the chairman makes certain to solicit applause from the audience: “Your oxenPalet,
ladies and gentlemen!A¢ applause dies down, Chairman admonishes the audlience
sincerely hope the moderation of your applause merely means you're conyemimmergy

towards the final curtain” (Holmes’s emphases, 9). As in the Victorianherahtirman
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offers support for the performers and encourages the audience to show their tqprfecia
the effort being put forth onstage, mildly chastising them when they do nahgihsia
applause. The chairman also makes certain to keep the crowd engaged, frequently
employing puns and one-liners to sustain the lighthearted music-hall atmosgerne the
face of the dark subject matter of Dickens’s novel.

Though these actions by the chairman all help to support the historical illusien of
music hall that Holmes attempts to create, the chairman is also used to heleatea
narrative. Not only does he present the actors and actresses, but he alscesttueluc
characters and the storyline to the crowd, providing plot exposition when necessdmysand t
bridging the gap between the two central elements of the show: the musinchtike
Dickensian adaptation. “Cloisterham! The ancient mouldering cathedralf city
Cloisterham!...Not a particularly encouraging setting for the Chastseason now upon us.
A wintry shudder goes through the giant elms as they shed a gust of t&acshere we are
in the home of Mr. John Jasper, choirmaster of Cloisterham Cathedral....Choirmaster,
composer, organist, and vocal instructor, John Jasper is blessed with a voice the angels
themselves might envy” (7). This speech serves as a precursor to his indrothrcClive,
and so, the chairman doubles as a narrator, and gives Dickens'’s story a narregive liei
presentation of the Drood story through the commentary of the chairman helpkéeo furt
sustain the music-hall illusion, and Dickens’s narrative, while not the centra®f the
adaptation, is thus integrated into the musical’s fundamental concept. The varioasts|
of the concept musical work in tandem to support a central intention that fully unésrscor

the Englishness and historical significance of the textual source.
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To advance the music-hall illusion even further, Holmes directly explores theveosial
elements of the music hall such as women and sexuality. During the opening number,
“There You Are,” each of the leading performers teasingly makes advaneastmembers
of the crowd. These insinuations continue throughout the musical; toward the end of the
show, the chairman and male cast members drop hints that Deidre Peregringjrthe vi
ingénue playing the innocent Rosa, is hardly as naive as she appears—a alehtgpére
“shy maiden” and “naughty girl” caricatures of the Victorian music. hiallthis case, rather
than using a stage caricature to undermine an image, a Dickensian chanzsxerto set up
the contrast. Though Rosa is clearly a deeper character than the “dey'htairicature, she
possesses many of the same traits that an actress presentiagitaaire would have
satirized, particularly, sexual repression. The contrasts between teesexpRosa and the
loose Deidre help to sustain the music-hall illusion, and the presentation of the Dirgod st
taken from a British novel, thus helps to supplement the overarching concept, taken from the
British theatrical tradition. Like Bart, Holmes successfully recescin American format
with a British source through his own creativity and understanding of Englishmatult
traditions.

Discussing the score to Holmes'’s musical in the context of the songs thatadere m
famous in the music halls of the Victorian era is more difficultDiavod features both a
revue-style score and several integrated songs that serve to furtharrtitave of the
mystery story. Some songs are presented mainly in their music-hall camgxither songs
are firmly incorporated into the Drood narrative. The most important thing taegali

however, is that each song, no matter what its significance to either theé plod or the
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music-hall illusion, ultimately helps to reinforce the central idea@ksting music-hall
culture onstage.

The integrated songs incorporated into the Drood storyline serve the traditional purpose
of either revealing the characters’ personalities or advancing the“pldflan Could Go
Quite Mad,” the first number sung by Jasper, discloses his dangerous schizyphindei
“Two Kinsmen” explores the bond between Edwin and his uncle. “Perfect Strarigérs,”
Good Can Come From Bad,” and “The Name of Love” are all used to move the story
forward: the first focuses on the breakup of Edwin and Rosa’s engagement, the second
highlights Neville and Edwin’s dislike for one another, and the last provides a ttimac
conclusion to the first act as Jasper reveals his lust for Rosa. All of thesesseny
removed from the conceptual frame as they are used to advance the Drood matheive
than merely to divert the audience. Nevertheless, even these numbers helpthighlig
music-hall concept, for the performers break character following thegssond
acknowledge the applause that they receive from the audience. The actoravaaeeathat
they are participating in a musical revue, and they acknowledge theinpanice in the
same way that music-hall performers would have done in the Victorian age. rivanrte
the audience is encouraged to react to the actors’ performances as iéthayitnessing a
Victorian music-hall production as opposed to a Broadway show.

The less integrated songs like “Never the Luck,” “Both Sides of the Coin,” ando“®ié t
Races” are presented mainly in their capacity as music-hall enteetai numbers; the
reasons for these songs being sung have little or nothing to do with the Drood plot. For
“Never the Luck,” the Chairman invites the actor playing Bazzard to siaggaso as to fill

up some time in Act I, and the song he selects is more of a personal balladythargan
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relevant to his character. During “Both Sides of the Coin,” the Chairman jokes about hi
sense of schizophrenia at balancing the roles of Sapsea and chairperson, andrigss he s
this energetic patter song as a duet with the already schizophrenic Jasperth& both
men break character before performing the number, it is clear that theasolitgle to do
with the Drood narrative. However, the patter song, like the sentimental balkgetva
another beloved form of entertainment in the repertoire of many music halls, ahdSi8es
of the Coin” captures the essence of this type of number. Finally, there i®“0# Races,”
which has virtually nothing to do with the Drood story and is simply described as the
company’s “trademark theme” (81). The cast sings it because it is a popsiariall
ballad that the audience undoubtedly wishes to hear, not because of its relevamge (or la
thereof) to the Drood story. All three numbers embody the traits of typicat-mais songs,
“Never the Luck” as a sentimental ballad, “Both Sides of the Coin” as a patiggrand “Off
to the Races” as a repertorial number sung to engage the audience. uehgykevuse of
music here is reflective of the way in which music was traditionally pteden the music
hall. Thus, these numbers support the overall concept while contributing (howevey)slightl
to the Drood narrative: “Never the Luck” hints at Bazzard's strange role imothed, “Both
Sides of the Coin” emphasizes the theme of duality, and a scene from the novel is
purposefully reset to a racetrack to justify the singing of “Off to the Raddwe"historical
Englishness of the source is consequently underscored even if the relevance sdriigesto
that source is not distinctly pronounced.

In between these two categories of songs is a third grouping that seeidgedha gap
between them. Several songs integrated into the Drood narrative retain the taykeasfd s

a traditional music-hall number. “Don’t Quit While You’re Ahead” includes theents of
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a traditional music-hall ballad with the onomatopoeic lyrics: “Ta-Rayr@&h!/Boom!/Bang
it, Bash it, Hoo-ray-Ha-rah!/Boom!/Clang it, Clash it, Oo-Lah-Dee-[2tn’t quit while
you're ahead” (85). The song is likewise used to move the Drood mysteaxdtds/ climax.
Another number that balances the mystery story with the music-hall fraPodfes’s first
song, “The Wages of Sin.” The song is integrated into the Drood narrative, ae# &e
introduce both Puffer and the opium den setting, but it maintains a music-hall quaiitg, a
lyrics contain numerous bawdy jokes befitting of music-hall culture. Evea tallingly,
Puffer gets the audience members to sing along during the final chores)phasis on
audience participation here highlights the music-hall elements of thisytarthumber.
Obviously, songs are used for a wide variety of purposes in this musical, but each son
somehow serves to support the central concept of recreating a music hallrnkan¢heach
song reinforces the British elements of this particular adaptation. Thoughnsonbers are
more explicitly based on music-hall songs than others, every single songiistonea
supplement the show’s central historical concept. In this context, the mostanmhbimg to
consider when assessing the scor@rimod is just how naturalistic each number seems. In
every situation, no matter what the circumstances surrounding the song, ipsefEoidy
logical for the characters to begin singing: they are music-hathiipeefs and song is as
natural to them as speech. Whether they are singing music-hall ballddsamnter driven
songs relevant to their adaptationEafwin Drood the audience can immediately accept their
singing as normal. This facet of the musical supports the underlying conceptiptenul
ways, not the least of which is the fact that naturalism was an essesthah¢lof music-hall
performance. Working-class spectators felt as if the musical perioas@resented in

music halls were completely natural given their ability to identith whe characters
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presented onstage: “The identification of principal motifs—booze, romantic adventure
marriage and mothers-in-law, dear old pals, and seaside holidays, and so on—a@éesaastr
recurrent emphasis on the domestic and the everyday that supports the most greadly a
reading of music hall song as a naturalistic mode that both documents and confirms a
common way of life” (Bailey 129). Peter Bailey asserts that musigbkdibrmers so
embodied their characters that the songs they sang became an inseparabtag@eastage
personalities. The true-to-life elements of their performances fadlike idea that what
was being presented onstage was authentic. Clearly, the naturalism thab chafine
music-hall performance is a tangible element of Holmes’s adaptatiom thigesense of
normality surrounding each number. There is never any question about the legitiraacy
character bursting into song given the frame Holmes employs.

Coupled with this naturalism is a fundamental emphasis on audience participztion, y
another critical component of music-hall culture. Just as the success of ehalusang
was dependent on a lively audience, Holmes’s musical is equally dependent onratc@ope
and fully engaged crowd, for the success of the overall concept is contingent odigmea
members feeling free to participate as if they were watching afhaBliperformance. This
is especially true at the end of the play when the audience is asked to vote on théoonclus

No discussion of Dickenshe Mystery of Edwin Droodould be complete without some
analysis of the possible conclusions to the story, and this particular facet ofttise te
essential to Holmes’s adaptation given the fact that he leaves so much of tigorespl to
the audience. The scholarly research that Holmes put into his adaptation is undasiaéle
continually has the Chairman reference various theories regarding unresshesifrem the

novel. From his emphasis on Edwin’s colonialist mentality, to his subtle hints thatr&azz
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would have played a role in the novel’'s denouement, Holmes is clearly aware of thigydivers
of hypotheses regarding Dickens’s unfinished story. Three of the most coyruhebated
guestions regarding the outcome to Dickens’s text include: (a) who killed Edaad®r(b)
who is Dick Datchery?; and (c) was Edwin actually murdered? The number oé$hibait
have been put forward regarding these various questions is daunting, and several hglpothetic
conclusions which have been widely accepted in some circles are continuousiymthidan
others. Holmes gives the audience a chance to answer the former two dirbese t
guestions, but uses the last question regarding the issue of Edwin’s fate tarreate
interesting little plot twist of his owh.He also allows the audience to vote on a “happy
ending” to the piece in which two of the remaining characters are humorousglg ppias
lovers.

“Who killed Edwin Drood?” is arguably the most important question which Holmes
leaves in the hands of his audience. Ironically, this is the question which alnodghall
leading scholars who have written on the novel are in agreement as to the amewetheF
very beginning of the novel, Jasper seems so obvious a suspect that it is difficult to
contemplate anyone else having committed the crime. However, if thisyishteutase, then
where is the “mystery” mentioned in the title; how can there be a whodunit IEesdyc
know who has done it? Apparently, the more pressing question for Dickens was not “who?”,
but rather, “why?”, for although Jasper seems to be the most likely suspect, ifiessmot

remain unclear to this day. As in various other Victorian mysteries, suchagaoBig

® The issue of Edwin’s ultimate fate is resolvedeathumorously in the musical, for it is the ong filestion
that the audience ®otallowed to vote on. Instead, the Chairman extéhidsprivilege to the cast and asks
them whether or not Edwin Drood survived. The wasts in favor of Edwin’s death, which greatlyesftis
Alice Nutting, the young actress playing the pahie throws a tantrum and storms out of the thedt@bever,
Holmes leaves room for a surprise twist at the aadhe final scene of the play features Edwin cnil@usly
returning from the grave (apparently, Alice’s higigywas planned out). Holmes thus lets the auchemave it
both ways.
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sensation novdlady Audley’s Secrgthe titular mystery is actually of secondary importance

to various questions regarding the potential madness of the lead characterth&/hile
revelation of Jasper as murderer probably would not have surprised many, the disclosure of
his reasons for killing his nephew would undoubtedly have fascinated Dickens’s f@aders
the various theories put forth regarding this matter continue to fascinatesreztigy). In

Dickens and MesmerisriRired Kaplan attributes Jasper’s actions to the combined influence
of his mesmerist habits and opium abuse:

Jasper could have conditioned himself to go into mesmeric trance while under the
influence of opium: the mesmeric tool might have been the drug itself. But wheteve
agent, Jasper lives in double consciousness, with two separate states of being: his
everyday mind and his mesmeric state, in which he performs actions that his normal
consciousness may be unaware of, may indeed purposely suppress because of the immoral
and unsocial needs that are being gratified. (154)

Other critics are not so quick to pardon Jasper’s crime due to a Jekyll/Byde-mental
instability and point out that most of Dickens’s villains deliberately choose to ddethl
John Thacker and Elsie Karbacz discount theories like Kaplan’s as theyteeacsept that
Dickens would have written a villain whose actions were excusable on the bastaf
instability. More outlandish theories include the hypothesis that Jasper was gpdihugee
cult and killed his nephew in a sacrificial ritual. No matter what the daseer’s guilt
seems inevitable.

This fact obviously creates several difficulties for Holmes, however, fstaying so true
to Dickens’s plot in his adaptation, he too makes it fairly obvious that Jasper killed.Edwi
This would seem to impede his determination to have the audience choose the ending to the
play: where is the fun in all the spectators selecting Jasper as the Kither Chairman

himself points out that the solution to the mystery seems a bit obvious: “Could thiis be al

there is to théMystery of Edwin Droo®l That John Jasper, the obvious villain of the piece,
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did indeed kill his nephew in a hopeless attempt to win the love of the fair Miss Rosa Bud?”

(93). In an attempt to preserve the fun of the music-hall concept, Holmes elsnlagper

as a suspect. Though this decision completely contradicts Dickens’s novel, kohmee

focused on preserving his conceptual vision by allowing his “music-hall” audienceetorvot

a surprise ending. To circumvent the problems created by this contradiction, theghlay

incorporates a rather blatant yet effective plot device: in the ciiersene where Edwin

leaves his uncle’s house on Christmas Eve, Jasper gives Edwin his coat to wear. Thus,

nearly all of the characters who are presented as possible suspgotsrajastifiable

motives based on a desire to kill Jasper. Of the six remaining suspects, onlpzaardB

and Neville, are established as having wanted to kill Edwin; everyone elsg/inggo Kill

Jasper (see Table 5.1). Though there is very little left of Dickens’s origamgliis any of

these conclusions, the ability of the audience to pick an ending and watch that ending play

out is much more conducive to Holmes’s music-hall concept than a simple revdiation t

Jasper was the killer.

Table 5.1: Possible Murderers in Holmes'©rood

Bazzard
Bazzard did it to
frame Neville
and earn fame
for himself as
the man who
solved the case.

Crisparkle
Crisparkle did it

to try and kill
Jasper, as he
viewed Jasper’s
schizophrenia
as a sign that he

Helena
Helena did it
while trying to
kill Jasper. She
was attempting
to protect her

> brother and Ross
from him.

was possessed.

Neville
Neville hated
Edwin and thus
got rid of him so
as to have Rosa
for himself.

Puffer
Puffer did it to
try and protect
Rosa from
Jasper, as itis
revealed that she
was once Rosa’s
nurse.

Rosa
Rosa, driven to
madness by
Jasper’s
mesmerism, was
trying to free
herself from his
control.

Given the emphasis on English historical and cultural traditioDsaod, Holmes’s use of

a Dickensian source in his concept musical can ultimately be linked to hid ceeceptual

approach in terms of the author’s own approach to the medium of the novel. Dickens, the

artist, seems to integrate seamlessly into Holmes’s concept in a way thiher author

could. Fundamentally, the celebration of British culture through the histeemalation of
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the Victorian music hall complements the incorporation of a Dickensian narespecially
well, as Dickens himself represents the defining elements of ninetemnttimcEnglishness.
This aspect of the author’s legacy, coupled with his appeal to working-cldsss,emakes
him the ideal source for the narrative Holmes incorporates into his musice. fr

Throughout his adaptation, Holmes maintains the music-hall illusion by having his
characters act as though they are performing in front of a working-aasd. This illusion
relates back to the composer’s desire to divert and amuse. Holmes'’s cortbheptexfessity
of entertainment, especially for the lower class patrons who would have beeingtte
music-hall shows, is immediately evocative of the driving principle behind theisc
canon, for Dickens firmly believed that working-class people needed to baewer His
frequent celebration of forms of entertainment that were considered lawneget this fact.

Paul Schlicke has written extensively on this subject, and his book ebiitlezhs and
Popular Entertainmenprovides a wealth of information on Dickens’s widespread
incorporation of various entertainment forms into his novels. The author descrikea®Dic
as a champion for all the popular amusements that came under attack duringahanvic
age, as the author did what he could to try and defend popular entertainment from the
Evangelical forces that sought to pass stricter Sabbatarian laws. Kea®eanon can
serve as an invaluable historical guide to the popular entertainment forms aéttreax
period, as theater companies, itinerant players, Punch and Judy shows, circuses, and countr
fairs are all featured in the various novels.

Popular entertainment was not only essential to the themes, plots, and structures of
Dickens’s novels, but simultaneously, to the author’s approach to his craft: “Hedaepe

advice to fellow-novelists was to take seriously the need to entertain re¢signbtke
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Popular4). In the first volume offousehold Word<Dickens further explains this desire to
entertain his readers through illuminating the imaginative elements yeydife:
No mere utilitarian spirit, no iron binding of the mind to grim realities, will gitiarsh
tone to our Household Words. In the bosoms of the young and old, of the well-to-do and
of the poor, we would tenderly cherish that light of Fancy which is inherent in the human
breast; which, according to its nurture, burns with an inspiring flame, or sinks tera s
glare, but which (or woe betide that day!) can never be extinguished. To shoyitatall
in all familiar things, even in those which are repellant on the surface, tHeoeniance
enough, if we will find it out: - to teach the hardest workers at this whirling vdieaeil,
that their lot is not necessarily a moody, brutal fact, excluded from the gysgpand
graces of imagination; to bring the greater and the lesser in degrebetogebn that
wide field, and mutually dispose them to a better acquaintance and a kinder undegstandin
- is one main object of our Household Words. (1)
Dickens’s reference to the “hardest workers at the whirling wheel ofreariforces his
sympathy towards the working classes and their need for entertainmeaneassof
relieving their burdens. Indeed, the desire to entertain is central to Dicked€sstanding
of his art; it is likewise central to the philosophy behind the music hall, and of coutke
concept behind Holmes’s visipthus establishing clear historical links between the three.
Strangely, despite the inclusion of so many different types of popular entemnaiiomms
in his works, Dickens “pays surprisingly little attention to the music h&th(ickeOxford
395). Schlicke mentions two short pieces published by DickdAsusehold WordandAll
the Year Roundhe first written by Dickens himself and the second by his colleague Richard
Halliday.” Both pieces feature a fictitious character visiting some entertainprst s
associated with the lower class. In Dickens’s piece, he insists that thegvddss has a

“right to be amused” (“Amusements” 196) and decries the efforts of some ezfotonclose

down these saloons or revoke their licenses. Though he acknowledges some of the dirty,

" Another piece by Schlicke, a short article ertitl&lorious Apollers and Ancient Buffaloes,” proeis some
information about the culture of tavern singing ang@per clubs, both of which were precursors to the
formalized music hall. The article focuses mostiythe character of Swiveller frofthe Old Curiosity Shop.
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lowbrow elements of music-hall culture, he disagrees with those who feel thatgtut
saloons down is the best solution:
Ten thousand people, every week, all the year round, are estimated to attendethis plac
of amusement. If it were closed to-morrow—if there were fifty such arydvkee all
closed tomorrow—the only result would be to cause that to be privately and evasively
done, which is now publicly done; to render the harm of it much greater, and to exhibit the
suppressive power of the law in an oppressive and partial light. The people who now
resort herewill be amused somewhere....We had far better apply ourselves to improving
the character of their amusement. (Dickens’s emphases, “Amusements” 198)
Halliday echoes these sentiments in his own sketch; like Dickens, he bétaveformers
should focus on elevating the entertainment rather than shutting down the instititéeon. T
central lesson dflard Timess the necessity of entertainment and imagination, particularly
for the working class. As Sleary explains the necessity of the cir¢uarfditheir culture to
Gradgrind, he elucidates this particular element of Dickens’s worldvieeople mutht be
amuthed. They can't be alwayth a learning, nor yet they can’t be aleaydnking, they
an’'t made for it” (390). While Holmes might have selected a differentarystory to serve
his music-hall concepEdwin Droodseems an exceptionally appropriate choice given the
fact that Dickens’s desire to entertain corresponds so well to Holme®s wisthis
particular adaptation. This merger of the Dickensian source with the-tralsaoncept
would have been impossible if Holmes had attempted to write a book show; however, by
approaching the material from a conceptual standpoint, Holmes was attéert@dalance
between the show’s divergent historical elements.
Ironically, this imaginative musical based on Dickens’s very last novel segi¢ as an
excellent model for a new version of Dickens’s very first novel. A conceptalusi

adaptation oPickwick Papersvould seem the next logical step in the evolution of the

Pickwickian musical. The benefits of such an approach in the context of adRigkmgck
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Papersinclude the de-emphasis of narrative in most concept musicals, and also, theoability t
build a musical around a unifying theme. This approach would simultaneouslyf@allow
greater emphasis on the British elements of the source, some of which aréHeshore
Americanized adaptatiopickwick The driving concept to any such adaptatioRickwick
Paperswould have to relate to the theme of fellowship, as the novel itself is structured
around the close bond between Mr. Pickwick and his friends. Given the significaiiatole t
drinking plays in many of their (mis)adventures, the various songs in the sigbhritebe

written to replicate traditional English tavern songs. Just as Holmes sougtidate
music-hall culture in his adaptation, a composer might try to replicatalttenssinging
culture that preceded the music heluch an approach would highlight the historical and
cultural roots of Dickens'’s text.

Since 1837, Dickens’s novels have been adapted for the musical stage, though the
conventions of the stage musical have changed significantly over the pasafis.Oee
qguestion of where Dickens will fit in with the current historical trends in muthealer
remains to be answered, but as these previous examples reveal, writers hesgeslicc
adapting Boz’s works so as to integrate them into the dominant conventions of stage musi
from diverse periods. FroRickwickto Drood, the Dickensian musical has clearly run a

fascinating historical course.

381



SECTION |11
Audience

The success of Lionel Bar@liver! (1960) and the subsequent film adaptation (1968)
exerted a significant influence on the culture texDoyer Twist, perhaps most
fundamentally by reinventing the dark worldTafist as a happy, musical world that both
children and adults could appreciate. One of Michael Pointer’s chief amtgphgainst
Oliver! is that the cheery musical adaptation is untrue to the dark tenor of Dickens’slorigina
text. Pointer labels this divergence as part of an unhealthy trend in adaptfiocsens,
and his criticism displays the same level of protectiveness that marshBgholars feel
regarding the source material: “The jollification of Dickens, long theroia’s way of
moderating the difficult parts of the stories, swamped the subject” (85). Rbiéer’s
bitter censure oDliver! is highly subjective, he raises an important question regarding the
cultural view of Dickens outside the medium of his nov€&ver! was not the first
Dickensian adaptation to stress the joys of the author’s worlds while downgpthg terrors.
Indeed, the “jollification” of Dickens has resulted from many factorearly, there is
something escapist about the sentimental Dickensian vision of luckless orphamisimpb t
over adversity. Moreover, the enduring popularitd@hristmas Carol has contributed to
the cultural association of Dickens with all that is merry. In this cantastunderstandable
why ceramic Dickens villages are popular collector’s items. Thedditllie society

represented in these miniatures is bereft of the dangers found in many oWBd&ss



The jollification of Dickens iDliver! created a new trend for future adaptor3wist, as
documented in Chapter 4. Some of the latest adaptations of the novel have tamed the subjec
matter so as to make it more accessible to younger audiences; thefvabbeth the recent
Master piece Theatre version and the 2005 Polanski film clearly marketed these adaptations
toward a family demographic. Exposing children to the wonders of Dickens’s worlds
through film adaptations or stage musicals can have the positive effegiahmshese
young people to eventually take up the novels so as to experience Dickens firsthand.
However, since many of these adaptations, inclu@imger!, downplay the gloom and
darkness of Dickens, young readers might be forced to accept several unwelalies.r

This tendency is the inspiration for the title of Chapter 6, “Disnegfflickens.” To

clarify, the Walt Disney Company has, in fact, produced only a handful of featupgedda
from Dickens’s novels, two of which were based on the ubiquidddisristmas Carol.
Dickens’s sophisticated prose style and richly layered stories would beiltiffi@dapt into
a seventy-five minute animated feature without heavily modifying the sowat=zial,
perhaps to a point where it would no longer even be recognizably Dickensian. cktoé la
Disney adaptations of Dickens’s novels becomes even clearer when one cohsiders t
cultural contexts involved, as the distinctly British characteristics ddbig's narratives and
characters would most likely have translated poorly to the Americanized idiomdh w
Disney worked.

Nevertheless, the term “Disneyfying” can indicate a great mamystifor the name

Disney calls to mind several traitolorful characters, family audiences, music, mass

! Notably, many prominent British scholars and firitics loathed Disney’&lice in Wonderland as they felt
that the filmmaker had Americanized a British classd thus robbed it of its true spirit. Thererevsimilar
reactions when the very first Disney short adafteh Milne’s Winnie-the-Pooh, entitled “Winnie-the-Pooh
and the Honey Tree,” omitted Piglet and replaced \with the overtly Americanized character, Goph@nce
again, the British traits of the source were supieid.
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marketing, fantasy, and, perhaps most significantly, sentimentalized happyserfdagter’s
criticisms ofOliver! read like the traditional outcries against “Disneyfication” by scholars
and cultural critics. Disney remains an easy target for such enidsie to its unparalleled
success in repackaging traditional stories for child audiences, pyirhadause by doing so,
Disney rarely encourages young people to take up the source material, fRRatBesney
adaptation becomes the dominant version of the story.

Though the Walt Disney Company has made little use of Dickens’s novels,lit is sti
helpful to contemplate the idea of what exactly it means to “DisneyfgKddis, particularly
in regards to the topic of audience. Disney succeeded in transforming soureesr¢hat
aimed at a mature audience into lighter, child-friendly adaptationsehaigjue which
Pointer and other academics would undoubtedly equate with “dumbing d@\inet! itself
was marketed as a family film: “Sensibly, Columbia opened the film for kinstthas
season and promoted it as a family movie” (Moss 2@iver! also became the first and
only G-rated film to win the Best Picture Oscar.

While Pointer may vieWliver! as a “Disneyfied” version of Dickens, it is important to
note that, in direct contrast to Walt Disney’s tendency to Americanize his spBerg, the
Englishman, succeeds in preserving the essentially British elemehtssiurce even while
working in an American format: the book musical. Furthermore, instead ohgréa own
widely divergent set of characters to operate within the confines of the Biakararrative,
Bart succeeds in maintaining the memorable qualities of the author’s creatoatify;my
them only so that they fit the tenets of the musical form. Though Bart tamesafalgi

reduces the brutality of the world through which little Oliver must navigate ,Jex ne
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compromises Dickens’s vision to the point where the adaptation’s source is unrabtegniz
Whereas Disney madgisney films, Bart clearly created @ickens adaptation.

Other attempts to “Disneyfy” Dickens, that is, to tame the source and argatsical
adaptation for family audiences, have met with mixed results in terms pfabervation of
the Dickensian vision. One particularly useful adaptation to assess in this isegathony
Newley’s film Mr. Quilp (1975). This musical adaptationTe Old Curiosity Shop is based
heavily on Bart’s version ddliver Twist. Just as Bart rewrote Fagin as roguish and loveable,
thus creating a more family-friendly adaptation, so did Newley recreale &uan impish
clown who is constantly cracking jokes or bursting into jaunty songs. In the film, the
terrifying elements of the character are excised so as to cridaté/anusical with a
boisterous hero/villain. Unfortunately, since the lead villain is presentednasmicg and
humorous jester, there is no sense of significance to the struggle betvikeNdlltand
Quilp, and the very basis of the Dickensian narrative is lost entirely. Though Qstfilp is
depicted as Nell's persecutor, he spends almost the entire film eitlagimmnag slapstick
capers or singing jolly melodies; thus, the audience never takes his thrieatslge

While the film is certainly child-friendly and its lack of conflict allovor the customarily
cheery and utopian vision created in most musicals, Newley is unable to redasaiision
with the gloomy Dickensian source material. Tellingly, the utopia is unexpgctealitered
by the dark and depressing ending to the piece which remains surprisitigly ta the
original text. Though the adaptation certainly “Disneyfies” Dickens, Neddes not see
the project through to its natural climax. Rather, in trying to remain faiibfille novel’s
conclusion while simultaneously revising the story for family audiencesghées a

conflicted adaptation that does not prove particularly alluring to potentdgneaf Dickens.
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Chapter 6
Disneyfying Dickens — That CharmingMr. Quilp

Just as the unparalleled popularity of Lionel Ba®fiser! (1960) inspired a wave of
Dickensian stage musicals, the success of Sir Carol Reed’s film @olajofeOliver! (1968)
instigated a string of film musicals based on Dickens’s novels. While R&ladwas based
on a stage show, several of these subsequent versions were original motien pictur
adaptations inspired solely by the novels themselves. The most successfsg dirteewas
Leslie Bricusse’sscroogg1970), whichscored well with both critics and audiences, was
nominated for several Oscars, and remains a popular adaptafiddlofstmas Caroto this
day (see Chapter 8). Several of the other film musical adaptations of Dkensls
produced in the years following the releas©b¥er! were far less successful, though this
discrepancy is understandable as the musical genre was rapidlyrdelipopularity.

Between 1958 and 1969 (the year tirer! won numerous Oscars including Best
Picture), four other movie musicals won Academy Awards for Best Pickige:West Side
Story, My Fair Lady andThe Sound of Musidliver! thus capped off a decade during
which the musical genre remained both commercially viable and cytmatcessful.

Oliver! also marked the end of an era, however, as is indicated by the fact that deaidedly
musicalMidnight Cowboywas named “Best Picture” at the"d2Academy Awards ceremony
the following year. Several film critics cit€iddler on the Rooés the last truly great film

musical of this era, and evé&iddler was unable to duplicate the success of the 60has

1In 1969 0liver! was the first G-rated film to win Best Pictureyrically, Midnight Cowboywas the first X-
rated film to win Best Picture.



French Connectiodominated the 1972 OscarBy the early 70s, the shift in audience and
critical tastes from happy, stylish musicals to gritty, urban desawas in full effect. When
Chicagopicked up the Best Picture Oscar at the 2003 Academy Awards ceremony, it was the
first musical sinc®liver! to receive this honor.

In Charles Dickens on the Scredviichael Pointer indirectly hints to the decline of the
movie musical when discussing several of the adaptations of Dickens’s novetd|tiredd
Oliver! andScrooge none of which were able to match the success of their predecessors.
Some of these versions did not even reach full fruition; a film musical adaptatBreatf
Expectationstarring Michael York as Pip was shot and released in 1974, but the musical
element was dropped before production was completed: “Early reports heraldad it as
musical to be calleRip! in obvious emulation of the one-word titl@$ver! andScrooge
but it ended up as an unexciting nonmusical TV film that was given a theatrical ghowin
Britain” (88). Pointer notes that although the songs were recorded, the megicahses
were never shot when it was realized that the score did nothing to enhance the story

Another forgotten Dickensian musical created in this erdvvaQuilp (1975), a film
adaptation ofrhe Old Curiosity Shoproduced by Reader’s Digest, In¥r. Quilpwas the
third in a string of musical family films created by the publishing compaiiye early
1970s; it was preceded by musical adaptation®ai SawyeandHuckleberry Finnboth of
which were scored by Disney Company veterans Richard and Robert Sherman. nHoweve
Mr. Quilp marked the first Reader’s Digest musical that was adapted fromshBource,
and as such, the score was written by an English composer. British croamer, act

songwriter, composer, director, and all around celebrity personality Anthewley wrote
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the music and songs for the adaptation; he also starred as the title charactee entire
film is injected with Newley’s rebellious vivacity.

Newley had previously worked with friend and longtime collaborator LBsioeisse on
two influential British stage musicals that found success both at home ardi&iop the
World—I Want to Get OH#ndThe Smell of the Greasepaint—The Roar of the Croltn
two men had also collaborated on the filbrs Dolittle andWilly Wonka and the Chocolate
Factory, Bricusse wrote the screenplay and songs for the former (which featureeyNewl
the role of Matthew Mugg), while the latter contains songs written by the &mo mhough
Bricusse did not team up with Newley fdr. Quilp, he was no stranger to Dickensian
musical adaptations, having written the lyricsFackwickand the songs and screenplay for
Scrooge.In 1992, Newley would play the title role of Scrooge in Bricusse’s staggon of
the film. Curiously, the duo never collaborated on writing a Dickensiaicalwespite the
fact that Dickens played a significant role in both of their careers.

Whereas Bricusse’s Dickensian adaptations enjoyed success in thédr.daujlp
flopped at the box office upon its initial release and has since fallen into opscurit
Furthermore, when the film was released on VHS by Embassy Home Entertaijumder
its alternate titleThe OIld Curiosity Shopjt was inexplicably cut and condensed; though the
official runtime of the film is listed as 118 minutes, the VHS runs only 94 minutes., Thus
even those familiar with the adaptation may not have seen the full versionly,Glesar
film’s lack of success did not bode well for its treatment on home video.

If Mr. Quilp is to be regarded as a failure, it is an interesting failure to say sie Has
chapter will examine the forgottér. Quilp in regards to the marketing of the film toward

family audiences and the “Disneyfication” of Dickens’s original stony eharacters.

2 Newley made his film debut as the Artful DodgeDiavid Lean’s 1948 adaptation ©fiver Twist
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Emphasis will also be placed on the film’s relationshi@lioer!, with a specific focus on

the transformation of the villainous characters from the original novelsn BadiQuilp are
two of the most overtly detestable characters in the Dickens canon, and y€l|ibethand
Mr. Quilp present the characters in a completely different light. As mentioned in @hapte
and 4, Bart and Reed’s efforts at reinventing Fagin were so sucdbssfsilibsequent
adaptations oDliver Twisthave followed their example and presented Fagin in a far more
sympathetic light than many of the previous film or stage versions of the novel. Szgpyver
the similar effort made by Newley, screenwriters Louis ancelismp, and director

Michael Tuchner to transform Quilp from despicable villain to charming co-poistgso as
to create a family-friend adaptation engenders many problems in thatemtapnhd

ultimately weakens the plot, the characterization of Nell, and the overalhticestant of the
story. A concluding analysis will focus on the reduced role of Dick Swivelldnapsrthe
most glaring fault in the very conception of the film. Had the adaptation been basged ar
the character of Swiveller, who, in the novel, offers a happy medium between thel etherea
death-force that is Nell and the violent life-force that is Quilp, the filmhtrhgve been able
to preserve the dichotomies that define the novel while still operating in theajehee
family musical.

The OId Curiosity Shojs best remembered for the famous death of the heroine, and the
text is often cited as the chief emblem of Dickens’s sentimentadityjemtioned in the
Overture, Huxley regardeduriosity Shogas a primary example of “vulgarity” in literature.
The emotional elements that Huxley finds vulgar could theoretically transélt to the
musical genre given the genre’s emphasis on catharsis. ClHael{)ld Curiosity Shop

embodies several of the definitive characteristics which make Dickehasapular source
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for musical adaptatioh.As inOliver Twist there are enough emotional high points to justify
the incorporation of songs, and the peculiar idioms of several characters seeslyinfinit
adaptable to forms of musical expression. Furthermore, the allegorical téhemaivel
seems somehow conducive to musical adaptation, for just as most good musicaés balanc
realistic elements with the romanticism inherent in song, dance, and mugien®s
original novel balances a realistic look at the losses brought about by indzeginalin
nineteenth-century England with an allegorical story about an innoceméarad her vile
tormentor.

While these elements of the story seem favorable in regards to the potemgatiafja
musical treatment, other facets of this particular novel complicatel#ptadion process.
The meandering plot is a particularly difficult stumbling block for anyonkiisgéo adapt
this story into a play or film (musical or otherwise). Dickens’s episodis plave
previously been discussed as conducive to musical treatment given the inhgisotlice
guality of songs and production numbers in musical films and play3heuDIld Curiosity
Shopis so completely disjointed that creating a consistent narrative isIydéteult.
Whereas it is possible to string together select episodeslinenickwick Paperand
Nicholas Nicklebyo form a more coherent storyline, this technique is laced with
innumerable difficulties regarding Dickens’s fourth novel. In her artitigled “Dickens’s
Streetwalkers,” Laurie Langbauer describes the “aimless, petigpenotion” (417) of the
plot to The Old Curiosity Shgmand there is never any real sense of consistent movement,

either in Nell's journeys through the countryside, or in the narrative itShE. Pickwick

% To return to the idea that melodrama in Dickerisroeems conducive to the emotional extremes sitates
by the conventions of musical theaféhe Old Curiosity Shopomplicates this matter in that the actual novel
contains very little in the way of traditional mdlama. Lewis Horne notes that Quilp and Nelldie far
outside the spectrum of everyday life to be trubladramatic (494).
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Papersbuilds toward Mr. Pickwick’s trial and entry into the Fleet, &hcholas Nickleby
builds toward Nicholas’s ultimate confrontation with his uncle and Ralph’s subsequent
downfall. One might assert thahe Old Curiosity Shobpuilds towards Nell's death, but the
movement never truly seems linear. Near the end of the text, Nell disappeaseémningly
interminable number of chapters so that the author can wrap up the Kit Nubbles. sBgplot
the time Dickens finally returns to Nell’s storyline in the novel’s fiegters, she has
already died, and her death has occurred “off-scréen.”

Though thematic links between these two halves remain, such links are difficult to
translate into a visual medium such as film. Thus, an adaptor is faced with thetglitffc
weaving together a storyline from episodes that are so thoroughly disahtiedt creating
a consistent, unifying plot seems almost impossible. To their credit, the Kacgessfully
overcome many of these difficultieshr. Quilp, and the organization of the film’s plist
one of the adaptation’s best attributes. As in the ca®déiadr!, the writers take a single
storyline from the more convoluted novel and use it as the main narrative threackasVher
Bart makes Oliver’s struggle to find love the central arc of his musicahaisceliminates
such elements as the Monks/Maylie subplot, the Kamps place the conflieebeltvttle Nell
and Daniel Quilp at the heart of this adaptation and excise the unnecessarissniplving
Fred Trent, the schoolmaster, Mrs. Nubbles, and the Garland family. Thevaties also
modify the reasons for the discord between Quilp and Nell's grandfathetsgiae the
plot a greater sense of causality. In the book, Quilp learns that the old man hasigamble

away all of his money early in the novel, and he plots against him as part obaratda

* Kenneth M. Sroka writes that the novel can, in samays, be viewed as an extended treatment ofsNell
death: “Dickens’s contemporaries were more willihgn twentieth-century readers to accept Neltsvallying
as realistic and emotionally effective. If, howeudell’s dying is viewed allegorically, enlightesthenodern
readers need not apologize for Dickens’s lack alism or for Victorian sentimentality” (193).
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scheme to revenge himself on Fred Trent and Dick Swiveller; by tricketywo young
wastrels into thinking the old man has money, he can ruin them both by assisting them in
Swiveller’s courtship of Nell, who is, in reality, penniless. This convolu@ylste is easily
forgettable, particularly given how quickly Fred Trent disappears from theltethe

Newley film, Quilp does not learn of Nell's grandfather’s gambling halits mear the very
end of the movie, and his reasons for pursuing the pair throughout are thus much more
straightforward and logical: he wants to know what has happened to his money.iobi&le
Bart, the Kamps streamline Dickens’s original text, reducing the @it essentials.

Despite the successful condensing of the plot, the creative team’s dtehaplicate the
success of the film version Gfliver! by creating a lively, family-friendly musical version of
one of Dickens’s early novels creates several problems. While thalaigutalities ofrhe
Old Curiosity Shopnake a family-oriented adaptation appropriate, the writers tame the
source material to a point where the rich thematic elements of Diskemginal text are lost.
Here, the idea of “Disneyfing” Dickens becomes more apparent. The sauplE-rated
approach of the marketing campaign surroundiingQuilp, along with various elements
within the film itself, all seem analogous to the processes employed Dystiey studios
when adopting and adapting literary sources.

The advertising manual that was sent out to theaters set to shdtvcgaélp in 1975
reveals the family-oriented marketing campaign that Embassy PietudeReader’s Digest
put together to promote the movie upon its release. A subsection of the advertisiagj manu
labeled “Exploitation” describes several different promotional camgatat the studios

encouraged local theaters to engage in while advertising the film. The usechftiivats
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word, “exploitation,” becomes somewhat understandable upon examination of several of the
campaigns promoted by the filmmakers:
“Mr. Quilp” involves the touching relationship between a grandfather and his
granddaughter. Using this as a peg, offer free admission to any grandpeoeranied
by a grandchild—or vice-versa. A picture of the youngest and oldest pairs would make
news.
There aren’t too many females around today named Nell, so you’re sure not to be
deluged with customers if you give free admission to anyone named Né&b ik a
newsworthy offer.
Since “Mr. Quilp” is being sold as a “family picture” you might want to comsade
discount for a family attending with 3 or more children. Again such an announcement
would have news value. (4)
Clearly, the film was intended for family audiences, and the minds behind thistimgrke
campaign came up with interesting ways to “exploit” that fact for the perpiodrawing
large family crowds. Other campaigns suggested by the manual rangedstume contests
to antiqgue shows, all meant to emphasize the family-friendly qualities afrthe f
The very titleMr. Quilp clearly underscores these qualities while simultaneously
highlighting Anthony Newley’s centrality to the project. The film wagiptly marketed
around Newley’s popularity, which was arguably at its peak at that point in tieverab
posters included in the advertising manual make reference to Newley “stidfp world
once more” (1), an obvious allusion to his success as the writer and Stapahe World
andRoar of the Greasepaint-urthermore, several posters and ads printed in the advertising
manual include the following tagline: “What the Dickens is a ‘Quilp’?” (8). pbsters
offer several answers to the question, all of which play up the family-orientetieguad the
musical: “It's simply the most sensational sondfilled, funfilled, high stepjoyngf a movie

musical” (8) or “it's something to shout about, sing about, laugh about, and fall in Idve wit

too!” (8). Accompanying these taglines are cartoonish sketches of Nasvigwilp in
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charming poses alongside Tom Scott and Little Nell. Clearly, the promictg@haiques
behindMr. Quilp embodied the “Disneyfied” approach taken by the film’s creators.
Lest anyone should forget the source material, the marketing guide taito stveral
ways in which the original text might be exploited while promoting the movigatiap
“Mr. Quilp”is based on the Charles Dickens classic “The OIld Curiosity Shop.”
Dickens is required reading in most schools and you should find ready acceptdnee for

picture among educators.

1) Arrange a special screening for principals, boards of education menmoeEs)glish
teachers.

2) Offer special discount tickets to the theater for students attending indiyidndla
larger discount for those attending in groups.

3) Use group sales techniques to arrange early morning showings fosentiods.
4) Prepare flyers for school bulletin boards.

5) Contact parent-teacher organizations and arrange to speak before them about the
picture.

6) Consider inviting the PTA to meet at your theater one morning. Show themildre tra
7) Offer a prize for the best review of the picture by a student.
8) Suggest special displays in school libraries of Dickens’s books. (5)
To top things off, the New American Library published a spédralQuilp edition ofThe
Old Curiosity Shopn conjunction with the film’'s release.
As in the case of most Disney adaptations, the promotional campailgnQuilp focused
on reaching out to family audiences. Nevertheless, none of these promotional techniques
contain any references to the actual reading of the novel. It is one thirigrta pfize for a
student who writes a review of the film, but it is another thing entirely to encoutatpnts
to take up the original text and write some sort of response to it. Evidently, this veas not

priority for those executives charged with promoting the film, though given tlsmépiied”
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approach taken by the creative team, the discrepancy is understarMalfriilp presents
such a lighthearted and whimsical interpretation of what is arguably thestadwe! of
Dickens’s early period that the idea of a child transitioning from watchinfijitihéo reading
the novel seems difficult to process. The film was clearly envisioned aaptation for an
audience of children and their parents as opposed to an adaptation for an audience of fut
readers of Dickens.

While the promotional campaign behidd. Quilp indicates that the team behind the
creation of this musical understood from the beginning that the movie was intended for
very specific demographic, the downside of creating an adaptation so thorougisigdan
a family audience is that the darker and more adult facets of Dickensrauskbe
sacrificed. The creative team behid Quilp eliminates many of the threatening elements
of Dickens’s novel and creates a much lighter and simpler adaptation. Theigbaeity
between the film and its source lies in the treatment of Quilp, who is reduced from a
diabolical and sadistic representation of evil to a clownish and mischievouls rasca

Quilp is arguably the most overtly despicable character in the entkeri3icanon. When
he encounters the Nubbles family and jokes that, “| don’t eat babies; | don'trik¢1€0),
his status as an ogre is overtly emphasized. Throughout the novel, the narrator draw
attention to the dwarf's inhuman traits. The memorable scene in which he hiealfadis
wife and mother-in-law highlights his almost superhuman ability to deriysigdi pleasure
from seemingly painful activities: “He ate hard eggs, shell and all, devgigandtic prawns
with the heads and tails on, chewed tobacco and water-cresses at thensaamel twith
extraordinary greediness, drank boiling tea without winking, bit his fork and spodreyill t

bent again, and in short performed so many horrifying and uncommon acts that the women
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were nearly frightened out of their wits, and began to doubt if he were reallyaanhum
creature” (40). Many other characters in the novel are left with the damhés, as Quilp
terrifies the likes of Sampson Brass, Mrs. Nubbles, and of course, Little Nell
Interestingly, Nell and Quilp have few direct encounters throughout the aodehfter
Nell and her grandfather leave London, she never interacts with him again thidkassy,
Nell's continuous suffering is constantly linked back to Quilp’s sweeping males®! As
Paul Schlicke writes:
Quilp is the grotesque embodiment of the active malignity which surrounds Nell. In his
open lust the threat is sexual; in his financial power over her grandfatheroihsrec
and domestic; in her antagonism to her friend it is social; in his contempt for her moral
integrity it is metaphysical. Quilp seems to be everywhere: he appearsinedmas at
night he pursues her into the countryside; his jaunty mockery is reembodied in the Punch
showmen and in Mrs. Jarley’s wax effigies. (“Embracing”16)
John W. Noffsinger echoes this assertion, claiming that “Nell is almoshaally
persecuted by a Quilpian energy which pervades the world and is eitherecira
environment or internalized in individual consciousness” (29). Even Nell's graadfath
succumbs to this energy, for when he allows his gambling addiction to consume him, he is
described as being just as monstrous as Quilp himself: “She had no fear of thiel dear
grandfather, in whose love for her this disease of the brain had been engendered; aat the m
she had seen that night, wrapt in the game of chance, lurking in her room, and counting the
money by the glimmering light, seemed like another creature in his shapesaans
distortion of his image, a something to recoil from” (230). The old man, who arguajy pla
an even greater role in her demise than Quilp, is imbued with a Quilpian violence and
malevolence when he succumbs to his temptation to gamble. The fact that Quilp can hold

such power over Nell’s grandfather, the world of the novel, and the narrativeatssif

when he is not in direct contact with the protagonist, illustrates his pervasivé/etilally
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every scene that features the villain reinforces the idea that thereathgsmrinhuman about
him: he is more evil spirit than human being.

Simultaneously, Quilp is a highly entertaining character. His intergatith the Brasses,
Tom Scott, and, most especially, Mrs. Jiniwin, are extremely funny; one dagpdiut
laugh when he plots against his mother-in-law, murmuring: “If I could poison thatldea
lady’s rum and water...I'd die happy” (366). Nevertheless, while we lat@uilp’s
wicked sense of humor, it is nervous laughter at best. Michael Steig dsatttere is
something liberating about Quilp’s hilarity, as the reader can find anaugemhis
outrageous behavior while simultaneously taking comfort in the fact that trectdrehas no
basis in reality: “Identifying with Quilp may depend on an ability to see one’s olidtien
rage and illicit sexual desires embodied in a character who can escape mataieim one’s
mind because he is both funny and not quite human” (111). Such psychoanalytic readings of
Quilp have been a popular critical approachitte Old Curiosity Shogince the mid-
twentieth century, and many critics have consistently found him a more fimgresaracter
than Nell in this regard.

Despite the dwarf’s entertaining qualities, Dickens never once iedittat he in any way
approves of Quilp’s behavior. Whereas certain elements of Fagin’s worldugiceisly
celebrated iliver Twist,nothing about Quilp’s conduct is praisedline Old Curiosity
Shop. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the charisma and magnetism of Bart's Fagintaso far
removed from Dickens’s original version of the character as manysdndéiee asserted.
Fagin must be charismatic and magnetic—how else could he lure children to him apt corr
them for his sinister purposes? Quilp, on the other hand, lacks any sort of magfretisn

utterly repellant and purely detestable even as he makes the readerTihaghilain’s
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decidedly ghastly death seems a fitting punishment for his wicked walyBjiekens imbues
the scene with such gruesome detail that it is almost cathartic to wateretbked dwarf
finally get his comeuppance. Tellingly, Quilp is buried “with a stake thrdnig heart in the
centre of four lonely roads,” (549), a further indication of his fairytale rontsakso, of the
extreme lengths to which Dickens went in order to assure the readerfesadfhihat the
demon has been vanquished.

Given the dichotomy between his malevolence and his hilarity, adapting thetehafa
Quilp for other media poses several difficulties. Converting him from tex¢st #ind blood
seems inherently problematic given his fairytale qualities. Furthermacheving a balance
between his sharply divergent traits in a play or film not only requiresraadlevriter, but
likewise, a gifted actor—one who can make Quilp both entertaining and tagrifyinis
point becomes moot ilklr. Quilp, for while Anthony Newley is unquestionably entertaining
in the title role, the terrifying aspects of the character have been d¢elypamoved. All of
Quilp’s cruelty and sadism are stripped away, and Newley’s version of treetdras more
the charming rogue than monstrous villain.

This modification is directly evocative of Bart's changes to Fagliwer!, but although
Bart modifies Fagin into a sympathetic protagonist, he is certain to yeeseponflict in the
musical through the character of Bill Sikes. So long as Sikes is a th@lat¢n we cannot
be certain that the orphan will find the happiness that he desires. The fadtébgir8sents
such a danger to the utterly sympathetic Oliver helps to justify the aetieappreciation of
Fagin—though corrupt and roguish, he is nowhere near as evil as the housebreaker.

Since Newley’s Quilp is harmless, and since there is no alternative antagamst

whom Nell can play the role of heroine, Newley's musical lacks a villainhdfita true

398



conflict to drive the plot, there is no real drama, and there is never any sensenoy tioge
the film, nor to Nell's fatal flight from London with her grandfather. Thougtsé
modifications make the film appropriate for family audiences, even ayfamisical needs
some sort of tension to move the story forwavtt. Quilp lacks such tension entirely, and
any chance for drawing the viewer to the original text is passed up.

From the moment Quilp is introduced in the movie, it is clear that he is going to be
portrayed as a clown as opposed to a villain, and the character quickly establishes
sympathetic connection with the audience as Newley repeatedly bredaarthevall by
singing directly to the camera. His first number, “Quilp,” is sung as a dtleffe@m Scott,
and the song is almost vaudevillian in its emphasis on slapstick and one-liners:

QUILP (to Scoty

I’'m Quilp, Quilp!

You can call me master!

SCOTT
Blimey what a bastar. Quilp quickly covers his mouth

QUILP (to the audience

What a delightful youth!

A bit uncouth, although,

A boy is just a pagan,

Says my old friend Fagin,

And he ought to know.
The number is choreographed humorously as well, and throughout the song, Quilp
inadvertently (and sometimes deliberately) beats up on Scott. The physicaldmpioyed
in Newley’s performance, as well as the little jokes that Quilp frequelmdines with the
audience, reveal that there is no reason for children watching the figartthfs weird little

man. Indeed, few characters in the film, unlike their literary countsime presented as

being afraid of the dwarf. In the original text, such fears are wad;diotethere is a constant
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danger of physical violence breaking out whenever Quilp is around. The “DisrieyGdd
of the film is one in which no one seems truly capable of injuring anyone else, and the
dramatic stakes are lowered significantly as a result.

Given that Newley is playing the title character in a family filnmkeged to children, it is
little surprise that his “Mr. Quilp” is more hilarious than he is horrible. Jugtafilm itself
was marketed to families, so was the character of Quilp promoted as an endealfywag.
The poster art for the adaptation displays Quilp in a humorously haughty pose limkgg ar
with Little Nell and Tom Scott, both of whom show no loathing of the dwarf. He is dépicte
as an avuncular imp, and this pictorial representation is very close to taetpties of the
character on film. Another newspaper ad included in the advertising manutieises
following tagline in response to the “What the Dickens is a Quilp?” teasers ‘ddeharmer,
a rascal, a comic, a fool, and you can’t help but love him too!” (8). Marketindrthe fi
around Newley’s “loveable” version of Quilp was clearly in keepindpwhe lighthearted
tone of the piece, but it likewise served to distance the adaptation from its soupmertb a
where the story becomes virtually unrecognizable; as such, thereisbightive for young
people in the audience to consider exploring the novel.

In the original text, it is the contrasts between Nell and Quilp that foroetiteal arc of
the story. Despite the highly disjointed plot of the novel, the thematic structurepétee
is fairly solid: the beautiful and purely good Nell is set in complete opposititre toideous
and purely evil Quilp. These are the primary elements of the binary chatasehat
define the novel; as in most fairytales, the contrasts between good and evil are
straightforward. Paul Schlicke writes that “as Dickens follows througlothe of his

conception, neither Nell, young, beautiful, and good, nor Quilp, the extreme embodiment of
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all grotesque things, can compromise with the values of the other, and neitheistan e
without the other” (“Embracing” 9). Nell is more than a simple reprasentof goodness,
however. She also represents a world that is rapidly dying out in the face ofiatidasitsn

and urbanization. Though Nell is set in contrast to the dusty old antiques that crowd the
shelves of her grandfather’s shop, she actually has much in common with these objects and
the shop itself: both are representative of the past. Just as Nell dies at théhenibetl, so

is the curiosity shop torn down, and the narrator sadly indicates that this is the natural
consequence of the passage of time:

[Kit] sometimes took them to the street where she had lived; but new improvendents ha
altered it so much, it was not like the same. The old house had been long ago pulled down,
and a fine broad road was in its place. At first he would draw with his stick @ sgposr
the ground to show them where it used to stand. But he soon became uncertain of the spot,

and could only say it was thereabouts, he thought, and these alterations were confusing

Such are the changes which a few years bring about, and so do things paskewagidi
that is told! (555)

Traditional readings of Nell's death have emphasized the elements of taetehaspired
by Mary Hogarth, focusing on her inherent goodness and the inability of someone so pure to
survive in a fallen world. The idea can be taken further, however, when one considers how
Nell's inability to adapt to a rapidly changing world hastens her demise.

Ella Westland astutely compares Nell and the Marchioness along theséNiele gentle
and innocent, cannot cope with London’s competitiveness and corruption; the Marchioness,
resilient and streetwise, can survive and succeed. Nell is the spiritdabictiie declining
countryside; but the Marchioness is the child of the growing city” (71). Moreoveguibe
nostalgia represented by Nell is a distinct contrast to the violent, esitggpnergy
represented by Quilp. Throughout the novel, Nell is associated with this “dgclini

countryside.” Schlicke notes Dickens’s repeated emphasis on rural foentedghinment,
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as the various difficulties faced by the itinerant performers whom Nediumters mirror the
child’s own problems in trying to survive in an increasingly hostile world: “Theskeof
the foremost gathering place in England for itinerant performers and #tegjrannual
festivity for the common people in London adds poignant dimensions to the nostalgic zone of
the novel and gives the utmost timeliness to its thenk&giflar Entertainmer®5). The
journey into the nightmarish world of Black Town, an industrialized city plagued by
pollution, pestilence, and union riots, is ultimately what causes Nell's demises agver
truly recovers from the traumatic experience. There was little hopeefts Burvival from
the beginning, however. As Schlicke writes, “from the outset, however, [Nell and her
grandfather’s] progress holds a double paradox, in the vagueness of their hopeudtied the
impossibility of its realization” (“Embracing” 21). It is impossbr Nell to find refuge
from the passage of time, nor to turn back the forces of industrialization.

This does not mean that Quilp “wins” in the conflict with Nell; notably, both chaseadite
in the end, another example of the fairytale dynamic that exists between Riemard
Walsh describes the complications of the conflict between the two chardidil’'s death
is right because she is too good for this world, she is ideal....To accept it is toladmit t
power of Quilp and the fallen state of human nature...but in doing so also to affirm and
cleave to the ideal” (317). The death of Quilp helps to validate Nell's demisednr
though good does not necessarily triumph over evil, evil does not prevail either.

As noted, Quilp’s direct confrontations with Nell are kept to a minimum by Dickens, but
the nightmare world in which Nell finds herself is one that is polluted by Quilps&&epce.
Black Town in particular seems to embody the violence, toxicity, madness, arsticatis

represented by the dwarf: “Quilp’s energy infuses both the nightmaristcégredand the
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individual mind” (Noffsinger 29). Though the final installments of the novel focus on the
conflict between Quilp and Kit Nubbles, the driving force behind the entire stthrg is
metaphysical contrast between Quilp and Nell. As such, the modifications thiatyNend
the Kamps make to Quilp’s character in their adaptation have obvious repercussions
regarding the thematic significance of the story.

The “Disneyfying” approach used by the creative team bém@uilp means that
everything is simplified, including the themes of the original piece. Toamgfig Quilp into
a loveable rascal means that the magnitude of the conflict between the dwarflanddtle
be significantly altered. There can be no contrast between good andhealévolence has
been reduced to playfulness and violence has been reduced to slapstick. The negative
elements of creating such a family-style adaptation of Dickens’s novaingeaore
apparent here, for although a frightening and wicked version of Quilp would havelggven t
film a more adult tone, the overall consequence of the storyline would have beesedcrea
significantly. One of the most powerful elements of Little Nell@gis her sheer goodness
in the face of the wickedness represented by Quilp. In a tale that isistclatound
binaries, one side can remain compelling only if the other side is presented in & equal
powerful way. To reduce Quilp to comicality is to reduce Nell to banality.

Perhaps the most obvious flaw in the depiction of the conflict between the two asaracte
is that Quilp is presented as far more entertaining from a musical point of Wile
Newley’s songs are always humorous and almost improvisational in thamés®|the more
somber ballads linked to Nell’'s character are tedious in comparison. Evdeyraungjcal
number sung by Quilp is classifiable as a Broadway “charm song,” anc&eiNsndo over-

the-top that it is impossible not to find him engaging. Unfortunately, the more Weiele
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to top himself in engaging his audience, the further the adaptation strayssfisource; not
only does Quilp become increasingly loveable as a result of his entertaianagtehistics as
presented in the musical’s numbers, but he likewise detracts from Nell by rhakifeg less
dynamic.

Mr. Quilpfeatures seven songs: “Happiness Pie,” “Quilp,” “When a Felon Needs a
Friend,” “Somewhere,” “The Sport of Kings,” “It Shouldn’t Happen to a Dog,” and “Love
has the Longest Memory.” The breakdown of this musical score epitomizesl sf\be
problems created by making Quilp the central character in this adaptatioteyavgs in
four of the seven numbers in the film: “Quilp,” “When a Felon Needs a Friend,” “The Sport
of Kings,” and “It Shouldn’t Happen to a Dog.” Though Nell is given a brief solo in “The
Sport of Kings,” her two main numbers are “Somewhere” and “Happiness Pie.'inéhe f
song in the film, “Love Has the Longest Memory,” is sung by Kit Nubbles. Obviohsly, t
score is tilted in Newley’s favor. Furthermore, Newley not only sings ofdke songs in
the film, but he also sings the funniest and most engaging numbers in the adaptation. All of
Quilp’s songs fall into one of two categories: comedy songs and charm songs. Hay com
songs are presented as a series of jokes, most of which emphasize Quilp’s undeesandedn
and conniving nature. The blocking of these numbers incorporates a great deatiokslaps
humor, and Newly is consistently comical, whether he is adopting mincing nsamsén
“The Sport of Kings,” or abusing Tom Scott in “Quilp.” The term “charm song” seased
by Lehman Engel to designate “a song that embodies generally dediotteistic, and
rhythmic music, and lyrics of light though not necessarily comedic subjdtgrina
(American87); Engel describes this type of song, in which the singer “charms” the audience,

as an offshoot of the more traditional comedy number. It is a testament tey'éew!
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charisma that even in his repulsive makeup and bodysuit he comes across asychadn
that same charm is quickly transferred to the character. Hereisagaia of the central
weaknesses of the adaptation: to present Quilp as a charming rascal notrantg &eim
the villain, but simultaneously reduces the consequence of the entire stompuittite
presence of the malignant and vicious Quilp from Dickens’s original textsisadry lacks
any true significance, both structurally and thematically. The char@irlg presented by
Newley is not terrifying enough to drive Nell and her grandfather frondaonnor wicked
enough to represent the evils of a fallen world through which Nell must navigate.
Nevertheless, in the context of the adaptation, Quilp’s songs are appropriailyAfitm
with a charming rogue as the lead character would not contain scary sgimgghting the
villain’s malice, but rather, comical and charming numbers that undetsisacbarisma.

There is little left for Nell to do from a musical perspective given howhrhigwley
dominates the score. Her first song, “Happiness Pie,” is sung as a duet wittwiDiekes
and, in keeping with the family-oriented approach taken by the creative tegats the
musical off to a lively and cheerful start. Nell’s cheeriness is nteartme across as
infectious as she charms the cynical Swiveller, and there is somethhmgDisney princess
about her when she sings. Notably, the song depicts Nell as being optimistic tothad poi
naiveté:

When you're in a pickle and your world is upside down,

A big old frown hangs round the sun all day.

You try to wear a grin, to lift your chin.

But everything around you looks so gray.

But Mr. Swiveller, you can count on people if they can count on you,

Glue your faith on people and it sticks.

And when I'm in a dither, | give me time to say,

Don't get in a flivver, or a hobble or a bobble or a fix.

Take a little dab of hope, add a lucky bag of beans,
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Sprinkle some love into a shovel full of dreams.
Mix them all together in a song and you'll see why,
Life can be a recipe for happiness pie.

Lucky beans and dreams that fly,
These are the ingredients for happiness pie

This Nell is just a bit too cheerful, however, and, in keeping with the “Disraigic’ theme,
the number significantly simplifies her character and the world in whick)skes. The
original novel opens with Nell in a more precarious emotional state as the tancbr
frustrations relating to her grandfather’s strange behavior arengtestconsume her
entirely: “The child, in her confidence with Mrs. Quilp, had but feebly describeshitheess
and sorrow of her thoughts, or the heaviness of the cloud which overhung her home, and cast
dark shadows on its hearth. Besides that it was very difficult to impart to aoy pets
intimately acquainted with the life she led, an adequate sense of its glooonaliaess, a
constant fear of in some way committing or injuring the old man” (68). Furtherthere
world in which Nell exists is not a world of “lucky beans” and “happiness pie.”alt is
openly hostile and dark world prone to violent change; whereas the worst Nelirfabe
film’s opening number is someone jostling her as she dances down the street,'®ickens
original incarnation of the character is vulnerable to exploitation, abuse tistanead a
myriad of other dangers. The world of the novel ultimately proves to be a worlddh w
she cannot survive.

“Happiness Pie” is thus emblematic of the overly simplified presentédtidalks
character created by the lack of dramatic urgency in the film. Nelltiaggatong just fine
in this world, and the idea of her having to cope with the problems brought on by

industrialization or urbanization is dropped entirely. This ties in perfadthyNewley’'s
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harmless portrayal of Quilp. In a world where Quilp is a “charmer,” namgyatich an
environment is as easy as baking “happiness pie.”

Nell’s only other solo number, “Somewhere,” a song in which she conveys her love for her
grandfather, is noteworthy for its lack of specificity. It could lnegsby anyone who has any
sort of attachment to another person, and it is far less entertaining thamgNefiley
sings. Here it is useful to again contrast Badiiwer! with Newley’'sMr. Quilp. Though
Oliver is less entertaining from a musical standpoint than Fagin, who sirodshed most
engaging songs in the play, Bart keeps Oliver sympathetic and allurireyiog im
participate in several chorus numbers like “Consider Yourself,” “I'd Do Anythigd “Be
Back Soon.” Furthermore, the more somber songs sung by Oliver are diogcthcted to
his character—while Nell sings a ballad that could be sung by anyone, “Vgherea?”
contains thoughts and feelings that are specific to one particular childr Dwst. As
such, it is easier for the audience to identify with and understand Oliver. d&ibs are
confined to mere generalities such as optimism and love. There are no thougHisgy fee
presented in these songs that specifically seem to embody her characterth8seabbed
of any true power or sympathy, and she never seems as defined and distinctieetarcagr
Newley’s Quilp. Thus, the negative consequences of portraying Quilp in thisnpagtithe
score as well. The rascally Quilp presented by Newley detracts fréim dignificance both
dramatically and musically, and the binaries that Dickens creates invailsane discarded
for the sake of allowing an entertaining musical personality to let loosh&isma and
engage a family audience. While the overly simplified, family-frienddyowi of The Old
Curiosity Shoppresented iMr. Quilp stems from the revision of the titular character into a

roguish clown, the character who is hurt the most by these changes is Néf) fogrse
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without the hostile forces represented by Quilp, forces against which she mnstraer to
try and save herself and her grandfather, there is nothing significantreotory.

Consequentlyr. Quilp presents the viewer with little incentive to investigate the original
source; by the end of the film, there is even less incentive to do so. In addressing t
awkward conclusion to the film, one must again re@éller!, as the alternative endings to
the stage and film versions of Bart’'s musical reinforce the difficultieseatting an
appropriate ending to a family-style musical adaptation of Dickens irhvttncvillain has
been changed from an antagonist to a loveable rogue—Bart’s Fagin clearlyolaeserve
to be hanged. Nevertheless, Bart was unwilling to give the old man an entireyyemalopg
either. Creating a suitable ending Mr. Quilp is even more difficult, for Nell's death, the
element of the novel’s conclusion that everyone remembers, seems utterlghiadaita
family-friendly musical version of the novel. Furthermore, Quilp’s hordéath by
drowning, presented as the fitting punishment for his innumerable crimes in the news, se
far too excessive in the context of this adaptation—Newley’s Quilp is inddjiness evil
than his literary counterpart. Despite these incongruities, the scresswmitlude both of
these elements in their film adaptation: Quilp drowns while trying to eskapmotice, and
Nell dies just as the single gentleman and Kit arrive at the church. Nemberf these
outcomes seems fitting; as Fred Guida writes, “the ending of Mr. Quilp is dowarizkaery
unmusical” (109). It is certainly not appropriate in the context of this partiadigstation,
which, up until the last fifteen minutes, preserves a family-friendly andyosienblified
vision of Dickens'’s story.

In the novel, Nell dies after she has finally found peace in the countriysideyer, rather

than allow the heroine to live out her days in happiness outside of the urban setting which has
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caused her so much strife, Dickens has her die a tranquil death surrounded by those who ca
about her. Some critics contend that Nell’'s death is inevitable from the begirsithg, a
innocence which she represents is rapidly passing away around her, while/ietiveise
heroine’s demise as related to her inability to adapt to either her sexuaphegst, or to a
world that is becoming increasingly harsh and mechanized,; still others laledtle as a
mere sentimental convention employed by the author. While readers coaotdisagree
over the significance of her death, it is clear that before Nell dies tiasrbeen at least some
form of redemption: Nell's grandfather is briefly restored to sanity and cssigrawhen he
and his granddaughter begin their final days in the church town. While the death of her
grandfather immediately follows Nell's demise, there is no denying\talitwvas able to live
out her last days in peace. Unfortunately, the film provides no such inkling of redemption
surrounding Nell's relationship with her grandfather, nor does it assign anytihema
significance to Nell's death.

In the film adaptation, Nell begins to take ill after leaving Mrs. yarkemploy, and when
she is finally found by the single gentleman and Kit in the final scenes ofrthetfis too
late to save her. There is no sense of causality nor any dramatic sigeafiehind her
death; Quilp has not tormented Nell to the point where she is susceptible to dedtl, and t
nightmarish journey into Black Town has not taken place. Furthermore, the sonplis
depiction of Nell throughout the film means that it is futile to try and conneciemaise
with the urbanization of Britain, or the passing away of life’s simple pleasiiell is
straightforwardly presented as a twelve-year-old girl traveliitig ner grandfather, and the
fact that we cannot view her life (and death) thematically or allegtyridue to the

oversimplified vision of the flmmakers makes her end all the more shocking. vid\ak
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symbolically, as in the novel, is to partly shield oneself from the fact lledhas died far too
young; to actually see Nell, the twelve-year-old innocent, dying for reasgreeason is
appalling, particularly in the context of a family film. The final number &rttusical,
“Love has the Longest Memory,” is a mournful ballad sung by Kit to eulogiZe Methe
concluding shots, it is revealed that several years have passed and Kit is povpttetor
of the curiosity shop; he has even preserved Little Nell’s old room, settipdike a shrine
to the deceased girl. This is in direct contrast to the conclusion of the novel whkgh li
Nell's death and the subsequent destruction of the old shop together; Nell could not survive
in a changing world and the curiosity shop, filled with antiquities, is likewiseoyesl by
the violent hand of progress. Mr. Quilp, there is never any focus on the thematic
significance of Nell’s pilgrimage and its movement toward her eventuakderihus, the
casual depiction of her death comes across as a desperate attempintdaigrha to the
original novel. This morbid inclusion is completely at odds with the family-friendly
framework of the film; a young viewer is thus given even less incentivertaduhe source.
Quilp’s death is equally unnecessary and shocking, though the inclusion of Nell's death
seems to necessitate Quilp’s demise; as entertaining and likeable lay ideto leave Quilp
alive after killing off Little Nell would seem almost sacrilegious.eTurious thing about the
deaths of the two characters is how concerned the creative team seepresétliing some
sort of fidelity to the novel in the final scenes of the film. Meanwhile, the depiof these
characters, particularly Quilp himself, up to this point has been thorougfdithfulto the
original novel thanks to the “Disneyfied” approach take by the writers andatiretis
shift marks a complete alteration in the tone of the piece, and the familyahthsicwe have

watched up to this point becomes another film entirely. If Lionel Bart had éidexl! by
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sending Fagin to the gallows, it is doubtful that the piece would have attaifaestiitg
popularity, for the morbid fate of Bart’s rascally yet loveable version oftheacter would
have been inconsistent with his characterization of the old man up to that point. Ry Kkilli
off Nell and Quilp, the creative team behidd. Quilp breaks with their own approach to the
source material and creates a dark and depressing conclusion to what was sogdposed t
lighthearted family musical. One could of course argue that the fideliheafriters to the
original novel here is actually a positive quality of the adaptation in that it psepaung
readers for the tragic conclusion to the text—conversely, a young red&uivhis or her
Dickensian teeth o®@liver! would be shocked and appalled by some of the darker elements
of Twist. Nevertheless, the very term “adaptation” implies change, and givdre alhanges
that had already been made to the source material so as to facilitateithenfiasical
approach taken by the creative team beMmndQuilp, a modified conclusion that better fit
the tenets of this cheery, “Disneyfied” variation would have provided the fitmansense of
coherence which ultimately would have created a clearer incentive fariegahe source.
Before concluding this chapter, it is useful to analyze the depiction of anloénacter
who suffers as a result of the changes made to Quilp: Dick Swiveller. Thetiofipa
Newley’s Quilp on Swiveller is less obvious than his impact on Nell. Neverthdless
Swiveller had been made a more integral character to this adaptation, it ldeptheithe
creative team would have been able to avoid some of the problems which weaken the film
Swiveller has always been a popular Dickensian character, and G.K. Chesteztarennc
so far as to label him the noblest of all Dickens’s creations. Dickensyctaavla great deal
of potential in the character, for in the novel, Dick quickly evolves from a dissaluth

into one of the central heroes. Schlicke traces Swiveller's evolution in hig articl
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“Embracing the New Spirit of the Age,” and cites Dick’'s compassion foMduehioness as
a major turning point for the character: “Before he discovers Sally Brasssed maid-of-
all-work, Swiveller has encountered nothing to move him beyond affectation and
carelessness. But when she strongly rouses his curiosity, she also walensusly latent
moral sense” (26). Thus, Swiveller is one of the first characters in tkeri canon to
evolve. InThe Pickwick Paper®Oliver Twist andNicholas Nicklebythe heroes remain
good, the villains remain wicked, and there is virtually no crossover or progressien. |
largely the same iffhe Old Curiosity Shqpyet although the novel is characterized by a stark
polarization between good and evil, Swiveller is able to embody several olifdvades of
gray. Furthermore, though he spends most of the novel interacting with evilterasach
as Quilp, the Brasses, or Fred Trent, he never engages in any truly wicketidessdfs
Rather, Swiveller is able to charm both the heroes and villaiheeDIld Curiosity Shoand
winds up providing a healthy alternative to the two extremes represented bypd@uilp.
Whereas Nell and Quilp both perish, Swiveller lives and creates a truly hagipg éor
both himself and his beloved Marchioness. Lewis Horne cites the adaptabilitgetwte
characters as their means of surviving; it is the fact that they (unlikahQuilp) can
change that allows them to endure (505). Anthony O’Keefe also acknowledgesithis
“By the novel’s end, Dick has become the usefully realistic mean betweqyisQuédd
vitalism and Nell's enervated deathliness” (48). Swiveller is not onlyertaining
presence in the novel—he also plays an important part in the thematic arc of thé\gdey
Nell and Quilp operate in a polarized fairytale world, Swiveller is able to ambippily
and productively in a more realistic world, and his imagination and compassion, twesgualit

which link him directly to his creator, go on to help a great many charactdrgl(nte
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himself)—it is his kindness toward the Marchioness which leads to her saving hisdife
their working together to rescue Kit Nubbles. Whereas Nell seems doomedgit@lyas
watch the world around her die away, and Quilp is motivated to actively causemayi
destruction, Swiveller takes a combined approach by applying Nell's compaggh
actions and energy.

Another one of Swiveller’s defining traits is his connection with music, as hishsjgee
laden with allusions to songs and rhymes. This makes him such an engaging perbanality t
he even manages to charm some of the novel’'s most unlikable characters. Tiheusonst
Sally Brass comes to enjoy having him around, as his lively personalibtdirggthe
atmosphere of the law office: “It was on this lady, then, that Mr. Swivellet iouhgl|
freshness as something new and hitherto undreamed of, lighting up the officerapthafc
song and merriment” (270). His vernacular has a similar effect on the ldiaesisiand Mrs.
Nubbles, both of whom are in desperate need of some cheer. Dick’s allusions to songs are
extensive, and James T. Lightwood documents these referer@learlas Dickens and
Music Coupled with his quotes of familiar lyrics is Swiveller’'s entertainingmea of
expressing himself. His creative way of describing various situagigas him an almost
musical quality and much of his dialogue seems as though it might be sung instead of
spoken.

From the moment he is introduced, Swiveller's grandiose manner of speaking and
tendency to use metaphors and similes presents him in a musical light: “BuitsaichiVir.
Swiveller with a sigh, ‘what is the odds so long as the fire of soul is kindled at th@taper
conwiviality, and the wing of friendship never moults a feather! What is thesaodidsig as

the spirit is expanded by means of rosy wine, and the present moment is thepieiast loh
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our existence!”” (17). As Lightwood points out, however, it is not surprising that D&k ha
such an extensive knowledge of songs and music, as this quality should be “expected from
one who held the distinguished office of ‘Perpetual Grand Master of the Gloriousrapblle
(125). Not only is Swiveller quite knowledgeable regarding popular songs and raelddie

is also an early proponent of Victorian music-hall culture.

The Glorious Apollers, described by Dick as “a select convivial circle,” (1@3yisup of
friends who meet together for eating, drinking, and singing. Given Swivdil@dness for
song and fellowship, it is no surprise that he is a leading member of the group; wihen Fre
Trent gets annoyed with Dick, he angrily tells him that he “needn’t achientan here”

(17). The idea of Dick as the chairman of the group adds new dimensions to his musical
personality, for the chairman was an important figure in the culture of theentieteentury
music hall (see Chapter 5). As a form of entertainment, the music hall evolvethirem
singing and supper clubs. The format gradually became more centralizecgooghized
stage acts and performances, but the conviviality inherent in that formyigiabty
embodied by the character of Swiveller, remained the same. Paul Schlickéhadtsong
and supper clubs were ubiquitous in London during Dickens’s lifetime, and it is futilekto |
for a single one which might have served as a model for Swiveller'syoi®torious
Apollers” 173). Nevertheless, Schlicke admirably traces several posspleations for the
Glorious Apollers before determining that “Swiveller’s office as Peigdeébrand of the
Glorious Apollers...exists within a precise historical context, which carfyckaveral
aspects of his place withirhe Old Curiosity Shé“Glorious Apollers” 177). Swiveller's
songs and speeches are not merely elements of his own eccentric perdnnakier,

components of his “social role” (“Glorious Apollers” 177) as chairman and clulberem
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Given that Swiveller's defining traits were connected with the musidalrewdf his time
period, it is curious that the creative team belmdQuilp did not take advantage of the
opportunities provided by the presence of such a character in the creation ofa music
adaptation, particularly when music-hall culture proved essential tts Basion of Oliver!
Placing Swiveller at the center of the adaptation and utilizing the convenfitims music
hall through this character might have aided the writers and director in teenpatb
duplicate the success Oliver!

Though Swiveller is included in the film, the number of scenes featuring thetenasa
surprisingly small. Furthermore, this incarnation of Swiveller emphasrdgscertain
elements of the original character; actor David Hemmings plays up Dakassn and
laziness while downplaying his imagination, musicality, and conviviality. Ogéatrbe
tempted to blame Hemmings for this anemic version of Dickens’s colorfldatiearbut
Hemmings does his best with the material; furthermore, if blame is to bel itedbe rather
drab depiction of Swiveller, it should fall squarely on Michael Tuchner, the diyectdy to a
lesser extent, on Newley. Hemmings’s understated portrayal of Swirgellsed to
counterbalance Newley’s over-the-top portrayal of Quilp; since the caesattare many
scenes, it would be difficult for Hemmings to play up Swiveller's more outlandish
characteristics given that Newley was already excessivelylkeshbey Quilp’s
eccentricities. By allowing Newley to go overboard with his portrayal ofpQuilichner
necessitates the reining in of Swiveller. Had the director instructeteMé& tone down his
comic portrayal of Quilp, then a more lively and humorous version of Swiveller, one far

closer to his literary predecessor, would have been able to emerge. In additen, si
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Newley’s Quilp dominates the score, there is little opportunity for Swiviellshowcase his
musical personality.

Dick participates in three numbers in the film; two of these songs are duets atitethis
an ensemble number, which means he has no solo songs to himself. Furthermore, his role in
almost all of these songs downplays any inherently musical traits in ttaetgrain both
“Happiness Pie” and “When a Felon Needs a Friend,” he starts out as an auditor and is
gradually drawn into the number by the other singers. The idea of Dick Swivellerghaadin
invitation to join in singing seems ludicrous when one recalls the leading rol@shig¢rary
predecessor took in organizing the Glorious Apollers. “When a Felon Needs a Friend”
provides a particularly good example here, as Swiveller plays the stragtbrthe
clownish Quilp and Brass. Throughout the entire number, Quilp and the Brasses engage in
humorous refrains and melodies while an annoyed Swiveller tries to get his work digne. It
doubtful that Dickens’s Swiveller would ever choose work over music and play, but the
changes made to the charactelMin Quilp stem from the larger changes made to Quilp
himself. Since Quilp is the roguish musical clown, Swiveller must take on the stiaight
man.

Several interesting questions can be raised here about the opportunitiesdiesttibe
team missed regarding Swiveller's character; the idea of turning @tol@aicharming rascal
seems all the more ineffective when one considers that Swiveller himsedfingady cast in
that part by Dickens. Several of the numbers that Quilp sings seem like the ksodg®f
that Swiveller would sing given his convivial personality and fondness for music;Spowe
of Kings” and “When a Felon Needs a Friend” are both sung by Quilp, but the sentiments

conveyed in these numbers are reminiscent of Swiveller: “The Sport of Kengsiasizes
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the excitement of the racetrack, while “When a Felon Needs a Friend” hutyarbreicles
why the law is such an excellent choice of professions. The comical lyrics gagiren
melodies in both songs seem infinitely more suited for Swiveller than Quilp. In short
Swiveller seems a much better choice for the lead character in a nwessiah ofThe Old
Curiosity Shopparticularly given his ability to interact with both the heroic and villainous
characters from the novel. If the creative team had put Swiveller at tfr@fo@f the
adaptation and allowed Quilp to retain his malice and villainy, the film would have be
helped immeasurably: not only would Nell's story have retained its thenguifichnce, but
there would have been a greater sense of drama and conflict in the adapispite of its
family-friendly tone. The simplified approach that the flmmakers used wihegstiag the
source material into a musical, specifically, the reduction of Quilp to anhrjgker,
detracts completely from Nell's storyline and likewise reduces Skeiviel the thankless role
of straight man opposite Newley’s clown. Whereas most scholars have pointed out
Swiveller’s importance to the original novel by citing his happy ending in &sirio the
ends met by Quilp and Nell, the film eliminates these matters by dropping w8 and
the Marchioness from the last half hour of the movie. Though this omission is disappointing
it makes sense in the context of the adaptation. Swiveller cannot offer aataleeto the
pure goodness of Nell nor the pure malevolence of Quilp when both of these qualities have
been eliminated from the characters completely.

BothOliver TwistandThe Old Curiosity Shoare representative works from Dickens’s
early period, though these two novels are somewhat darker than either of thetivespe
predecessors: the violent urban terrain of Fagin’s den is far removed &onethy

countryside of Mr. Pickwick, while Nell's ultimate fate stands in sharp csintinethe fate of
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Nicholas Nickleby and his friend©liver TwistandThe Old Curiosity Shogre also similar

in their dichotomized presentation of good and evil; both novels feature purely innocent child
protagonists who maintain their goodness in the face of an evil villain and a cagrupti

world. Furthermore, both novels display the picaresque qualities of Dickens’§ictaoty

which, as mentioned, prove conducive to musical adaptation because of the episoglic natur
of the story. Nevertheless, the modifications to the central villain that worklsow

Oliver! cause irreparable damageTine Old Curiosity ShopNewley’s charming and

humorous take on Quilp weakens the significance of characters like Nell and DiekI&wi
while simultaneously oversimplifying the themes and motifs of Dickenggnatitext. The
approach taken by the producers of the film when marketing the movie to family@sgdien
provides an excellent example of what it means to “Disneyfy” Dickens, thouglatke

ending to the film negates the “Disneyfied” approach entirely and contrilouties tonfused

and awkward tenor of the adaptation. ThoMghQuilp has been ignored by Dickensians

and forgotten by audiences, it remains an intriguing if flawed version of onelari3is

less frequently adapted novels, particularly from the standpoint of the dergegraphic—

the film was clearly intended for children. Unfortunately, Newley ultatygorovides little

reason for young people to try reading the novel.
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SECTION IV
Narrative

As discussed in the Overture, the theatricality of Dickens’s novels seamiécate a
desire on the part of the author to connect with his audience in a more direct way. One of
Dickens’s most effective tools in this regard was the omniscient, thirdfpaesrative voice
that he employed in many of his novels. Many of Dickens’s narrators possass dis
personalities, including the harried editor who is assembledPickwick Papers, the
sardonic social critic who narrat@iver Twist, or the wistful storyteller who recoums
Tale of Two Cities. Like many of his most memorable characters, these narrators seem to be
manifestations of Dickens himself, and given that they are responsibldifay tlee stories
that he has written, the correlation between creator and fictional cresaggan stronger.

In keeping with the subject of theatricality, the use of vivacious narrditmred Dickens
to take on yet another exciting role while serializing his novels. AnnyrSadites that
“Dickens wants his narrator to be present, almost visible and tangible, to come dowtlhon ear
and, occasionally, like the ancient gods, assume a human shape....He also wantsehim t
recognized as a character in his own right, even when anonymous and disembodied—which
he is in most novels—and to be everywhere recognizable as the authentic and unique
performer of the Dickens text” (emphasis addéstpectations 181). While the entertaining
gualities of many of Dickens’s narrators are undeniable, the overt presdheenafrative
voice in many of Dickens’s novels complicates the process of adaptingmbesefor the

stage or screen.



In a film or television serial, a voice-over could be used to inject narratinementary at
key moments in the story, but given the narrator's anonymity in many of Dickensis,rove
bodiless, unidentifiable voice could be disruptive. Simultaneously, it would be unfeasible
include voice-over commentary throughout the entire film; thus, duplicating the mbnsta
presence of the narrator’s voice would prove impossible. Another technique utjlized b
several early filmmakers, including David Lean, was to superimpose kext fiomm the
actual novel over various transitional shots in the film. Once again, the possibfliies
approach were limited—even a silent film adaptation of Dickens could not incorporate
enough of the narrator’s textual commentary to fully duplicate the narrative asi
presented in the novel. Some of the humor and vitality of Dickens is thus autom&istall
in the adaptation process due to the inability of flmmakers to seamlessly intcernhara
narrator and his commentary into this form of entertainment.

This issue of narrative voice in musical adaptations of Dickens is complicatieel \ogry
fact that music is the central means of telling the story: songs andtoatheslerscoring
both serve to move the narrative forward, and likewise, to provide insight into what the
characters are thinking and feeling. When a character sings solo, tlzatehtsmporarily
takes full control of the narrative as he or she uses music to reveal theafdpghsr her
feelings. Thus, musicals often feature multiple “narrators” even whesmectific character
is designated as the central storyteller. The various soloists shapéetbéraconteur, while
the orchestra, through its use of underscoring and incidental music, provides an overriding
narrative “voice,” even though that voice does not employ spoken words.

Part of the success enjoyed@iyver! (1960) is attributable to Lionel Bart’'s determination

to explore a wide variety of musical voices in this adaptation. No two charsicigmsxactly
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the same types of songs, and the different types of solo music employed byahe var
characters, including Nancy and Oliver’s pop idiom, Fagin’s Yiddish melodieshand t
Dodger’'s Cockney/music-hall style, help to create a diverse musitative. This is
attained at the sacrifice of some of Dickens’s social commentary asrspykhe narrator of
the original text. Given the even division of the musical score between the various
characters, only the orchestra itself comes close to attaining thdesahef omniscience as
the original Dickensian narrator, and the orchestra’s “commentary” emplogi€al notes,
not words. Though the orchestra can help set the tone for the scenes beingdooestage,
it cannot fully duplicate the sardonic narrative voice of Dickens'’s storytelle

The situation becomes even more complicated when one considers Dicksperéion
narratives. In this context, the presence of the narrative voice is fundamehéairteaning
of the work, for the narrator is no longer anonymous. Rather, the voice that the protagonist
utilizes while reflecting on his or her own life story helps to underscore the bdcamgn
motif that is so essential to these works. The reader watches the chaaasigon from a
vulnerable, fallible protagonist who often has little control over his or her ibevimio a
conscientious and insightful narrator who has complete control over the represesfthis
or her life story. Incorporating a first-person narrator into a musical atdapts
challenging, for although this character could conceivably sing sewaigs & his or her
capacity as storyteller, he or she could not sing the entire musical score.

Two of Dickens’s most popular workBavid Copperfield andGreat Expectations, feature
first-person narrators: David and Pip recount their own life stories. Numeroususical
adaptations of these two novels have grappled with the issue of how to depict the hero’s

transition into the role of narrator despite the fact that doing so seems dependend) @n usi
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textual medium as opposed to a visual or auditory one. A reader can trace the sub#ie nuanc
employed by Dickens as he chronicles the protagonists’ journeys frphedsziess to
empowerment. Furthermore, the novel allows for a juxtapositioning of theeditffer
incarnations and voices of the characters, as David and Pip can look back at their younge
selves from an adult perspective while simultaneously stepping back into tbegseo$
their childhood selves and writing from the viewpoint of the vulnerable adalesce

This idea of merging voices is noteworthy in the context of musical thestause the
conventions of the musical allow for a literal merging of voices through song. Thus, the
possibility exists for combining the voices of two different incarnationsitkensian first-
person narrator: two actors playing David or Pip, one the narrator, the other the prgtagonis
could theoretically sing together. However, despite the fact thaOanid Copperfield and
Great Expectations have been adapted into musicals, no version of these two works has fully
explored the potential for such a merger. The 1981 muSapgderfield eliminates David’'s
narration, while a 1975 musical adaptatiorGoéat Expectations does not feature any duets
between the different incarnations of Pip. Unfortunately, David and Pip are definetl in pa
by their roles as narrators, and to limit these roles restricts theicagieé of their stories.

This chapter will explore the trend of musical composers to simply rely andhestra as
a narrative device as opposed to lyrically combining Dickens’s narrative piths
orchestral music. In the case@pperfield andGreat Expectations, the lack of
experimentation regarding the musical possibilities of the narratorg’swesults in a less
intimate understanding of the two lead characters. Though the David andd@iptpden
these adaptations are capable of using music to express their feelings|utiereof the

characters’ narrative voices is limited because of the composelitiamalist approaches.
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Chapter 7
Sing Me a Story — Setting Pip and David’s Voices to Music

David CopperfieldandGreat Expectationare consistently ranked as two of Dickens’s
finest novels. Along witlBleak Housgthese two works are usually set in competition for
the designation of Dickens’s magnum opus. Interestingly, all three of these utizdsa
first-person narrator, though the narrativd8teak Houses famously divided between Esther
Summerson and the anonymous third-person narrator. It is somewhat surprisimgsinat t
first-person Dickensian novels should be ranked so highly given that Dickensanauaé
extensive use of one of the definitive conventions of the Victorian novel throughout his
career: the omniscient, third-person voice. This type of narration dominatgohias
works; as intimated in the Sadrin quote presented in the introduction to this secttbirdthe
person omniscient voice allowed Dickens to transition from the distancing rolehof émt
the more intimate role of storyteller, largely through the personable rzatdrgarrulousness
of his narrators. The extroverted, comical, melodramatic, and socially eotisas
personalities of many of Dickens’ narrators have helped to charadiecizens’s overall
writing style while simultaneously characterizing Dickens himse#rt extent—though
linking the voices of Dickens’s narrators directly to the author in terms of ms/oige and
personality is impractical, it is certainly fair to say that takinghenrole of narrator was an
especially personalized act for Dickens given that it allowed him teessitiis readership.
Indeed, one could argue that it was only through his dramatic readings thathibreveas

able to establish an even more direct connection with his public. Here, Dickerierady |



allowed to step into the role of storyteller as he read aloud from his novels, though the
transition could not have been particularly difficult given the links that weradglngresent
between the author and his narrators. While the narra@livar Twistis not Dickens per
se, he embodies many of the traits that continue to define the reading publicgamtiag
of Dickens in terms of his ostentation, humor, theatricality, social vision, anchseisiity.

In the case of Dickens’s first-person narrators, the situation is maratdels the author
must write from the perspectives of his lead characters as opposed to sappigginto the
role of narrator. Though Dickens’s first-person novels are widely aoethiseveral critics
have noted that there are moments in the story where the author seems to usurpotne pos
of these first-person storytellers—that is, rather than letting PipdDand Esther tell their
stories in their own ways, he transforms them into Dickensian narrators wissegities
diverge from the personalities of the characters themselves to a cetéait eSadrin notes
that there are scenesBifeak Housevhere Esther seems to recede into the background even
as she is telling the story, for the narrator’s descriptiveness and sénsaafseem a bit too
Dickensian for the shy heroine: “Clearly, someone has trespassed on tmwytani no
Dickens reader can fail to identify the naughty intrudexXdectationd.85). Robert Garis
likewise asserts that Dickens usurps the narrative from Ripaat Expectationausing Pip
solely as a “theatrical mask which he manipulates with the utmost dextbety it is
needed....Who has ever ‘believed’ that the famous comic set-pieces—Trabb’s bny or M
Wopsle’sHamlet—were the work of a man named Philip Pirrip called Pip?” (191). The
same argument could obviously be raised regarding David’s narration, though the
biographical bond between author and character, along with the fact that David is a

professional novelist himself and thus accustomed to writing from the perspecivieird-
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person narrator, adds another complicated degree to such assertions. In spkens ®i
occasional tendency to step on the toes of these first-person narrators, Papigeniar
heavily shaped by his overarching feelings of guilt and frustration, Estrarative
epitomizes her shy compassion, and David’s narrative reflects his constmggiesto
discover the proper balance between firmness and love. Furthermore, it is uclddista
that the characters should display some inklings of Dickens’s own narrativigiee given
that Pip, Esther, and David are all manifestations of Dickens.

Out of these three first-person narrators, and perhaps, out of all of Dickeasisns, Pip
and David are often cited as being the characters with the most dineetction to Dickens
himself, though the optimism of David’s narration contradicts the more pessinastative
created by Pip. The ten-year gap between the two novels casts soroe lightdisparity
here, aPavid Copperfieldserialized between 1849 and 1850, was written in the period
before Dickens faced the numerous hardships of the 1850s, including the collapse of his
marriage in 1858 and the scandal which followed. Paul Schlicke noté&3aidt
Copperfieldwas clearly an important precursordrpectationsbut likewise that
“Copperfieldtouches more closely on actual events of Dickens’s life, [wiitejt
Expectations.is the more intimate spiritual autobiograph@xford262). Like Dickens, Pip
faces a great many setbacks along his journey, but he endures and managjes to att
satisfaction, if not unmitigated joy.

The fact thaGreat ExpectationandDavid Copperfielchave proven popular sources for
adaptation is somewhat surprising given that the first-person narratitfes rmfvels instantly
complicate the adaptation process. For certain, nearly all of Dickens’s pogsént

challenges to adaptors because of the overt personalities of his Emy&ilen the third-
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person novels lik&wistpose narrative problems, as the personality of the storyteller helps to
shape the social satire of the novel. Nevertheless, adapting the third4pevetsfor film

and stage is clearly less challenging than adapting the first-persds siowply because the
voice of the narrator is less essential to the meaning of the work. Whilengntiitg

narrator's commentary from adaptationsi@fistmay reduce some of the satirical humor of
the story, a creative director or writer can find alternatives to compedosalées omission.
Such substitutions are far more difficult to achieve in adaptatioBsez{t Expectationand
David Copperfieldoecause of the centrality of the narrators’ voices to the foundation of the
texts. Both of these bildungsromans deal with the moral growth of the two heroeg as th
struggle against adversity before finally attaining happiness, or, indipés contentment.

As such, Dickens’s use of a first-person narrator in both texts allows the mesdiestght

into the development of these characters.

The contrasts between Pip and David: vulnerable orphan heroes, and Pip and David:
autobiographers, provide an interesting lens through which to examine these tvay novel
particularly in the context of Gerard Genette’s arguments on the relationshigebehe
first-person narrator and the representation of his or her younger selfallyypia
bildungsroman narrated in the first-person voice, “we...expect to see the ndvratoyds
hero to the point where the narrator awaits him, in order that these two hypostdges mig
meet and finally merge” (226). Though Genette claims that some criticsnopkfisthe
relationship between hero and narrator, he agrees that there is usually sunretpeitext
where the hero has, through experience and understanding, developed into a person capable
of taking on the role of the storyteller. This development leads to an interestipgticn

on the part of the protagonist as he or she eventually overtakes the narrator: fatoe’'sar
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last sentence is when—is that—the hero finally reaches his first” (227). t&adatantly
insists that the two separate versions of the single fictional character workdbgether to
tell the story, as it is inconceivable for them to both reach the “end” smeolisly. The
autobiographical nature of the novel means that the narrative is presentqubotitvely; the
narrator’s “narrative time” can commence only after the hero’s “storg’thas concluded.
In the final chapters dbavid CopperfieldandGreat Expectationsdoth David and Pip drop
hints regarding the passage of time, though the reader is not exacily cstthow many
years have passed since the commencement of the story, nor how long the authaerhave b
working on their memoirs. Nevertheless, it is apparent that their “nag’abiage
commenced only after their “stories” have concluded: David, by marAgngs and having
a large and happy family of his own, has seemingly attained the balahas heen
searching for, while Pip, having reunited with Estella, has attained thiasciabis of
knowing that she now understands what his heart “used to be” (359), whether they part
forever as in the original ending or become a couple as in the revised versiorRiBartial
David have attained the insight necessary to transition from unknowing hero tpeetncs
narrator. In both cases, the characters have achieved a level of authority iowsvrihe
minds and hearts that allows them to transition to the empowering role oéb¢orydavid
is no longer reeling from the loss of Dora, nor is he perplexed by the two extreme
represented by Mr. Micawber and Mr. Murdstone. Pip is no longer a puppet for Miss
Havisham, nor is he deluded by the false promises of his now lost expectations.

The journey from hero to narrator is thus one of empowerment, particularly since both
characters are introduced as being virtually helpless. The young Béwds mistreated by

the Murdstones and confined to destructive environments such as Salem House and
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Murdstone and Grinby’s, has little control over his own destiny. The young Pip, who is
abused by Mrs. Joe, manipulated by Miss Havisham, and ridiculed by Estella, ig equall
vulnerable. The authority necessary to tell their own stories stems ingoaitihe authority
they are able to attain by gaining control over their own lives. As such, riag¢iveavoices
of the two characters are central to the very fabric of the novels—Pip and Djaudieys
can only be fully appreciated through the reader’s ability to trace tispecgve evolutions
from heroes to narrators.

This immediately complicates the process of adapting these two novels intftootiseof
entertainment. Only the original textual medium, which allows the firsbperarrator to
retrace and reflect on his life story, can fully display the symbiotatiogiship between
hero/protagonist and narrator/protagonist through the constant presence of thertharact
narrative voice. The fact that narrative authority emerges from ceagathority in the
final chapters of both novels makes it clear that both the bildungsromans and the
autobiographical narratives are essential to the meanings of the two works.

Though several film and stage version®aVid CopperfielcandGreat Expectationsy
to integrate some of David and Pip’s narrations through the use of voice-over, nmest of t
characters’ autobiographies are forfeited in live-action adaptations—+msaiaums cannot
convey the incremental development of the characters’ narrative authohieysarne way
that it is presented in the texts through the constant presence of the heroes’Wideghe
viewer can still appreciate their journeys from the naiveté of childhood tontterstanding
of adulthood, the true scope of their maturations is imperfect without the pre$éneie o
narrative voices. Consequently, in film versions, the intimacy between tla¢onamd the

reader is lost.
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Two musical stage adaptations of the novel have complicated the question of whether o
not an adaptor can successfully incorporate both incarnations of David and Pip into his or he
particular version of the text. Just as first-person novels can be divided intdfevendi
time continuums, story time (the time in which the storyteller wasatiim part of the hero
and experiencing all the adventures being recounted) and narrative timméhe which
the storyteller, now no longer the hero but the narrator, recounts his story), mascaso
divided into two different continuums: libretto time (the spoken element) amdilyre (the
musical element). When a character sings solo onstage, it is akin to a narrative tangent in
literature, as the story is briefly halted so that music can take over andg ¢baughts or
feelings. The idea of an autobiographical, first-person storytelileusssomewhat difficult
to capture onstage given the fact that a musical often involves multiple vearrati
viewpoints—in most musicals, many different characters sing solo numbgis alows for
a wide variety of voices to dictate the shape of the stor@lirer! (1960), Oliver, Nancy,
the Dodger, Fagin, and Sikes all briefly take control of the narrative when tigetheir solo
numbers, and the idioms and melodies employed by the different charactetshefiec
personalities. While the ability of a character in a musical to sing sdermisethe
opportunity for a more engaging form of narration than voice-over, there aresiéewi
numerous difficulties involved in trying to present a first-person narrator ircahdiseater.

In his book on writing for musical theater, Allen Cohen points out that dramatic wodks, s
as films or other plays, are usually better sources for musical adagtsin non-dramatic
works like novels because, “in literary fiction....much of what the main chasacter
experience is internal—psychological and emotional—which makes it exyrdiffecult to

translate into theatrical terms. Some internal monologues, of course, candbetéd into

! McMillin addresses this theory in depthThe Musical as Drama.
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solo songs, but to have more than a couple of them in a show would create monotony” (52).
Here, Cohen underscores the difficulties faced by writers in adapting tikedlsavid
CopperfieldandGreat Expectationfor the musical stage, as the first-person narratives

create a heavy degree of internalization within the novel even as the disaasetengaged

in dynamic, externalized adventures. The reflective tone of David and Pipgsives

creates the pitfall of “monotony” that Cohen warns of in his text. Simegdland Pip are at

the center of their respective novels, incorporating their narrative voi@ssrtteat most of

the songs would have to revolve around what the two of them are thinking and feeling, and
yet, it is impossible to have them sing the entire score.

The 1981 musical adaptation@dvid Copperfieldsimply calledCopperfieldand a 1975
musical adaptation dbreat Expectationare both affected by these limitations, though the
composers and librettists behind both adaptations find different ways of trying to ogercom
the difficulties posed by the first-person narratives presented in the sodosgddirschhorn
and Al Kasha, the songwriting team beh@apperfield choose the most obvious solution to
the narrative problem posed by the original novel: they eliminate David'sgolareator
entirely. Though two different incarnations of the character are presarttezishow, the
young David who must deal with the death of his mother and the tyranny of the Murdstones,
and the older David who must overcome Uriah Heep and arrive at some conclusiomgegardi
his feelings for Dora and Agnes, there is never any attempt to link the twgkthan
overarching narrative voice. Rather, both versions of the character are prosag®nist
opposed to a protagonist/narrator combination. Omitting the role of David, the narrator,
weakens the significance of the story, for his reflections regarding his@vetopment are

essential to the bildungsroman as written by Dickens. Cyril Ornadel ancdhbl@le, the
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composer and librettist for the 1975 musical adaptatidbreét Expectationgresent a
more experimental approach to the incorporation of Pip’s narrative. @sgperfield the
protagonist is divided into two separate characters: Young Pip and AduR&iper than
eliminate the character’s role as narrator, the creative team isghadis of Pip’s narrative
throughout the adaptation, as the older Pip provides narrative commentary duriadythe e
scenes in the musical while he watches his younger self interact with dogod, Miss
Havisham, and Estella. Pip also occasionally sings solo in his role as naneaonaking
the audience privy to his thoughts and feelings. Nevertheless, Ornadel and Stearper
unable to duplicate the effect of Pip’s narration from the original novel due iropghd t
medium in which they are working. While two incarnations of Pip are presentedeyribtag
adaptation never captures the sense of symbiosis between Pip the protagonistrend Pip t
narrator, as the two incarnations of the character never actually sing togaththermore,
by allowing other characters to sing solo while Pip is not onstage, Ornadel apdrShar
reduce the character’s narrative authority. An analysis of these twoatsusiclerscores the
difficulties of translating the narratives of Dickens’s novels into otheliaméhough the
conservative approach taken by the two creative teams prevented a truetiexpbdrthe
narrative potential that exists within music. Had these two teams begywoltake greater
musical risks, they might have been able to come up with some truly innovative ways of
layering the two incarnations of Dickens’s characters—protagonists adons
musically.

Joel Hirschhorn and Al Kasha®pperfieldran for just thirteen performances on
Broadway in 1981. Producers had been hoping to create th®Inext, but Copperfield

never even came close to match@igver!’s popularity. Between the poor reviews it
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received from New York theater critics, and the fact that the 1980s would prove elalgspe
difficult decade for many shows to find success on Broadway in spite of {@psebecause
of) the mega-musical trend that began to dominate, it is not surprisingdapgpérfield

closed so suddenly after its debut. Like all adaptors of Dickens, Hirschhorn and&Gesha
the challenge of condensing the author’s epic stories to manageable proportions—a
particularly difficult task in this case sinBavid Copperfields one of the longest works in
the Dickens canon. Nevertheless, even thddigrer Twistis significantly shorter than

David CopperfieldLionel Bart had to go about condensing this novel as well when adapting
it for the stage. One of the most effective elements of Bart’s approach tasthisas his
focus on a central theme: Oliver’s search for love. Hirschhorn and Kasha'syralifeate
a similar thematic focus through the preservation of David’s narrative voice undigubte
weakens the overall meaning of the story.

The early chapters @favid Copperfieldare driven by the idea of a paradise that is lost, or
rather, forcefully obliterated. The moment that the Murdstones enter Daveq’Bisfidyllic
childhood in Blunderstone is shattered. As he is abused and degraded by his stepfather, the
reader begins to comprehend that David’s life will never be the same agairf, lexés able
to escape the Murdstones. David himself is keenly aware of this fact, and throbghout t
entire novel, there is a sense that David will forever be haunted by the memoogiidaal.

Of course, losing this ideal is what allows the hero to try and come to a ecledezstanding
of his place in the world, and the main theme of Dickens’s text is undoubtedly centered on
David’s struggle to understand his own heart. Gwendolyn B. Needham writes that “the
theme of the undisciplined heatrt [is] implicit from the beginning” (47), even thoughat is

explicitly discussed until Annie Strong’s “confession” scene late in the nddahy of the
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characters in the novel can be divided into two or three categories: those who have
disciplined their hearts, those who remain undisciplined, and those who, like David, are
trying to find the proper balance. David is clearly an emotional charaotéhis narrative is
shaped heavily by his feelings, whether it is his aversion toward the Murdstanes, hi
admiration of his aunt, his heartbreak at Steerforth’s betrayal, and his loveHd@drat and
Agnes. His emotionalism makes him admirable and sympathetic, but sinoulsne
vulnerable, as it leaves him open to the abuses of the Murdstones, and later, to the
manipulations of Steerforth whom he unthinkingly places on a pedestal. Indeed, the negative
results of acting with an undisciplined heart are repeatedly emphasizedtbuibtite novel.
Graham Storey writes that “this theme is central to the structure of the fioleks David’'s
mother and her disastrous remarriage; Annie Strong’s sufferings froeathgrinfatuation
for the ignoble Jack Maldon; Betsey Trotwood'’s fears from her mysterious)lesst
husband; above all, David’s uncritical worship of Steerforth, which leads to Emily’s
seduction and the end of the Peggottys’s happiness” (44). Consequently, David’s eventual
desire to discipline his own heart is understandable—doing so will leave him les® open t
exploitation and allow him to move forward with his life in a positive direction. thiss
lack of discipline that spells certain doom for two women that David loves: his mGthea
Copperfield, and his first wife, Dora Spenlow. Clara’s openheartedness iptadedly in
the power of the people who will ultimately destroy her, while Dora’s lacksofaline is
similarly problematic in that she is unable to cope with the pressures brought anrlagm
David’s efforts to discipline his heart often produce favorable results. Needitas that
it is only by disciplining his heart that David comes to understand Steerfontlit's &ad

Traddles’s merits—as a schoolboy, and later, as a young man, he mistakerdythe
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former over the latter despite the fact that Traddles was always thespenpanion (53).
Similarly, it is by disciplining his heart that David comes to understand itieatrole that
Agnes has played in his life along with her love for him, which in turn allows him to
acknowledge his own feelings for her. Nevertheless, the reader alwajyasdmenly aware
of the fact that David’s desire to discipline his heart places him on a sligipes;, as that
same discipline could evolve into the caustic firmness that defines the pdissiodlihe
Murdstones.

James R. Kincaid wholly rejects the necessity of David having to disciplihedris and
ultimately labels his attempts to do so as destructive: “It has struck mea@ahgrs that this is a
terribly reductive formula for a humane and responsive existence, thatiggssh, escapist,
ugly, and narrow, that it denies the values that count—those of Dora, the MicaavizErgr.
Dick—and that this ‘disciplining’ is partly a euphemism for desensitizegifying,
sentimentalizing” (164). While it is obvious that some of David’s setbacksaased by his
emotional openness, Kincaid notes that the protagonist’s attempts to gain control of his
emotions create different types of problems—in several instances, Da\sdigifyaseems
partially attributable to his determination to discipline himself, while wnglised
characters, such as Mr. Micawber and Mr. Dick, are active and proactints agho manage
to accomplish a great deal of gcdodincaid ultimately asserts that the pervasive sense of
melancholy that haunf@avid Copperfields not only attributable to the lead character’s lost

childhood, but simultaneously to his “pathetically ironic drift towards Murdstonean

2 Kinkaid includes Traddles and Mr. Peggotty in gsessment, though the assertion that these awaaters
are “undisciplined” seems open to question, asdlesdshows a great deal of discipline in his patien
relationship with Sophy, while Mr. Peggotty’s deweotto Em’ly is likewise indicative of steadfastsesven if
it is a steadfastness governed by powerful emations
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firmness” (166). Though everything seems to work out very well for David in the end
Kincaid and other critics have asserted that the hero’s happy ending is.tainted

The fact that critics continue to debate the necessity of David’s journeyltdiseaipline
reinforces the importance of this subject to the very fabric of the novel. Deplusng
struggle in live-action adaptations of the story is difficult, however, focohstant presence
of the narrator’s voice—David’s voice—is essential to understanding thisatoriflavid’s
own reflections provide many details regarding the contrast between bhuedstfirmness
and Micawber-esque absurdity. Furthermore, David’s self-assessmeststlais issue are
likewise revealing, particularly in the chapters that focus on his marondgera:

“The first mistaken impulse of an undisciplined heart.” Those words of Mrs. Strong
were constantly recurring to me, at this time; were almost alwagepirto my mind. |
awoke with them, often, in the night; | remember to have even read them, in dreams,
inscribed upon the walls of houses. For | knew, now, that my own heart was undisciplined
when it first loved Dora; and that if it had been disciplined, it never could have felt, wh
we were married, what it had felt in its secret experience.

“There can be no disparity in marriage, like unsuitability of mind and purpose.” Those
words | remembered too. | had endeavoured to adapt Dora to myself, and found it
impracticable. It remained for me to adapt myself to Dora; to share withhia | could,
and be happy; to bear on my own shoulders what | must, and be happy still. This was the
discipline to which I tried to bring my heart, when | began to think. (788-789)
While a stage or film version of the story can certainly capture the humoustrafions of
this relationship, David’s narrative commentary can only be preserved thvoigg-over, a
technique which must be used sparingly. As such, the depth of David’s reflections on the
state of his marriage, and likewise, the state of his own heart, are lost.
Whereas a film must rely on plodding voice-over, the musical genre opens up various

possibilities for a more dynamic incorporation of David’s role as narratorasical can

utilize engaging songs and melodies to convey the subtle, interior elemergidE3tory.
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In Copperfield however, Kasha and Hirschhorn decide not to explore these possibilities and
take a simplistic approach to David’s story and the musical potential contaitéal itvi

Kasha and Hirschhorn eliminate David’s role as narrator altogether eatsihajt will be
discussed in detail later in the chapter. Though the complete excision of thv@aome
is a questionable choice, the conventions of the musical genre still grant the ®ve writ
various opportunities to reveal David’s inner struggles to the audience through song. As
mentioned, when a character sings solo in a musical, he or she effectivelguaktse
narrative for that portion of the show. Thus, solo numbers sung by David could effectively
capture the essence of his narrative reflections by making the viewet@liis thoughts,
even if he is not consciously (and retrospectively) telling his story asaara
Surprisingly, the writers do not take advantage of this opportunity, and the musical
breakdown of the score reveals several curious choices on the part of thve ¢eza.
Table 7.1 features a short overview of the musical numbé&spperfield detailing which
songs are sung by which characters throughout the adaptation. What is mostgelealt
this breakdown is the fact that David only sings solo twice: once as a child, antanecas
an adult. Thus, there is only one real opportunity for Kasha and Hirschhorn to convey
David's reflections on the state of his own heart—in the novel, such reflections are
constantly placed within the grasp of the reader. David’s two solo humberstelyima
provide little insight into his conflicts regarding firmness and love, as tiek Bavid cannot
ruminate on the struggle to find a balance between the two because he has not yet
experienced enough of life to understand the contrast. Thus, “Anyone” is preseriedssole
a manifestation of the child’s pleas for compassion: “Is there anyoyet&rto guide me?/Is

there anyone/Willing to stand beside me?/Is there just one heart/| canthe@fmthere
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anyone who won’t turn me away?/Who is waiting to say/l want you to staydrexef”

(1.7.33)° The sentimental pathos here is understandable, as a number sung by the abused
and vulnerable Young David should place its central emphasis on this kind of raw
emotionalism given the boy’s many troubles. However, “With the One | Love¢hvigi

sung by the adult David, is equally steeped in pathos as it is sung immediateiynigl!

Dora’s death and revolves around David'’s reflections regarding the loss ofdviedel
“child-wife”: “Now that | can buy her flowers/Give her lace and pink @nffNow that | can

buy her diamonds/She’s not here—she’s gone” (2-7-30A). Despite the fact thdth2avi

now grown up, he is still defined by pure emotionalism as opposed to inner conflict or
cogitation. Rather than present the more cerebral topic of David’s effdrésaioce emotion

with control, Kasha and Hirschhorn opt to focus solely on the demonstrative elements of the
character’s personality—there is little reflection or rumination inglseéo numbers, and

David comes across simply as a sentimental young man as opposed to a conscientious and
thoughtful individual trying to uncover the truths of the human heart. While it is clearly
difficult to capture the subtle nuances of Dickens’s characterization of thedspecially

with the absence of the character’s narrative voice, the musical posshiihierent in this
characterization clearly could have been explored in greater depth by the sirders.

Although it would be impossible for David to sing every song in the play as a solatergre
number of solo songs would open up opportunities for Kasha and Hirschhorn to incorporate
more of David’s inner struggles into the adaptation, and thus, to include more of Dickens’s

very human portrait of the lead character into the play. Though the central thérae of

% Many critics condemned this song as being derieatf Oliver!’s “Where is Love?”, and Kasha himself later
stated that, in retrospect, “it's a little too @a® ‘Where is Love?'...the emotion is the same.”
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original novel centers on David’s inner conflicts, that theme is virtually netesiin the
show.

Table 7.1 Musical Breakdown ofCopperfield

Song Main Performer
1 | I Don’'t Want a Boy Betsey, Peggotty, Chorus
2 | Mama, Don't Get Married Young David, Clara, Peggotty
3 | Copperfield Young David, Quinion, Chorus
4 | Something Will Turn Up Mr. Micawber, Young David, Chorus
5 | Anyone Young David
6 | Here's a Book Betsey, Mr. Dick, Young David
7 | Here’s a Book (reprise) Betsey, Mr. Dick, David
8 | Umble Uriah Heep and Mrs. Heep
9 | Circle Waltz David, Dora, Agnes, Chorus
10 | Up the Ladder Uriah Heep and Mr. Micawber
11 | | Wish He Knew Agnes
12 | The Lights of London David, Dora, Chorus
13 | Umble (reprise) Uriah Heep
14 | Something Will Turn Up (reprise) Mr. Micawber, David
15 | Villainy is the Matter Uriah Heep, Mr. Micawber, David
16 | With The One | Love David
17 | Something Will Turn Up (reprise) Mr. Micawber, Chorus
18 | Anyone (reprise) David and Agnes

Unsurprisingly, Hirschhorn and Kasha thus choose to provide their musicakithaarof
David with especially easy solutions to all of his problems. In the novel, the tensions
regarding the disciplining of David’s heart are epitomized by his reldiinsvith Dora and
Agnes. As the above quote from the novel reveals, David’s loving yet frustriasing f
marriage is defined in part by his realization that his heart was undisdiplimen he fell in
love with Dora and that the burdens of married life will have to fall squarely on his stsoulde
due to Dora’s own inability to cope with these pressures. His second marriagee®is\g
marked by the maturity of both characters, and Agnes’s conscientiousnesgiigstaitels

in contrast to Dora’s flightiness.
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Nevertheless, Dickens never resorts to depicting Dora as a negaseegeren David’s
life, nor does he create an antagonistic relationship between Dora and Agnes—rtlaoygh
readers have understandably criticized the amiable friendship pekbenteen the two
women as insincere. Nevertheless, by keeping Dora loveable in spite of keesses,
Dickens presents a far more interesting and complicated love triangle. hTihaugasy to
view David and Agnes as being “meant for one another,” David’'s more playful argkmino
relationship with Dora has an appeal of its own that at times seems to supersede the
practicality of his marriage to Agnes. Kincaid writes that Dora, in maays, epitomizes
both the idyllic world of Blunderstone in the days before the arrival of the Kurels and
the loving frivolity embodied by the Micawbers: “Dora certainly recallsbibngs equally
lovely and fragile mother. David is reaching for an Eden that was once there butntan be
longer, not so much because he senses any pattern of incest but because he iddballow
accept the Micawber values which Dora holds. She does, however, impress them on him for
atime” (189). Storey likewise notes that Dora’s childishness icttan spite of the
frustrations it causes, for “a bildungsroman can cherish immaturity, too;ecmgnthe
criticism of the ‘undisciplined heart,” Dickens was honest—or realistic—enoudiote s
us...Dora’s palpable charms” (44). In spite of Agnes’s innumerable good quatéesjs a
definite sense that David’'s marriage to Dora is the more dynamic of thelawonghips—
this despite the fact that David, Dora, and the reader are all left with doudntdinggthe
ultimate sustainability of the marriage in the long run. Nevertheless, Rdmo@iechoes
Kincaid’'s assertions by noting that “although Dickens brings his novelist-tieesttin the
schematic marriage with Agnes—a marriage which offers the fcbwéprudent

domesticity—at the same time he manages to suggest the losses, the compgtigations
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imaginative impoverishment which this final position involves” (108). Agnes regkyat
represents a break with the romantic past, whether it is through her disapprdeairfufr
or her eventual replacement of Dora. Conversely, two chapters which foast alm
exclusively on Dora are written in the beautiful retrospective formattaaid employs
when summarizing especially memorable moments in his life. Dickens thus highlig
Dora’s connection with the idealized past, and David himself evokes such sentihents
retrospectively chronicling his wedding day—he is not simply rememberiny it
simultaneously reliving it: “I have stood aside to see the phantoms of thosgodaysne.
They are gone, and | resume the journey of my story” (715). Dora presentisvivi
perhaps his only chance to fully recapture the essence of what was taken franhisim i
childhood, though it is ultimately a futile endeavor.

Consequently, there is a realistic and complicated level of ambiguitytisathrough
David Copperfielgdas epitomized in his relationships with the two women with whom he
falls in love. This ambiguity seems to fit in perfectly with both the bildungsromaretham
the first-person narrative—David’s journey through life is complicated, aneftestions on
the nature of the human heart are equally complicated. Dora’s eventuafeegtbntly
decried as nothing more than a convenient plot device, allows Dickens to get David and
Agnes together without having to address some of the more difficult questiandingg
David’s first marriage and its potential. Nevertheless, by keeping Dorpaghetic and
charming, Dickens does not reduce her to a mere placeholder for Agribsr, Ree
relationship between David and Dora plays a significant role in David’shiletgron to

discover the truth of his own heart.
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Since Hirschhorn and Kasha present their David with very few opportunitietetd oef
his relationships, their simplified approach to the depiction of his marriages is
understandable. Rather than allow the young hero to contemplate the inner wdrkisgs o
own heart through reflective solo numbers, which could theoretically substitdkefor
absence of the narrator in this adaptation, the composers simply stré&3avildas meant to
be with Agnes (who is overtly pining for him from the very moment she is intrdjiumed
that all he needs to do is come to this realization in order to attain his “haygmilgfeer”
ending. Dora is thus treated as an inconvenient distraction and her role in the prepsts al
antagonistic in spite of her loveable personality, as David’s relationship wigvdwents his
getting together with Agnes early in the piece. There is thus litth@athy for Dora, and
Betsey is actually depicted as disliking her:

DAVID
| know Dora will do anything to help me succeed.

AUNT BETSEY
| want you to delay this marriage. | demand you wait.

DAVID
You have no right to demand that.

AUNT BETSEY
| have every right. | am your aunt. | raised you....I am asking you ncarcy miliss
Dora Spenlow. (2.1.9)
Betsey’s reasons for disapproving of the engagement are based entiralyesiteeto see
David marry Agnes. The composers repeatedly imply that this is the proper ofibcdhes
hero, and never more so than in this same scene between Betsey and David, whichsconclude
with Agnes singing her big solo number: “I Wish He Knew.” By giving Agheschance to

sing of her feelings for David to the audience, Kasha and Hirschhorn place even furthe

emphasis on the idea that the two characters are meant to be, but in so doing, they undermine

441



Dora’s significance entirely, reducing her from a fully realized imfbigeon David’s life to
an unwanted precursor to the hero’s relationship with Agnes. Tellingly, Doexés
allowed to sing solo regarding her own feelings for David, and the audience’s Byrtipat
lies squarely with Agnes due simply to the fact that the viewer is maget@ the inner
workings of the character’'s mind through her solo. Since Dora is incapabiaghussic in
a private and reflective way, there is no chance for the audience to truly enddst or her
effect on David.

Even more frustrating is David’s own lack of solo numbers, as some sort oaimusic
reflection on his feelings for Dora and Agnes, and how these feelings haveaadatphis
understanding of his own heart, would inestimably help to heighten the audience'stimter
the hero. Whereas the reader is granted unrestricted access to David'sdavpes,ants,
pleasures, and pains, thus creating an intimate relationship between realdercdnarrator,
the viewer is never given such freedom and David’s feelings regardingdtienships with
Dora and Agnes remain undisclosed. Worse yet, since this version of Agrerayed as
so overtly in love with David, the viewer cannot help but view the protagonist as being a bit
dense for his failure to acknowledge her. In the straightforward and thenyaticall
uncomplicated world of this musical, the viewer is simply eager for David te ¢toithe
realization that Agnes is the right girl for him. None of the ambiguigophistication of the
love triangle, as it was depicted by Dickens, is preserved due in large partaotttinaf this
David is incapable of contemplating the mysteries of his own heart througjhah
expression. Once Dora is dispensed with in the show’s penultimate scene, Dawviarca
Agnes in the very next scene without having done any true soul searohimg matter;

indeed, David seems so ready to put Dora behind him that the final verse to “With the One |
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Love” seems to imply that he is already thinking of proposing to Agnes. Thisropéfied
depiction of David’s life, and moreover, David’s heart, prevents the musical versioa of t
character from achieving anywhere near the same level of poignancy aityl astalis
literary predecessor.

Here it is also worth noting that in order to condense Dickens’s mammoth novel,
Hirschhorn and Kasha completely excise most of the story’s subplots, inclhding t
tumultuous love affair between James Steerforth and Little Em’ly. The iomisisthe
Steerforth story arc contributes to the oversimplified tenor of the pieceutety regarding
the characterization of David. Although this storyline is peripheral to the cplutaif
David’s maturation, the subplot underscores the theme of disciplining one’s hearea#/her
the lack of discipline exhibited by Mr. Micawber, Mrs. Micawber, and Mr. Dick imhess,
Steerforth, Em’ly, Mrs. Steerforth, and Rosa Dartle all possess desthycinrestrained
hearts in that they actively bring about significant pain for other cleasacNeedham writes
that most of the characters involved in the Steerforth subplot are “marred bydpefal
self, [and] exemplify the misery to which the undisciplined heart can doorhatsetlbring
innocent victims” (53). All of these characters thus find it difficult to eshiany sort of
lasting happiness. As mentioned, it is an indication of David’s own lack of disciplineetha
fails to perceive the danger posed by Steerforth, particularly in regardsraationship
with Em’ly. Eventually, David must reflect on the sad states of these indisjcrad he
reevaluates his understanding of himself as a result. The elimination ottaeaeters
reinforces the musical’s central flaw: David attains his happy endihgut truly reflecting
on the nature of his own heart. Incorporating the subplot would have forced Hirschhorn and

Kasha to write some serious songs for their musical hero, thus adding anse®kgravitas
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to David’s struggle to discover the truth about the human heart by reexamining his
relationships with the likes of Steerforth, Rosa, and Em’ly. It also would haee lgim the
chance to sing some songs befitting of his role as the insightful protagbnattt{is role as
reflective narrator), for he could have reflected on his friend’s betraiyalgh song. Here,
the number of songs sung by Uriah Heep and Mr. Micawber becomes questionable, for
although these characters are especially memorable and present numercals mus
possibilities given their singular methods of expressing themselves, they daestardy
exert the same level of influence on David’'s maturation as Steerforth. Tagvbr/Heep
subplot is largely divorced from the story of David’s development until late in the novel.
Sacrificing the Steerforth storyline so as to include several livélggmessential songs sung
by the comical supporting characters reinforces the adaptatiok’sflémcus on David’s
growth. While Mr. Micawber’s loving irresponsibility plays a role in shafidayid, it is
Steerforth’s betrayal more than Micawber’s behavior that diredtijorees the theme of
David’s disciplining his heart.

While Kasha and Hirschhorn’s decision to limit the quantity and content of David’s solo
numbers prevents the character from conveying his feelings regardimgghisnships with
other characters such as Dora and Agnes, the complete removal of Daeds nalrrator is
most pronounced in the relationship between the two different incarnations of the hero
presented on stage: Young David and Adult David. Genette’s argument regarding-the f
person narrator and the protagonist’s gradual progression from hero to stosgeties to
reemphasize the idea that a live action adaptation of a nov&dike Copperfieldcannot
capture the narrative nuances inherent in the original text. The conventions of musica

theater once again create interesting possibilities for overcoming thetgiggfween these
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two forms of storytelling, for musicals, unlike movies or straight plays, dbow layering

of voices. In a film or a straight play, two characters cannot speak at theisaand be
understood. Conversely, musicals and operas allow for a more organic and coherigrg lay
of voices through the medium of music itself. Characters can sing togetheroestyif
they are not singing the exact same words or melodies, and still be understood.

The idea of multiple versions of David singing together is interestuggm ghat the reader
meets several different Davids over the course of the novel. There is David:réternar
David: the child, David: the adult protagonist, and so on. Of course, they are all part of the
same individual, but each one has certain qualities that distinguish him. Whé&e&3e
theory stresses the cohesion that is eventually created through a 8mst-parrator,

Malcolm Andrews notes that some of these incarnations of the charactenseerpatible,

as adult-protagonist David works toward disciplining his heart, and thus turns his back on
some of the innocent joys of his childhood. Conversely, adult-narrator David seems to have
a very strong connection with his childhood, as is evident in his narration of the noxlgl’'s ea
chapters: “The adult narrator David who responds so strongly to the idea of the Devonshire
girls and children’s songs among the dry-law stationers is one in whom the spirit of
childhood is very much alive. But there is little trace of this in the adult figuhenvthe

story who marries Agnes, wins fame as an author and presides over aramslyzondon
drawing room” Grown Up170). Andrews’s conclusions highlight the complicated
relationship that exists between the different incarnations of David presemedhbut the
novel. Thus, the idea of various versions of the character singing together onk&they

they are made aware of one another’s presence or not, presents a cradtoretsahe

problem of how to depict David’s maturation into the role of narrator.
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The potential of having the two different incarnations of David presenteopiperfield
sing together onstage is also enticing because memory plays an éspep@mitant role in
the novel. InCharles Dickens: The World of His Novels Hillis Miller asserts that memory
is the unifying thread of the text, as “all David’s memories are linked to one andthg
one point radiates backward and forward in a multitudinous web connecting it to past and
future” (155), and David himself comments on the centrality of memory to higinarra
the second chapter of the novel: “I think the memory of most of us can go fartkentoac
such times than many of us suppose; just as | believe the power of observation irsraimber
very young children to be quite wonderful for its closeness and accuracy’Ra8)er than
simply recount his memories of life with his mother and Peggotty, David actasiys to
experience these sights, sounds, and sensations all over again. He writes setitdgmse,
thus underscoring the timeless, idyllic quality of Blunderstone beforetikialaf the
Murdstones, and describes everything as if he is seeing it for the first time
And now | see the outside of our house, with the latticed bedroom-windows standing
open to let in the sweet-smelling air, and the ragged old rooks’-nests still danglieg
elm-trees at the bottom of the front garden. Now | am in the garden at the baxid bey
the yard where the empty pigeon-house and dog-kennel are - a very presenaftiebutt
as | remember it, with a high fence, and a gate and padlock; where thé&stgton the
trees, riper and richer than fruit has ever been since, in any other garden, anthwher
mother gathers some in a basket, while | stand by, bolting furtive goosebeni¢sjiag
to look unmoved. A great wind rises, and the summer is gone in a moment. We are
playing in the winter twilight, dancing about the parlour. When my mother is outathbre
and rests herself in an elbow-chair, | watch her winding her bright curls rounddessf
and straitening her waist, and nobody knows better than | do that she likes to look so well,
and is proud of being so pretty. (17-18)
The adult David’s memories and reflections regarding his childhood are freqcieedlas
examples of some of Dickens’s most exquisite and insightful prose, asdessfully

merges the childhood impressions of the young David with the imaginative and retwespec

narration of the adult narrator: “What Dickens caught best in the opening nurhibgtd(s
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1-3) is a child’s sense of wonder, beautifully recorded in David’'s memories of hisdtome
Blunderstone” (Storey 24). This merger of the child’s observations and the adult’s
memories, as presented by Dickens, creates a myriad of musical piesilbdr to have the
Young David and Adult David sing together would allow for a musical variation on both
Dickens’s beautiful narrative prose (which is heavily shaped by both elementgidsDa
personality) and Genette’s theories regarding the gradual merging behedsero and the
narrator. Disappointingly, Kasha and Hirschhorn do not experiment with thesivearra
possibilities in the musical—rather, they take the most simple approachlpdesiepicting
David’s maturation, switching from one version of the character to the other without even
addressing the subject of David’s role as narrator.

Conversely, in their 1975 musical versiorGoeat Expectationéwhich, unlike
Copperfield never actually reached Broadwalygl Sharper and Cyril Ornadel are certain to
incorporate Pip’s narration into the adaptation. They also explore some of thev@arrat
possibilities that are opened up by the form in which they are writing, though, a<asée
of Copperfield the two incarnations of the hero presented in the musical (Young Pip and
Adult Pip) never actually sing together. Furthermore, Pip’s narrative @ytisonever
firmly established due in part to the fact that other characters singhsalghout the
adaptation—as such, Pip does not maintain exclusive control over the narrativee &f spi
these limitations, Sharper and Ornadel deserve a good deal of credit for thenirgeten to
preserve the role of the narrator in their adaptation, particularly when ondersrihat Pip’s
narrative voice irGreat Expectations even more vivid than David’s.

Whereas David reflects on his past with an overriding sense of fond nostalgia, Pip’s

recollections evolve from a good-humored sympathy with his younger se#frinto
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overwhelming sense of disapproval and guilt over the way he treated his fiehideraly

upon coming into his expectations. While David can take pride in the fact that “whiateve
have tried to do in life, | have tried with all my heart to do well; that whatevesel éhavoted
myself to, | have devoted myself to completely; that in great aims andaih shmave always
been thoroughly in earnest” (684), Pip must acknowledge that he has made ntakgamis
over the course of his life, and likewise, that he has been permanently injured by soene of t
setbacks he has suffered. There is something almost confessional abooafPgtige, and

the fact that he rarely goes off on tangents, as opposed to David who spends algséat dea
time talking about other characters and situations not directly connected to hinsconee

this point. Sadrin writes that “Pip’s book...is much too intensely and narrowly
autobiographical, in fact too little digressive, to allow at all for extrandeuslopments and
Pip is at his best and most convincing when he talks about himself. This he often does
superbly, and in his own voice. Or, rather, his own voices, for polymodality is his favourite
mode of expression, best suited as it is to confessional writieggettationd87). Of

course, the centrality of Pip’s narrative “voices” makes theatricgitatian of this particular
novel even more complicated.

ThoughGreat Expectationkas been adapted for film and television nhumerous times, it
has never had the extensive stage life of other novels in the Dickens caiibokelms
Dramatized Bolton describes this novel as being fundamentally “untheatrical” (416), for the
dramatic and engrossing plot@eat Expectations of secondary importance to the focus
on the growth of the protagonist as epitomized by his first-person narrasve.David
Copperfield numerous versions of Pip are brought into contaGreat Expectationsand a

sort of dialogue is established between them, though the contrasts betweendiestions

448



of the character are even more apparé#hp’s narrative, as we have had many occasions to
note, offers innumerable instances of such complex dialogues between the knowing,
mellowed, moralizing voice of the elderly narrator and the eager, ignorant, anxioao¥oi
the hero still enmeshed in the action” (Sadikpectationd 87). The potential for duets
between the young and older versions of the hero/narrator becomes evensginatifg in
regard toGreat ExpectationthanDavid Copperfieldfor there is not the same sense of
harmonious maturation—whereas two different incarnations of David could congesuadpl
to the same melody, Pip’s younger and older selves would undoubtedly divergeandiyifi
in their views, hopes, values, and expectations. Sharper and Ornadel make vanauts at
to incorporate Pip’s narration into the adaptation, though their approach to this faeet of t
story remains somewhat conservative, and, in the latter stages of the shdedlgec
utilitarian.

The play begins with Adult Pip speaking the opening lines to the novel just before his
younger self encounters Magwitch in the churchyard. The sight of the older teipnga
himself interact with other characters is an interesting visual and helps to comre of
Genette’s ideas regarding the evolution of the protagonist toward the narrator: éreausli
made aware from the beginning that the main purpose of the story is to move Pig forwar
from a vulnerable and unknowing child to a more empowered and reflective individual.
Throughout the early scenes in the adaptation, older Pip provides plot exposition, introduces
characters, and even manages to insert some narrative commentary throughusmagth®
musical’s opening number, as Mrs. Joe, Mr. Wopsle, Uncle Pumblechook, and Joe all sing of
their feelings toward the young Pip, Adult Pip interjects a quick verkes aiwn in which he

muses on his inability to understand how everyone except Joe seemed to dislike him.
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Although Young Pip is onstage during the song, Sharper and Ornadel do not allow the two
characters to sing together despite the fact that the narrator is helpmugvey his younger
self’s feelings to the audience; a duet of some kind would help to epitomize the idea of
merger of voices that takes place in an autobiographical narrative. Nesssthadult Pip

still fulfills part of his role as narrator here, singing in the capacity stbryteller and

revealing the frustrations that he was forced to experience as a chitberfmare, their

singing together does not seem necessary at this point, as Adult Pip sings albbig wha
younger self was feeling at the time—having them sing the exact saosettythe exact

same melody would be somewhat superfluous.

Adult Pip’s role as narrator becomes even more significant later inghadirfollowing
Young Pip’s first visit to Satis House. The first two Satis House scenegjiateden the
novel, are combined into one so as to save time: Pip’s introduction to Miss Havisham and
Estella, his humiliation while playing Beggar My Neighbor, his brrefoeinter with Jaggers,
his fistfight with Herbert Pocket, and his first kiss with Estella arseluded in this initial
visit. At the end of the scene, following Pip’s tearful departure after beingeudxy
Estella, Adult Pip once again provides commentary through song, though this tirae, ra
than simply singing one verse of a song, he is given an entire numberKi€ae In this
song, Adult Pip reflects on his early fascination with Estella, singing aboutheha
experienced as a child from the perspective of an adult: “One kiss, how it changa®me s
smile, one shining summer gone/One smile, still leading me on and on/One hdazbtha
never touchNas | mad to see so muéh?one kiss, one smile/In one word: Estella!/Estella!”

(emphases added). Pip’s retrospective questioning of his own youthful feelings towa

450



Estella is in keeping with his literary predecessor’s habit of trymgtionalize these same

feelings in light of the fact that she never truly justified his having plaeedrha pedestal:
And now, because my mind was not confused enough before, | complicated its
confusion fifty thousand-fold, by having states and seasons when | was cldidthat

was immeasurably better than Estella, and that the plain honest working life kolwhic

was born, had nothing in it to be ashamed of, but offered me sufficient means of self-
respect and happiness. At those times, | would decide conclusively that myctimatie
dear old Joe and the forge, was gone, and that | was growing up in a fair way to be
partners with Joe and to keep company with Biddy - when all in a moment some
confounding remembrance of the Havisham days would fall upon me, like a destructive

missile, and scatter my wits again. (105)

In spite of his increased level of insight, the adult narrator is never quét¢oadnlrive at a
complete understanding regarding what perpetuated his infatuation witla Estellhaving

the adult version of Pip sing about this infatuation while watching his youngenteetfct

with the girl is a creative visual and auditory technique for conveying thativarpattern of

the early chapters @reat ExpectationsThe song helps to communicate the same sense of
nostalgia, insight, curiosity, and ultimately, confusion, which defines this pRrp&f

narrative.

Sharper and Ornadel were clearly cognizant of the interesting ptissilpbsed by the
inclusion of Pip: the narrator, and they continue to toy with these possibilities iarthe e
scenes of the first act. This experimentation is most pronounced during the st ent
“Flags,” in which Young Pip lies to Mrs. Joe, Joe, Pumblechook, and Wopsle about his
experiences at Satis and sings a marching song about the games he plafstiela. In
the middle of the song, Pip interjects to help his younger self, and the intrusion is
acknowledged by the other characters:

YOUNG PIP

There was one enormous cake

Twice as big as a cat
And it was like a dream

451



ADULT PIP
Covered in cream.

YOUNG PIP, JOE, MRS. JOE, WOPSLE, PUMBLECHOOK
Who said that?

The interruption is meant to be humorous, and though the actual joke is somewhat ridiculous,
it does reinforce the writers’ determination to include Pip’s narrative voitteeir

adaptation: since Pip is telling his own story, it is only natural that he should hanentbe

to interpret, interrupt, and interject, even while other characters aragingevertheless,

this power is limited to the scenes in which his younger self is onstage. Dariags solo
numbers sung by other characters, Pip, the narrator, disappears, and his power over the
narrative is reduced significantly, as will be discussed later.

In comparison to Kasha and Hirschhorn’s approach to David’s narrative, Sdyadper
Ornadel took a more experimental approach to the preservation of Pip’s narratezévoi
their musical, though Pip’s role as narrator is reduced significantly fioigpthe transition
from the younger version of the character to the older version. Once Pip grothsrapst
only the single version of the character left: Adult Pip, who continues to double as the
narrator sporadically. At this point in the adaptation, however, his narrative coanynient
confined mostly to plot exposition—since there is no other incarnation of the chéoacte
him to play off, talk about, or sing about, there is little reflection left in hisahae
commentary. Rather, the narrator serves a more utilitarian purpose by singrearents
that have taken place offstage, such as mentioning the death of Miss Havish#ailiog de
the results of Magwitch’s climactic final encounter with Compeyson on thedhalt is a
far less dynamic sort of narrative commentary than the analyticabiadtive commentary

provided through the musical interaction of the narrator Pip and his younger kelf in t
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adaptation’s early scenes. What is particularly disappointing is that tia¢ond?ip’s
relationship with the adult protagonist Pip provides perhaps the most interesting opportunit
for a character duet, as the snobby, misguided, and naive adult protagonist could be
contrasted with the disappointed, practical, and knowledgeable narrator. In the nove
Dickens is able to create such a juxtaposition through the narrator’s rep#atstns of
himself, and likewise, through the sardonic tone incorporated into the narrative wheipever
depicts himself as having acted in a particularly misguided way. A duetdreRye the
narrator and Pip the snobby protagonist would provide for a fascinating depiction of
Dickens’s narrative technique, and moreover, of the character’s growth, but suthsa due
impossible in the Sharper/Ornadel adaptation simply because once Young Pip grows up,
Adult Pip remains the only version of the character left onstage and thus akdyaateen
the roles of protagonist and narrator. The ideal solution would be to create a musioal ve
of the story featuring three different versions of the character: a YoprfigRRhe childhood
scenes, an Older Pip for the adulthood scenes, and a Narrator Pip whose sole purpose is to
provide commentary throughout. In this way, it would be possible to create duets sung by
the two main voices of the adult Pip: the protagonist voice and the narrative voice. A song i
which the snobbish and deluded protagonist’s melody was complemented by aasdical
penitent air sung by the narrator would make for a three-dimensional rgpteseof the
character and elevate the musical narrative to a dramatic hetehe adaptation never
reaches.

While confining the latter part of Pip’s narration to plot exposition weakenstihmate
significance of the narrative, it is the solo-singing of other chasatitat adds a truly

problematic dimension to Pip’s narrative. When other characters begin to singGodain
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Expectationsit becomes clear that their solo numbers are manifestations of their own
personalities and not of Pip’s; for example, when Miss Havisham, sings a solo nurabsr, s
singing about what she is feeling amat what Pip thinks she is feeling. Though Pip is
presented as the storyteller in the Sharper and Ornadel adaptation, the doiousnbers
sung by other characters allow them to temporarily usurp the role ofandroah the lead
hero. A solo number is a moment shared between a character and the audience, and
ultimately, characters like Miss Havisham become far more sympathéiie thusical’s
audience than they could ever be to the novel’'s readers because the audienceéosh@ivy
inner workings of the characters’ minds. Though Sharper and Ornadel try ratetdp
autobiographical narrative into their musical, they cannot grant Pip theasdhwgity that he
is given in the novel.

Only a few other characters in the musical sing solo besides Pip, indWideng
Havisham, Joe, and Biddy. When these characters sing their solo numbers, Pip is not
onstage, and his absence is analogous to the fact that in the novel, Pip can neverdnow w
exactly these characters are thinking and feeling. It does not seertténimthe novel: the
reader accepts his assessments of these other characters based orritysasutiaorator.
However, in the musical the audience directly learns about these characterdivies
through their own use of song, and the viewer can thus make his or her own assessment about
them without Pip having to serve as a go-between. As Scott McMillin ssggdss text,
the only narrative voice necessary is the “voice” of the orchestra, which iatlgatovides
each character with the music necessary for his or her solo. Essentighgewer these
other characters are allowed to sing solo, they temporarily stealrigipative right out from

under him. The musical becomes their story for those few minutes, even though the story
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itself is not advanced by their reflections. While story time is pausedtinartime is still
moving forward, and it is these individual characters, and not Pip, who advance theenarrat
during their solos.

Joe and Biddy'’s solo songs basically serve to accentuate the likeablef titzétse already
likeable characters, and the effect on Pip’s narrative is thus minimal asdhigady aware
of their good qualities, even if he does not acknowledge them as often as he should. Far
more interesting from a narrative standpoint is Miss Havisham'’s soloJI&ske which she
sings of her ward and makes clear her desire to take revenge on the male sex:

Dance my coquette

My beautiful pet,

Estella!

Shimmer and whirl

My beautiful girl,

Estella!

Sing for them,

Dance for them,

Sparkle and glitter and shine.

Then break their hearts,

The way the world broke mine.
The staging of the number emphasizes Miss Havisham’s cold manipulation od,Eestetie
old woman imagines herself controlling the girl's every movement. Nevesat is
through this solo song that Miss Havisham reveals dimensions of her own persehialty
remain inaccessible in the book. Pip can only tell us about his own impressions of Miss
Havisham, and while we can glean hints of her inner life from her behaviory&er t
emotions and thoughts remain confidential. The musical incarnation of Miss Hayisham
though equally manipulative and unlikable, becomes much more sympathetic simplyebeca

she is capable of revealing such thoughts and feelings to the audience. Eveloihet like

her any better than her counterpart in the novel, we most certainly understandeneabett
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such understanding leads to sympathy. In a musical, Pip’s singing about Mislsarfa
cannot have nearly as powerful effect as Miss Havisham singing fotfthérkas, when she
reveals the depths of her depression in this solo numbers, the audience is @ike sovay
with a better understanding of who she truly is.

The side effect of Miss Havisham’s song is that Pip’s role as nasateakened further;
since the audience is able to make its own assessment of Miss Havisham l{iogiton
Pip, any narrative commentary on the hero’s part regarding Miss Havishdrmaigdre
proves superfluous. The fact that she is allowed to share such a moment with thesaudie
underscores the contrasts between storytelling in a novel and storytellingusical. In the
novel, it is impossible for the reader to gain access to Miss Havisham'difarercause of
the first-person narrator; in the musical, access is granted when Missi&tavesmporarily
asserts herself as narrator during her solo number. The significance afd?rptson is
diminished as a result.

This is yet another example of how the genre resists the presence teparéom narrator.
It is only natural that other characters should sing solo in the musical, for cortfiaing
singing of solo songs to a single character would prove both limiting and tedious.
Nevertheless, part of the narrator’'s empowerme@ragat Expectationstems from his
ability to control the representation of the other characters—asGuedt, Expectations
remains Pip’s story even though there are dozens of characters who contributehtpand s
that story. The musical version of Pip does not possess the same level of power over the
narrative because he is not the only character to connect directly to the audrengh

personal narrative.
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NeitherGreat Expectationsor Copperfieldattained even a fraction of the success of
Oliver!, and while it is likely that a variety of factors contributed to this lack of popular
acclaim, the narrative challenges presented by the subject material ingiatites clearly
complicated the composition of the two adaptations in terms of their ability tessficity
capture the spirits of their respective sources. Though the voice of the third-perator nar
in Oliver Twistis arguably just as vivid as either David or Pip’s voice, his narrative does not
possess the same level of personalization, nor is there any sense of growth artdbmatura
Furthermore, this third-person omniscient voice granted Bart greaéeloim in the
adaptation process, as he was allowed to focus on the musicalityhad characters. Since
the two adaptations discussed in this chapter, due in part to their lack of widespread
popularity, have not proven to be definitive musical versions of the novels, the potential
exists for future composers and librettists to explore the musical pdssshitherent in the

narratives of these two memorable Dickensian characters.
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SECTION YV
Culture

As emphasized repeatedly throughout this project, the process of adapting Rickens
musical theater has traditionally revolved around the concept of cultural erchiaingel
Bart had to negotiate the boundaries between a British source and anahnaetiform, and
most of the Dickensian musicals that follow@kiver! (1960) presented a similar balancing
act. Bart created the precedent of using the traditions of the British halisis a means of
preserving the Englishness of Dickens, a technique that later provedadsedRtipert
Holmes’s vision foiDrood (1985) despite the widely different structures of the two musicals.
While Bart’s music-hall approach highlighted the Englishness of his adaptaspite of
his use of the American musical format, the rapid succession of so@gseri, along with
the pop idiom utilized in several of the show’s most memorable numbers, allovited Ba
experiment with certain techniques that would help to define the European approach to the
modern musical in the latter decades of the twentieth century. As discussetian G&art
was an important inspiration for Andrew Lloyd Webber and Cameron Mackintosh, the
founding fathers of the European mega-musical moven@mer! thus prefigured several
epic English and Anglo-French musicals suclCats, Les Miserables, andThe Phantom of
the Opera—the transatlantic success of Bart’'s adaptation is perhaps the ulthigior of
its status as a forebear to these shows. Clealilyer! served as an unofficial predecessor
for the British invasion of Broadway that would follow in the decades afterataipre.

Mackintosh ultimately brought history full circle when he oversaw the reyisi the show



in 1993 before its revival in the West End in 1994. With its enormous set, epic stagmg, hug
production budget, and phenomenal success, the Pall&liven! signaled the evolution of
Bart’'s masterpiece from musical to mega-musical.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the mega-musical movement, though popular with audiences,
was not embraced by traditionalist American theater critics who reséet&uitish presence
on Broadway in the 80s and the breakdown of the integrated book musical format—a format
that was indispensable to Bart in the writingdbiver! Whereas music had served largely
decorative purposes in most of the British musicals that prec@des!, music is
fundamental to plot, characterization, and theme in Bart's adaptation. Néessiizart's
early career as a songwriter, his knowledge of popular trends in music, amtidiigision
for theOliver! project all resulted in an expansion of the importance of the score: the sung
word is of greater significance than the spoken wodliver! Moreover, the quick
transitions between songs, as documented in Chapters 2 and 3, reveal one of the defining
characteristics of the modern mega-musical: the music is almostamtesn the case of
many mega-musicals suchesus Christ: Superstar, Cats, Sarlight Express, Les Miz,
Phantom, andMiss Saigon, all of which make similar use of music, an epic score is
necessary to match the grandeur of the story that is being told. Such granchsur see
befitting of musical adaptations of Dickens, given the length and breadth @Veisn

Curiously, the era of the mega-musical did not witness the production of many Digkensia
musicals, in spite of the fact that one of the most popular mega-musicals ofidige s
Miz, was based on a romantic, panoramic, highly politicized nineteenth-century-+begel
Dickensian links here are fairly obvious. Nevertheless, aside from the Bapaidvut of

Drood, an adaptation that does not fit the criteria for a mega-musical, the 1980s marked a
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relatively stagnant point in the history of the Dickensian musical. What makes thi
stagnation so surprising is that the mega-musical seems the natural tforem8i¢kensian
musical, particularly given th&liver! helped to inspire this “poperetta” genre.
Furthermore, the aforementioned “balancing” of American and Britishegltsmvhen
creating a Dickensian musical is largely inconsequential in the megaatheentext since
both the source (the Dickensian novel) and the form (the mega-musical) are fotadigme
British. Finally, and perhaps most obviously, the breadth, spectacle, andfdbalenega-
musical seems the perfect means of conveying the epic scope of a Dickengh

Naturally, the success of various Dickensian musicals which did not utilizeetiee m
musical technique indicates that an effective musical adaptation can leel evgabut
necessarily employing the format of the mega-musical. Indeect thieilmega-musical
genre may seem particularly suited for adapting Dickens’s styleitigvior the genre of
musical theater, particularly in light of the perceived Englishnessofdimat, the
traditional integrated musical format—though significantly more “Anaarichan the mega-
musical form—can likewise prove effective, perhaps superior, in the context of the
composer’s goals in adapting the material. Returning to the examipde iz the mega-
musical format allowed Boublil and Schénberg to condense virtually the entire plot of
Hugo’s masterpiece into their adaptation, thus preserving most of the autigirial@tory.
Conversely, Bart eliminated almost two-thirds of the pldliower Twist in Oliver!, placing
more specific focus on one plot thread—Oliver’s quest for love—and the theme of
camaraderie in the thieves’ den, both of which are underscored by the show’slsErig&
lacks this strong sense of thematic unity because of its intricate ptberfmore, the

constant use of music means that the overall significance of singing is redunesj.while

460



the mega-musical format is certainly appealing from the point of view gfithethere are
elements of Dickens’s original texts which can be preserved more rdadibgh the format
of the integrated musical, despite its inherent Americanness.

Leslie Bricusse’scrooge (1970) and Alan Menken’A Christmas Carol: The Musical
(1994) are especially important examples to consider in this context, as cogirast
different adaptations of the same Dickensian source, one of which employsihéedbthe
American integrated musical and another which employs the format of th&hBniéga-
musical, allows for a clearer understanding of what these different geeisncan and cannot
achieve. Furthermore, the importance of cultural exchange when consideriegythe v
concept of musical adaptations of Dickens becomes even more complicated by tie fact t
these two variations on tl@arol serve as virtual foils for one another: Bricusse’s adaptation
employs the conventions of the American integrated musical despite the fdti¢chase is
English, while Menken’s adaptation employs the conventions of the European megalmusic
despite the fact that Menken is American. lronically, it is by utilizingtmerican format
of the integrated musical that Bricusse is able to emphasize the Englishnessoofrbe, for
the integrated format allows him to place specific emphasis on Dickgrer'acters and the
traditional roots of the story. Menken’s epic mega-musical approach sacsifioee of these
traditional elements, thus reducing the Englishness of the adaptation but sioustane
allowing for a more “global” appreciation of the story’s transcendentimofide contrasts
between these two shows also contribute to Paul Davis’s assessétiradtmas Carol as
a “culture text” that is constantly being reshaped according to our understanthegstdry
in popular culture. Ultimately, Chapter 8 reveals both the possibilities andtiomgaf

these two major forms of the modern musical regarding the process of adapkegsDic
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Chapter 8
Singing Christmas Carols — Musical vs. Mega-Musical

Robert L. Patten has written that the central thende@firistmas Carois time: “The
multiplicity of the story’s temporal dimensions points up its central conceonaem that is
adumbrated by its peculiar machinery, for @ezol is about Time: Scrooge’s conversion is
effected, in multiple ways, by the agency of Time itself’ (39). Giverethphasis placed on
time and its passage throughdu€hristmas Carglit seems somehow ironic that the work
has transcended time itself: the account of Ebenezer Scrooge’s remehgstibecome
timeless. Even people who have never cracked the spine of a Dickens text know the story,
for it has been told and retold in different media countless times. The numibezrogtc,
theatrical, and televised adaptationg®\dChristmas Carois astonishing. In many ways, the
Carol has actually transcended literature and become a part of our culture. Hoanelge c
account for the fact that in the last twenty-five years, pop-cultural icaisas Mickey
Mouse, Kermit the Frog, and Porky Pig have all stepped into the role of Bob €atchi

Two extremely detailed texts have been written solely on the subjectaafuhtess
versions of Dickens’s first Christmas book: Paul Davigie Lives and Times of Ebenezer
Scroogeand Fred Guida’'é Christmas Carol and Its AdaptationBoth writers give
comprehensive analyses of the legacp @hristmas Caroin popular media, and it seems
as though much that needs to be said about the various adaptations of Dickens’s rovella ha

already been said. Nevertheless, though Guida and Davis acknowledgersergaral



versions of the story in their texts, neither one explores how the conventions of thd musica
reshape Dickens’s novella.

Though there have been numerous musical versiohLofistmas Cargltwo
outstanding adaptations Dfckens’s text which fall into this genre are Leslie Bricusse’s
Scroogg1970), and Alan Menken’a Christmas Carol: The Music&1994)! In some
ways, the two works are reverse images of one another: Bricusse’s pefiestvyproduced
as a film but was later revised for the stage, while Menken’s adaptatrarihgemore
traditional course of starting out as a stage play and later being reviselinaadals a made-
for-TV movie? Despite this contrast, the basic breakdown of the scores is similar, and both
composers show a keen awareness of where songs best fit into the narratielbarabiers
who sing in the Bricusse version all have analogous numbers in the Menken version.

The similar breakdowns of these two adaptations of Dickens’s novella prayodel a
context for reevaluating the musical qualities of Dickens’s works as svillegbasic tenets
of what makes for good musical theater, but one of the immediate probletesidog any
sort of analysis of the various adaptationg@hristmas Carois the fact that no such
analysis can ever be limited to an individual adaptation’s relationship to thee sdthe
number of films, plays, and television specials basefl Ghristmas Carohas created a
context for the story which extends far beyond the scope of the original novellhe Lives
and Times of Ebenezer ScropBavis masterfully chronicles the divergent focuses of

different adaptations of th@arol based on their historical contexts. Davis ultimately

! Ronald Neame directed this film, while Bricuss@tsrthe screenplay, score, and lyrics. For corapari
purposes, the adaptation is referred to as Bricuufia throughout the chapter.

% In yet another reversal, Bricusse’s revisions éelf strengthen the original score, while thevisien
adaptation of Menken’s piece is impaired by sucldifizations. Ultimately, the television versiorteahpts to
condense Menken’s mega-musical into a traditionaklmusical by adding scenes and incorporatingtiacail
dialogue into the teleplay. Given the fact tha&t thiginal Menken musical revolves around musieglugnces
as opposed to songs, however, its suitabilityHerrnediums of film or television is questionable.
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describeA Christmas Caroas an amorphous “culture text” as opposed to a written text that
is set in stone: “Rather than beginning as an oral story that was latenwiown, theCarol
was written to be retold. Dickens was its creator, but it is also the productestiesators
who have retold, adapted, and revised it over the yelairggq3). Certain elements of the
original story have been forgotten, while other elements are now firmlyinegravithin our
culture; we would find any adaptationfChristmas Caroincomplete if it lacked these
components. As Davis points out, “we remembeiGamol as a cluster of phrases, images,
and ideas. The images of Tim riding on Bob Cratchit’s shoulder or of Scrooge huddled
behind his desk while Bob shivers on his high stool are etched on our consciousness; ‘Bah!
Humbug!” and ‘God bless us, every one! echo in our minds’es3). Though Dickens’s
story was completed in 1843, the culture texAd@hristmas Carolis still being written
today.

Various iconic adaptations, most notably the 1951 cinematic version starrite rASas
as Scrooge (regarded by most critics as perhaps the greatestngod&ickens’s novella),
have played a significant part in the writing of this culture text. Thesertremorable
adaptations of the novella have helped to shape our modern understanding of the story, and
the values of the filmmakers, usually reflective of the decades in whicHibmeuersions
were produced, make Davis’s argument about a culture text all the more ingrigui
Consequently, the Bricusse and Menken adaptations must be assessed in teeims of t
contribution to the larger body of work surrounding our perception of the narrative.

To place both of these adaptations in the context of the larger culture text, one must
immediately note several key differences between the approaches takert\y tvriters.

Bricusse’s adaptation is written in the form of a traditional American book eluie form
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made famous by Rodgers and Hammerstein, Lerner and Loewe, Frank Loesdes,cihdrt
writers of the golden age in American musical theater—this despitadhtnat Bricusse is
British. Conversely, Menken'’s adaptation is written in the form of a mega-ahusie form
made famous by European composers such as Andrew Lloyd Webber, Claude-Michel
Schonberg, and Alain Boublil—this despite the fact that Menken is American. Ta®tca
Menken’s musical is immediately evocative of Lloyd Webber despitedimposers’
different backgrounds. Furthermore, many of the criticisms leveledsaddenken’s
adaptation by theater critics are reminiscent of the traditional camtgtaat American
reviewers have made against European mega-musidaisically, though Bricusse comes
from the same cultural background as Lloyd Webber, his musical is far momcAmthan
Menken’s in terms of its structure and format. Whereas Bricusse’s adagteuses on the
integration of songs to help tell the story, Menken'’s adaptation is composed @fsao$eri
longer musical sequences that feature a great deal of singing andafiyacticspoken
dialogue; this “poperetta” style is characteristic of the mega-@lusic

These divergences in the approaches taken by the composers contribute to Davis’s

assertion thaf Christmas Carois a constantly unfolding culture text. In his book, Davis

3 Reviews of Menken'& Christmas Carolere mixed. Michael Kuchwara sardonically commehis “A
Christmas Carol’ is a series of special effectsdarch of a musical” and notes that “there’s soingtivrong
when the show’s high-powered technical expertisshadows the story” (par. 5). He later commenthaw
other mega-musicals are similarly dominated byest&ffects like a helicopter landing on stage (addiss
Saigon or a chandelier crashing (asTihe Phantom of the Opéraall of which may be visually awing, but
which simultaneously serve to distract from suen&nts as characterization or music. Jeremy Gerard
similarly comments on how the staging eclipses bla¢hmusic and the story being presented: “Theesisor
overwhelmed by the gimmickry, and that’s a shaneealbise Menken has no equal in writing accessibkstu
and Ahrens is an intelligent, sentimental writerfeetly suited to the assignment. So you'll havevait for the
cast album to get a true sense of the songs. Aileé ®ckrent and Ahrens’s book is faithful to thigmal, it's
so subordinated to the special effects as to Heuaiimpossible to follow, especially for youngstefpars. 12-
14). David Richards of thidew York Timenotesthat the Dickensian narrative, and the story ob8ge’s
redemption, often seem to disappear amidst thedpieof the scenery and staging: “The individuarsss,
however, have little weight. Although Walter Cles;l who portrays Scrooge, is onstage constantlycgo
forget for long patches that ‘A Christmas Carolatsout his conversion to goodness (C13). All ekth
criticisms are fairly typical of musicals written the mega-musical format.
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outlines the diverse approaches taken tadhm| by American and British filmmakers
during different decades of the twentieth century. The two musicaltsartha products of
different cultural values, and likewise, different movements in musicaleh&croogewas
produced before the mega-musical emerged, whildristmas Carolas produced in the
wake of some of the most successful Broadway mega-musicals. An anatyas of
similarities and differences between these two adaptations highlaghtesaf the divergences
between American and British cultural emphases regardin@ahd, along with the
dissimilar formats of the traditional American musical and the Europega-mesical.
Ultimately, Bricusse’s integrated approach allows for a greateeajaion of the musicality
of the characters and situations presented in the original story, for by iratorg@ongs
only at distinctive points in the story, Bricusse is able to celebrate tloisamotional
climaxes in the novella. Ironically, the American format of the intednamesical is better
suited for highlighting the traditional Englishness of the story. Since mussedsalmost
continuously in Menken’s adaptation, there is less emphasis on the story’sedimax
Furthermore, the memorable traits of the Dickensian characters arensesiest against
the larger background of the massive chorus numbers. Even so, Menken’s assga-m
technique allows for a more global appreciation of Dickens’s novella, asalleeo$the
adaptation reinforces the story’s all-encompassing and transceneewttic appeal. Thus,
the mega-musical approach fits in better with Menken’s American background

Before proceeding, it is important to reiterate 8@boges a film while Menken'arol
is a play. Some critics might argue that the different media of the two adaptatrrants
closer scrutiny than the divergent traditions exemplified by the compdsexsertheless, the

grand staging and enormous budget of Menken’s adaptattaally give the show an almost
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cinematic splendor. Thus, the differences between the two media are negligibl

Furthermore, despite the traditional approach used by Bricusse and the osegg-m

approach utilized by Menken, the musical breakdowns are similar (see Table 8.1).

Table 8.1 Musical Breakdowns ofScrooge and A Christmas Carol: The Musical

Episode Leslie Bricusse’sScrooge Alan Menken’s A Christmas Carol
Prologue “Sing a Christmas Carol” “The Years Are Passing By’
Scrooge’s “I Hate People”/“Father Christmas” “Jolly, Rich, and Fat"/“Nothing To
Isolation With Me”

D

Marley’s Arrival

“See the Phantoms”

“Link by Link”

Fezziwig Party | “December the 25 “Mr. Fezziwig’s Annual Christmas
Ball”
Scrooge’s “Happiness” “There’s A Place Called Home”
Engagement
Scrooge’s Lost | “You...You” “Money Montage”
Love
X-Mas Present | “I Like Life” “Abundance and Charity”

Cratchit Family

“The Beautiful Day”

“Christmas Together”

Christmas
X-Mas Future | “Thank You Very Much” “Dancing on Your Grave”
Redemption “I'll Begin Again” “Yesterday, Tomorrow and Today”
Finale “Thank You Very Much” (reprise) “Christmas Together” (re@yi

The fundamental difference between the outlines of the two musicals sntathere is

very little dialogue in the Menken adaptation, most of the “numbers” are presepiadsasf

extended musical montages which encapsulate entire sequences of the novéddhanéhi

are still distinct songs which can be lifted from these montages and evalsiated/alual

melodies like the songs in the Bricusse adaptation, they are almost alwayfsgoarger

medley. Some of the major differences between the Bricusse and Menkenti@usaftas

relate to the different musical theater conventions utilized by the cenmgp@s mentioned,

Bricusse writes in the American format of the book show, while Menkenagtilize

conventions of the European mega-musical. These different forms dictadegére |

differences in the scores.
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BothScroogeandA Christmas Carobegin in the same way that Dickens opens up his
novella: an introduction to the embittered and miserly Ebenezer Scrooge, witekqs
into an immediate contrast between the old skinflint and the novella’s goodhdatadters
such as Bob Cratchit, Fred, and the charity collectors. The Bricusse fitsnattaost
identically to the original story, with Scrooge bullying Cratchit and rejgdtis nephew’s
invitation to Christmas dinnér.The scene culminates with Bob leaving the office to spend
time with his two youngest children. It is actually Cratchit who singsitstefdll-scale
number in the film, “Christmas Children,” as he takes Tiny Tim and daughtey Ka
shopping to procure the elements of the family’s meager Christmas dinner.efthsand
charming song sets the kinship of the Cratchit family in contrast to SXsoieglated
misery, as epitomized in Scrooge’s subsequent solo number: “| Hate Peoplgaratels
in the staging of these two numbers effectively highlight these contndstgeas the
Cratchits journey about London enjoying the pleasures of the season, Scrooge taty's the c
to collect debts from those who owe him money. The paths they follow are virtually
identical, yet simultaneously, widely contradictory.

As the title to his song indicates, Bricusse’s Scrooge is more violent andhdviert
contempt for humanity than his literary counterpart. As opposed to passively tryedge
his way along the crowded paths of life, warning all human sympathy to keegtaisody’
(10), Bricusse’s Scrooge actively makes life difficult for all of the peagio owe him
money. The opening lyrics convey this more energetic abhorrence: “Scavander
sycophants and flatterers and fools/Pharisees and parasites and ay@oatit
ghouls!/Calculating swindlers! Prevaricating frauds!/Perpagajoodness as they roam the

earth in hordes!” Whereas Bob is polite to the various merchants he visits, Serbagshi

* Fred is inexplicably renamed Harry in the film ptgion.

468



toward his debtors and seems to enjoy bullying them, as it gives him a sense of both power
and self-satisfaction: “Fools who have no money spend it/Get in debt, then try toegl it!/
me on their knees befriend them/Knowing | have cash to lend them/Soft-heaktéthnde
working me/Clean living, thrifty and kind as can be.” Along with the more energet
unkindness he displays, Bricusse’s Scrooge constantly exhibits an almksstiffiaa level

of sanctimonious hypocrisy. Thus, Scrooge’s journeying around London collecting money
from people and spreading misery is especially memorable when it is setriast to Bob’s
journeying around London spending money and spreading cheer. These two vesgtdiffer
songs sung by the two characters in the opening scenes highlight their dispesatalities.
The disparities between the characters as presented in Dickens’s novetlaseguently
accentuated through music.

The opening scenes to this film, along with the use of songs, cleaglst teg traditional
conventions of the integrated American book show. The songs that follow the scene in
Scrooge’s counting house are used for story and characterization purposes, and both number
seem to emerge naturally from the context. Bob begins singing “Christmdse@hupon
reuniting with his kids because the joy of spending Christmas Eve with them ie&bday
be encapsulated in spoken dialogue, much as Scrooge begins singing “| Hatéd&twwple
his encounter with the charity collectors. His angry declaration that thelhpmdd glie to
“decrease the surplus population” (14) is the perfect lead-in to his first nurel8araoge’s
bile has built to a level where song is the only means of fittingly expressimgmiempt.

The songs highlight the dominant qualities of the characters.
Whereas Bricusse’s version opens in Scrooge’s counting house and focuses on just a few

characters, the opening to Menken’s musical is grandiose in comparison. sThedire is
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staged in the Royal Exchange, and rather than simply focusing on ScroogkitCxatl

Fred, Menken incorporates an enormous chorus of London businessmen and their wives, all
of whom rejoice in the fact that they are “Jolly, Rich, and Fat.” While theiveasets

meant to represent London’s center of commerce embody the sense of phgsidaligthat

is so essential to most mega-musicals, Menken’s scoring is similayésdaale in that the
Dickensian characters are introduced against the background of a large clsupsoofing
players, all of whom contribute to the idea that the world of this musical is three-
dimensional; there is constant activity (and almost constant singieg)ifethe lead

characters are not the ones engaged in it.

In traditional mega-musical fashion, there is little or no dialogue, norahtransitions
between the numbers. Rather, “Jolly, Rich, and Fat,” simply evolves into an everr grande
number: “Nothing to do with Me.” Menken adeptly incorporates Scrooge’s confrontations
with Cratchit, his nephew, and the charity collectors into a single sequenckheauale of
the number continues to grow as Scrooge takes to the street and encounters various
Londoners engaged in the joys of the Christmas season. Throughout the big musical
sequences such as this one, Menken consistently recycles different meéitiresnsw
lyrics to repeated motifs that are associated with certain characgmsups of characters.
This method of recycling is another hallmark of the mega-musical, as defimiéga-
musicals such a@hantomandLes Mizfrequently make use of refrains and musical matifs.
In this opening sequence, Bob and Fred sing to the same melodies while tryghthtoggh
to Scrooge; they are summarily dismissed by the miser, who sings to theusameboth

instances:

® This technique has frequently been a source tiist for mega-musicals, particularly when theetifpns
are used haphazardly. Menken is meticulous wihrdprises however, and the use and reuse of music
throughout this sequence, and indeed, througheutttire musical, is highly organized.
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CRATCHIT

Mr. Scrooge, I'm sorry
But sir, might | go?
Might you pay me early,
Just this once?

My Tiny Tim is ill, sir
Youngest son, you know
Wife and children need me
Just this once!

SCROOGE

People wanting this,
People wanting that
Spreading bloody cheer

Plucking at your sleeve
Holding out their hat
Singing in your ear

Taking off the day
Asking for their pay
“Only once a year”

Well you can take Christmas

And stuff it with bread!

And if that isn’t perfectly clear:

| do not need to know
Of your family or your woe
| suggest Tiny Tim drink tea

Give him tea, give him stew,
It has nothing to do with me!

(8-9)

FRED

Come to Christmas dinner
We're inviting you

Be with family, uncle

Just this once!

You'd enjoy it, uncle
We’d enjoy it too

You'd meet Sally, uncle
Just this once!

SCROOGE

People taking wives
Living little lives
Cozier than mice!

Marrying for love,
Push will come to shove,
You'll be thinking twice!

Asking me to dine
Breaking open wine
Taking no advice.

Well you can have Christmas,
And marriage as well,
And to hell with your trees and your rice!

I will not fill my plate

Socialize or celebrate

With a fool and his family

Let your love see you through
But have nothing to do with me!
(9-10)

The same trick is used when Scrooge encounters three solicitors on his way home: a

lamplighter who asks his assistance, a sandwich board man selling ticketisdw, and a

blind beggar woman. Each character sings to the same melody when requesbgg’Scr

help and is summarily rebuffed by the miser. Later, each of these chawmiditetep into a

new role: the Ghost of Christmas Past, Christmas Present, and Christna<dme,

respectively.
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The almost operatic quality of Menken’s adaptation, along with the use nbanas
chorus throughout, places this version squarely in the tradition of the mega-mgisks.
Bricusse’s Scrooge also wanders about London during his first number, he is tbaenly
who is singind. The benefit of the more traditional approach used by Bricusse is that the
integrated format allows for the focus of the adaptation to remain squaretyaog8&
himself, while the grandeur of the Menken mega-musical adaptation sometimastslist
from the Dickensian narrative being presented. Since virtually everythsoggs there are
never any clear transitions between spoken and sung words; thus, the overatifpowsc
in the context of the story is somewhat diminished. The breakdown of the Bricussd musica
is comparable to a line graph, as the scenes build toward a climax of some sort before
peaking with the singing of a musical number. The Menken musical utilizes a more
concentric pattern, as numbers are introduced without the aid of dialogue dmnallgra
expand, encompassing a greater number of characters, melodies, and situegibrgi(es
8.1 and 8.2).

The contrasts between the genres of the two musicals are evident throughout timeseque
that follow. The memorable appearance of Jacob Marley carrying threheh&orged in
life” (22) seems to necessitate the incorporation of music so as to highkgtitamatic
tension of Marley’s warnings. In the Bricusse film, Marley’s song iseareed more like a
poem recited over the moaning of the various phantoms that have filled the sky, thus
accentuating the terrors of the scene by its very subtlety. Furthetm®song emerges
naturally from the dialogue that precedes it, and the dialogue that follows proMdes: to

the scene as a whole. In the Menken adaptation, Marley’s introduction agaits rtékec

® While Scrooge’s number gradually transitions ® ¢omical “Farver Christmas,” in which several berieus
street urchins mock the miser, the songs are getdal one on top of the other as in the Menkentatiap.
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Figure 8.1 Linear Pattern of Book Musical Songs in Bricusse’Scrooge

“| Hate

“Christmas People

Children’

Scrooge rebuffs the
charity collectors

Cratchit reunites

with his children Scrooge closes up
his counting house

Scrooge bullies
Cratchit

Scrooge rejects his
nephew

Figure 8.2 Concentric Pattern of Mega-Musical Songs in Menken&arol

Scrooge rebuffs the collectors
Scrooge sends Cratchit home

Scrooge navigates
London as the people buy
things for Christmas

Scrooge shuns his nephew

Scrooge bullies the lamp-
lighter, the ticket vendor,
and the beggar

Scrooge witnesses the
Smythe funeral and
storms off bitterly

tenets of the mega-musical, as the scale of the scene is breathtaking-fejesMaeley
appears, the entire front of Scrooge’s house contorts into an enormous repoesehtié
ghost’s face. This serves as the lead-in to Marley’s song, “Link by Linkyhich Marley
and many other specters assemble to warn Scrooge of the fate that awaitsabenagain,
Menken takes a small-scale scene and converts it into a truly impressicalraeguence, as

ghosts fill the stage and hover about Scrooge, suspended by their chains like rearamnett

473



strings. The intimacy between the audience and the characters, alonwevatietall
poignancy of the story itself, is partially sacrificed for the sake oftaplec

Similar contrasts are discernible throughout the adaptations. While both composers
employ songs in the Fezziwig Christmas Party scene, Bricusse’srtibec¢he 25" is sung
to the tune of a fiddle rather than to the orchestrations of a full ensemble, and thegsezzi
remain the center of attention throughout. The parallel number in Menken'’s adaptation, “M
Fezziwig’'s Annual Christmas Ball,” is much more boisterous and unreserved. When the
Ghost of Christmas Present is introduced shortly thereafter, Bricusse lkesos¢) between
Scrooge and the spirit as a simple duet, a duet that emerges naturally feduatien
presented in the scene; the composer uses dialogue to set up the scene betwgemisitr
the Ghost before proceeding into the “I Like Life” number, which is the culminatitreof
conversation between the two characters. Meanwhile, Menken incorporates a chqrus of ta
dancing showgirls to supplement Christmas Present’s message of adheeledmmation in his
parallel number, “Abundance and CharifyThe Ghost himself seems somewhat less
prominent as a result. Finally, there is the Cratchit family Christmaher quintessentially
musical moment in story. In the novella, Dickens explicitly refereacesg sung by Tiny
Tim following the Cratchits’ dinner: “All this time the chestnuts and the jugtweund and
round; and by-and-bye they had a song, about a lost child travelling in the snowjrigom T
Tim, who had a plaintive little voice, and sang it very well indeed” (53). While értaialy
not necessary to preserve this occurrence in adaptations of the novella, incay@orat
number into the Cratchit scene in these two versions helps to heighten the rseoitithe

scene, particularly if it is sung by or centered on Tiny Tim. Such a song can help to

" Bricusse expands the scale of this number fosthge. In the theatrical version®drooge’| Like Life” is
transformed into a larger choral number featurimg-areation of certain scenes from Tchaikovsky’s
Nutcracker Since the number is used to close the firstantpre large-scale finale is necessary.
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accentuate Scrooge’s identification with Cratchit's youngest child whieltaneously
strengthening the audience’s sympathy for the family. Though Brigesgps Tiny Tim’s
song, “The Beautiful Day,” a small-scale solo that highlights theloakttip between the
child and his family, Menken uses the Cratchit family Christmas as a quic&ution to
yet another large-scale musical sequence which chronicles the ttietebfaChristmas all
over London and which features a huge chorus made up of drunks, charity collectors,
pantomime performers, sailors, and finally, Fred and his family. While this grapd sc
allows for a panoramic portrayal of Menken’s vision of Dickensian London, the overall
importance of Dickens’s characters is reduced, as they are just oo gantch larger
sequence.

Perhaps the most musical momenAi@hristmas Carols Scrooge’s redemption, for the
sheer emotional power behind the miser’s transformation necessitdtes #iiag about the
change in him in a musical adaptation of the story. Both Bricusse’s “I'inBeggin” and
Menken’s “Yesterday, Tomorrow and Today” effectively highlight Scroogdasan, and
both numbers are used to prefigure the larger production numbers which focus on Scrooge’s
celebration of Christmas. The final scene in the Bricusse film, whidwrésaScrooge
enjoying Christmas with his family and new friends, is the one moment in hisaidapt
when the composer seems to transition from book musical to mega-musical, ag¢he enti
scene is made up of several extended reprises of virtually all the sonigavithatiready been
sung. The epic scale of this sequence, which features countless extras andsraéthber
chorus, is certainly analogous to the final number in Menken’s adaptation, wasen{s a
similarly large-scale celebration of Scrooge’s Christmas redemphd which likewise

utilizes numerous reprises. The benefits of Bricusse’s more traditionabapdo the score
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throughout his adaptation are apparent in this final scene, however, as one getettieatsens
everything has been building up to this final mega-musical sequence; although the@ Menke
sequence is equally rousing, almost every other major musical sequencedapiadi@n has
featured the same level of grandeur, and likewise, utilized the megaahmegietition
technique. Thus, the finale to the Menken version (and Scrooge’s redemptioreaitssif)

the climactic tenor of the finale to the Bricusse film.

To label one of these musicals as more successful than the other based on the format
employed by the composers is a matter of personal taste, though the approachtékatsone
to Dickens’s story can shape his or her impressions of which version more &uiycess
captures the essence of the novella. The integrated approach employenlisseBrresents
a more traditional and almost commemorative treatment of the sourcéamasgr
incorporating musical numbers at distinct points in the story, and focusing prugheality
of the individual Dickensian characters, Bricusse celebrates the mosiraidenaspects of
the novella itself. The larger scale treatment by Menken is a machvateda of the joys of
the Christmas season as they are presented through Dickens’s tekenMi@doubtedly
succeeds in capturing the grandeur and excitement of the Christmas sealsen, but
adaptation focuses more on the appeal of the subject matter as opposed to the dmpeal of t
story itself.

The genres utilized by the two composers prove particularly appropriate whesflects
on their divergent cultural backgrounds: Bricusse, the British writer, wasitorthie
cultural tradition responsible for producing the source material itsel.thus fitting that he
employ an integrated, American-style approach, as this format, with pisasms on musical

highpoints and character-driven songs, is most conducive to his celebrating tienabadi
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British cultural appeal of moments within the novella itself. WhereasdliBart preserved
the Englishness of Dickens @liver! by focusing on the tradition of the music hall, Bricusse
utilizes the integrated musical format to preserve the EnglishnesskaiSiby focusing on
the tradition ofA Christmas Caroitself, which, like Dickens, has become a British cultural
institution. The European mega-musical format employed by Menken, with its @morm
scale and emphasis on spectacle, allows the American composer to stresadée br
thematic appeal of Dickens’s novella; songs like “Abundance and Charity,” andti@asi
Together” do not place significant emphasis on Dickens'’s charactersntha seory, or
England, but they lay great stress on the joys of the Christmas season aseexprése
original text. ThougtA Christmas Carois inherently British and was intended for a
Victorian audience, these joys extend far beyond the national and culidrabtrs of the
country in which the novella was written. While Bricusse’s more subtle tpotiailows for
greater emphasis on the story itself and the traditions behind it, Menken’stlaagdife
approach lays stress on the transcendent joys of the season. Paradoxgéalytaking an
American-style approach to the musical that Bricusse is able $3 sty Englishness of the
source. Conversely, it is by taking a European-style approach that Menkent stbdss
the broader thematic appeal of the story.

Evaluating several of the analogous numbers in the two musicals highlights these
contrasts. As mentioned, Bricusse’s “December {8 @5 much more subtle number than
Menken’s Fezziwig song, “Mr. Fezziwig's Annual Christmas Ball.” By lingtthe
orchestration to the fiddler seated on the tall desk, Bricusse preserassia ithage from
Dickens’s original novella. He also preserves the feel of an English calamcg: the

fiddler enters the scene playing several traditional Englishszanaluding “I Saw Three
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Ships,” and “Here We Come A-Wassailif.The Englishness of the scene is a celebration
of the Englishness of Dickens’s original text. Furthermore, the subtlety of deefiiber the
25™ number permits Mr. Fezziwig and his wife to remain the central focus stéee; the
music is restrained enough to allow the Dickensian elements, as embodiechgrtdeters,

to take center stage.

Menken’s song comes across as a large-scale Broadway number as opposelititmaltr
English dance. Whereas Bricusse, the British composer, preserves afsaste English
tradition, Menken, the American composer, writes in the style of a lavish Broatioay s
Though Mr. Fezziwig and his wife are still the lead singers in this numbdargeescale of
the song and the seemingly endless quantity of party guests who areamhtedalogued in
the lyrics, distracts from the personalities of the lead singers. Ddspseng’s title, it
seems as though this mightd&®yone’sannual Christmas ball, as the energy, good cheer, and
excitement of the season is more important than the individual Dickensian erseaxt
their place in the story. As in most mega-musicals, the personalities ¢fafaeters are
sometimes lost against the larger background of the “poperetta” score atat\slpec
scenery.

An even more illustrative example of these contrasts can be found by compafipste
of Christmas Present scenes. Bricusse’s “I Like Life” duet allowa better appreciation of
the relationship between the two characters. Furthermore, the dialoguerb8tseege and
the Ghost, while not taken word-for-word from the novella, allows for a naturduipuil

toward the number as the Ghost sardonically ridicules Scrooge before tryiridhbon ge

8 The country atmosphere that Bricusse createssinutinber is in keeping with the tone of Dickenes t

despite the fact that the Fezziwig warehouse isoaisly in London. Fezziwig is an urban businessnbar
Dickens instills the character with the patriarctpaalities embodied by a country lord, who woulddhsuch
Christmas parties for his tenants at his manoe ZBavis’sLives and Times of Ebenezer Scropge32-40.
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change his worldview through the introduction of a new philosophy in “I Like Life.teOn
again, the sequence is structured around a classic image from the novella, andathe vis
layout of the scene corresponds perfectly to Leech’s original illustraiibas, the Bricusse
adaptation stresses the classic appeal of the characters and the stoey sandgtare
integrated to supplement this appeal. The subsequent numbers in this scene aldaeemphas
Bricusse’s cultural approach: the staging of Tim’s carol is analogahe tway it is
described in the original novella and reflects the tradition of the sentimenéal, lvahile
“The Minister’s Cat” is blocked like a Victorian parlor game, whichHartaccentuates the
Englishness of the adaptation. Bricusse keeps every element of the mosiading the
music, integrated in the tradition of the novella and the cultural values taptesents.
“Abundance and Charity,” Menken’s Ghost of Christmas Present number, is another
example of the different viewpoint taken by the composer and how that viewpoint is
supplemented by the mega-musical approach. As in “I Like Life,” thetGH&hristmas
Present celebrates the joys of the Christmas season with Scrooge, butdicgonte
between the two characters seem less important than the lively spéeiag presented on
stage, a spectacle that comes complete with a group of tap-dahemg girls in festive
outfits. Here it is important to note that MenkeA'€hristmas Carglwhile clearly a mega-
musical, is also a product of yet another musical genre: the New York ChrgtmasA
Christmas Carglwhich was staged at Madison Square Garden’s Paramount Theater from
1994 through 2003, emerged from the tradition ofRhadio City Christmas Spectacular
Like the annual Radio City show, Christmas Carolas revived at Christmastime in New
York for several years in a row, and Menken’s inclusion of chorus girls in his Ghost of

Christmas Present sequence is clearly in homage to the Radio CitytRechéore than

479



this, the structure and spectacle of numbers like “Abundance and Chagrtifies that
Menken’s adaptation is meant to recreate a boisterous celebration of Chtisatng more
evocative of New York and Broadway as opposed to a specifically Dickensian vision
evocative of London and Britain. Many of the sequences in the Menken adaptation could
easily be incorporated into the Radio City show, as the emphasis on music andespasctacl
opposed to story and character, would fit in with the revue show format employed in the
Christmas SpectaculanVhereas Bricusse’s book-musical approach allows him to place the
Dickensian narrative at the forefront, and simultaneously, to accentuataditiernis
associated with the novella and the British celebration of Christmas, the misgaim
format works for Menken because it allows him to emphasize pop music and visaaiospl
as the primary elements of the adaptation. While the story @fara is still told faithfully,
the telling of that story is subsidiary to the celebration of Christmas.

Other more subtle divergences in the cultural approaches taken by the two cemmgoser
be discovered by examining their treatments of the lead character. émthiddvis notes
that the most significant element of the modern culture teXt@fristmas Carois the
desire to try and understand the protagonist. The original incarnation of Scroogmis giv
limited depth by his creator. Dickens drops hints that Scrooge had a bad relptieitistiis
father, but there are no scenes depicting the young Ebenezer’s familjHéeaeader is also
left unaware of where or when Scrooge met Belle and how their relationshipgsext)g to
the point of their separatich Rather than leave such matters to the imagination of viewers,
however, the goal of many adaptors of Dickens’s novella since the mid-twesergtiry has

been to try and explain Scrooge’s behavior. These attempts have resulteditasignif

° Belle is renamed “Isabel” in the Bricusse adaptatind “Emily” in the Menken adaptation. As in ryarther
post-1950s adaptations of the novella, she isdoired in the Fezziwig scene as a guest at thet@lassparty.
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emphasis being placed on the Christmas Past sequence. Davis notes than\fedolers of
the Carol focused mostly on the episodes involving the second of the three Christitsas spir
“Victorian reviewers, who devoted much of their reviews to retelling the staalyquoting
long passages from the text, had little to say about Christmas Past. The cadyefes®
Stave 2 that found its way into the review was the account of the Fezziwigs’ part
Scrooge’s unhappy childhood and lonely schooldays were almost completely igriaved” (
41). If the Victorians were more interested in the contemporary depictiOhrstmas as
presented in Stave 3, modern adaptors prefer to focus on Stave 2 in hopes of providing the
viewer with a clearer sense of Scrooge, the man.

The 1951 film adaptation &f Christmas Caro{which was originally entitle&crooge
upon its release in Britain) is often regarded as the quintessential verBimkens’s text.
Part of the film’s success is undoubtedly attributable to Alastair Sim'serfids
performance. Whereas earlier film and stage versions of the novella deattwes depicting
Scrooge as a one-dimensional curmudgeon, Sim portrays a deeply embittered anddonely m
who is more discouraged than malicious. The actor is given excellentahtdevork with,
as Noel Langley’s script helps to raise the audience’s understarfddigkens’s character to
fascinating new levels. Dauvis labels this particular adaptation as tbieehample of the
psychological Carol”l{ives189), and Guida agrees that “tQlarol, like none before it,
seeks to explain Ebenezer Scrooge” (104). In order to accomplish this feétmhakers
expand the Christmas Past segment.

In the 1951 film, numerous creative liberties are taken with Stave 2. As Guidaqdint
“the sequence with the Ghost of Christmas Past is in fact the longest iimth@ @4). In

this adaptation, the viewer is made privy to the young Scrooge’s descent toward the
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emotional paralysis and isolation that define his later life. Mr. Fezawote is expanded,
as the film depicts the kindhearted businessman as part of a dying breed ofastaE|
being driven out of business by industrialization. When the young Ebenezersrdaizke
can make more money working for the corrupt manufacturer Mr. Jorkin, he leaves
Fezziwig's employment and soon meets Jacob Marley. Marley and Jorkin bothrplayra
altering the younger Scrooge’s innocent vision of the world, prompting him to focus on
material gain and progress as opposed to love and fidelity. Later, Scroogerénddvia
shown engaging in the same questionable business practices as their mentor.

Scrooge’s sister Fan is given a slightly larger role in the film ds \mstead of being
presented as Scrooge’s younger sister, she is depicted as the elawsaniblihus plays a
maternal role to the younger Ebenezer. Though the original text menéinissdying
young, the circumstances surrounding her passing are not revealed. In theiikwer,
Fan dies after giving birth to Fred. This tragedy is established asithral cause of
Scrooge’s contempt for his nephew, as he blames Fred for Fan’s death. ltakgtethe
matter even further, however, by revealing that Scrooge’s own mother diedywinig
birth to him. Thus, the neglectful treatment of Ebenezer by his own fatheryrakueled to
in Dickens’s novella, is explained.

Guida praises the numerous creative liberties taken in the Sim vergiddhoistmas
Carol, claiming that “this approach — this filling in the blanks in Scrooge’s past — provides us
with a very complex and richly textured Scrooge who contrasts sharply with the kind of
cardboard villain found in many lesser versions” (106). Davis also admires thetiadapta
though he is more interested in its psychological approach as part of a trendututtze ¢

understanding of th€arol from the 1950s onward. Though Davis later discusses Bricusse’s
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Scroogan the context of the 60s and 70s, it is worth noting how this musical, along with
Menken’s adaptation, engages its 1951 predecessor. Like Langley, Bricdddersken

seek to explain Scrooge’s behavior, and like Langley, they do so by adding on to the Ghost
of Christmas Past sequence. However, rather than relying solely on dialodju
supplementary scenes, the two composers also utilize music and song fourbeses.

Several divergences in their approaches to the depiction of Scrooge’s pastedhreorc

cultural differences of the two composers as well as the dissimitaritges dictated by the
genres in which they are writing.

Bricusse does not take as many creative liberties as Langley ormMartke depiction of
Scrooge’s past, though he does include some scenes (and songs) that help to fultiper deve
the character. The first images from Scrooge’s past are of seveseldrawn carts carrying
various children away from their school. The children are dressed up as ckdraatesn
English pantomime (another indication of Bricusse’s very traditional apgptoabe
material). As they ride about in the carts, the youngsters sing “Sirgistiias Carol,” the
film’s main theme—meanwhile, the young Scrooge sullenly watches frerampty
schoolhouse. The older Ebenezer mutters, “I could never join in those Christmag’parties
and though the audience does not learn the reasons why, the Ghost of Christrmadk&as
reference to the young Scrooge as having been “neglected by his familygushurFan is
shown amongst the other children in the carriages, which means that if Mr. Scrooge has
denied his son permission to attend the local Christmas parties he has not bedn so crue
toward his daughter, who clearly delights in the carefree joys and ligtetieausicality of
the season. Bricusse’s emphasis on carol singing and pantomimes in the opening to the

Christmas Past sequence reinforces the idea that the young Scroogenhascheded from
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the traditional joys of the celebration of Christmas. This exclusionigigklthe sense of
loneliness that has contributed to the elder Scrooge’s cruelty, and the use dfieneissc
especially worthy of note.

Bricusse utilizes music similarly in the Fezziwig Christmas padpe, as Scrooge is the
only one of the younger employees not to participate in the “December‘theuzbber,
despite repeated attempts by Isabel to bring him into the song. Ebenedsrostdhe
periphery throughout the entire number, and thus does not partake in yet anothar music
Christmas tradition: the country dance. When the Ghost of Christmas Past ins|tireghg
he did not participate, the older Scrooge defensively replies: “Becaaa&lhtt do it.” Just
a few moments later, however, Scrooge’s younger self agrees to waltizabel and proves
himself to be quite proficient at dancing after all. This curious contradi@isesreven
more interesting questions about Scrooge’s isolation and to what extent it migbeleave
self-imposed, even in his childhood. Shy, lonely, and frustrated, it is not difficulatprm
the young Scrooge purposefully withdrawing into the background. Conversely,issabe
depicted as constantly trying to draw him forward. Throughout both “Decemberthe 25
and its immediate successor, “Happiness,” she is persistently showrglaadiby the hand
no matter what the activity. Tellingly, Scrooge does not sing in either s& thembers;
rather, he simply listens.

“Happiness,” presented in the form of a montage, is employed to show the development of
Scrooge’s relationship with Isabel. Rather than simply limiting the twacteas to one
setting or activity, the song depicts them enjoying various hobbies together including
carriage rides, picnics, archery games, and excursions on the Thames. Tleendindysr of

settings corresponds well to the lyrics of the song, as the montage allowsefophasis on
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changeability and movement. The various metaphors used to describe happiness are
underscored by the varying activities pursued by Scrooge and his fiancée: “ldappiae
high hill/Will I find it? Yes | will/Happiness is a tall tree./Can ingb it? Watch and
see/...Happiness is a bright star/Are we happy? Yes we are/Happinessaissky/Give
me wings and let me fly/For happiness is whatever you want it to be.” Fudiggratl of
the activities featured in the sequence are rural activities, and the lmighityside scenes
that make up Scrooge’s youth are set in contrast to the darker, more urban siceedaut
the sequences depicting his later life. These contrasts between rurdbamdalues are true
to several of the themes presented in Dickens’s novella, as well as thralddidition in
which Dickens was writing; Malcolm Andrews notes that flBiokwick Paperenward,
Dickens was certain to emphasize “fondness for the fading, softly-focudesi¢kian idyll”
(Englishxviii) as represented in the rural tranquility of Dingley Dell and Manor Farhe
idyll fades quickly for Scrooge, and his inability to sing with Isabel duringnimsber
foreshadows his rejection of her simple joys and country values.

The mournful ballad that Scrooge sings following his separation from Isabel,
“You...You,” highlights his inability to make sense of his actions, as he can onlgtrefie
what Isabel once meant to him—he never reaches a conclusion about why he allowed her t
slip away: “You—you were new to me/You—you were spring/You—you weeettru
me./You—you were everything./You—you were good for me/You were my day/Dydwal
could for me/l let you go away.” It is a telling moment when Scrooge #iigsolo song,
for one is reminded of the fact that he chose not to sing with Isabel during“Bidoember
the 28™ or “Happiness.” Rather than use music to celebrate as Isabel does, he instead turns

to it for mourning purposes after he has lost the woman he loved. One is left with the
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impression that if the younger Scrooge had been able to rejoice in song antikausabel

and Fan, he would never have lost sight of the important things in his life; this smopres

evocative of a moment in Dickens’s text where Scrooge listens to Fred’playfenusic:

Scrooge’s niece played well upon the harp; and played among other tunes a simple little

air (a mere nothing: you might learn to whistle it in two minutes), which had bedrafa
to the child who fetched Scrooge from the boarding-school, as he had been reminded by
the Ghost of Christmas Past. When this strain of music sounded, all the things that Ghost
had shown him, came upon his mind; he softened more and more; and thought that if he
could have listened to it often, years ago, he might have cultivated the kindnedges of |i
for his own happiness with his own hands, without resorting to the sexton’s spade that
buried Jacob Marley. (58)

The fact that the young Scrooge is constantly excluded from participatiamsin (whether

by the decree of others or by his own choice) emphasizes his larger iso@tiamimanity.

This isolation hastens his development into the cruel miser who uses music as afnea

striking out at other people, as is exemplified in “| Hate People.” Whereas miggit once

have united Scrooge with others, his inability to participate in the traditieleddrations of

music as a youth prompts his later employment of music as a means of ventimgehisAs

in the 1951 film, the scars from Scrooge’s past are what fuel his behavior inghetpre
Bricusse’s approach proves extremely effective in this context. The lsiifteen

dialogue and music throughout these scenes allow for a clear emphasis on thsi@ricke

drama and the development of the lead character. The fact that certaitechaadicipate

in certain songs and others do not allows for the unity between plot, characterization, a

music that is so essential to an integrated book musical, as Scrooge’syib@ligie music in

a celebratory way highlights vital elements of his personality.
While Bricusse stays faithful to the basic sequence of shadows from Scroage’s pa

presented by Dickens in the original novel, beginning with the boy Scrooge at school and

tracing his growth up through his separation from Isabel, Menken takes far greate/e
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liberties with this part of the story. The composer incorporates several dongent
established in the 1951 film version. As in the Sim film, Fan is described as having died in
childbirth. Later during a musical montage showcasing the young Scroogeisg greed,
Mr. Fezziwig is run out of business by his hardhearted ex-protégé. Menken,rdifey,a
seeks to create a meaningful psychological portrait of Scrooge, rathertihah a
biographical sketch; as such, he makes several radical changes regardiagstiséatus of
the protagonist. Whereas the Bricusse adaptation depicts Scrooge abex wiehe middle
class, Menken presents Scrooge as the eldest son in an insolvent worlgrfgralas The
composer briefly introduces (and summarily dispenses with) the immediatearseof
Scrooge’s family. Ebenezer’s father is presented as a debtor who hasiugerpsison.
Scrooge’s mother is also introduced, though she dies almost immediately aftasib@nd is
sent to jail. Finally, there is Fan, who, as in the novella, is announced as havingutigd y
Given how quickly these characters are eliminated, one might question the lisaofica
introducing them at all, but Menken utilizes their presence to help explain variets dac
the protagonist’s personality. As Mr. Scrooge is led off to prison, he shouts a pathetic
warning to his son: “Learn this lesson, Ebenezer: save your pennies! Makeryoune and
keep it!” (13). Ebenezer is subsequently sent to work in a factory and doest sdyeture
his base occupation and low coworkers. Menken’s revisions to Scrooge’s childhood are
obviously meant to create parallels between the character and his creati@s Dlekens.
While the effectiveness of this reading is debatable, Menken activelylzdesito the
culture text of theCarol by rewriting the protagonist’s past in hopes of better explaining his
present behavior. His use of music here, particularly in the context of the niegaim

format, is highly successful.
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As mentioned, most mega-musicals consistently reprise and recycle preggiablished
musical motifs. Following Mr. Scrooge’s arrest, Mrs. Scrooge consolesitenea by
reprising a refrain that has already been sung once earlier in the Infarsecthat will be
reprised again many times over, as is the custom in most mega-musicdlf)e“k&rs in
the sky/Remind us of man’s compassion/Let us love till we die/And God bless us every one
(10). Later in the same sequence, Fan and Ebenezer sing a duet entitled ‘Baittate
Home,” which is reprised by Emily, Scrooge’s fiancée, shortly thienealhe frequent
reprises in Menken’s adaptation create thematic links between chai@uotiesituations. The
fact that Emily reprises a song sung by Scrooge’s sister underduatesks between these
two women, which are not difficult to perceive, as both Fan and Emily possess thetyapabil
to provide the younger Ebenezer with the stable, happy home he has lacked. Unfortunately,
Scrooge declines this opportunity by choosing money over his fiancée andrytiaitionor
his sister's memory, as epitomized by his rejection of his nephew.

The repetition of musical motifs here to underscore various themes allowgréater
understanding of Scrooge’s character; indeed, given the fact that the etsa@atsonalities
often disappear against the larger mega-musical background, the coeystgition of
certain refrains proves the only effective means of defining Scroogessemmlity. While
other characters in the Menken adaptation consistently reprise the “God blessyume”
refrain, Scrooge loses sight of this particular air and is only capable simgpt at the very
end of the play following his redemption—in fact, Menken signals Scrooge’s radarbgt
finally having the protagonist reprise the refrain. Until that point, the meétddgt to him.
Whereas Bricusse emphasizes the young Scrooge'’s isolation by higigligigtinability to

join in the celebration of music, Menken emphasizes the protagonist’s drive to become ri
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along with his fear of destitution by stressing the fact that the spoken wahouigd by Mr.
Scrooge has left a stronger impression than the refrain sung by Mrs. Scrooge. fit@repe
of the “God bless us every one” motif through reprises and underscoring sernasataat
reminder of the fact that Scrooge will need to reject the values of his culestyléd and
learn to appreciate the loving spiritual values represented by Tim, the Gateim, his
mother, and the general populace (all of whom sing the refrain at some point).

By reducing Scrooge to the working class, Menken depicts a morecamedd version
of the character: the young Scrooge embodies the rugged individualism of the Usliésq St
and his desire to make his fortune is a variation on the American dream. Scroogg soabili
rise above his humble beginnings also presents a more democratic vision ofthaci¢he
one presented in the Bricusse version. It is undeniable that Menken’s Scroogsgmsse
some admirable qualities given his ability to overcome his impoverished background, but
Menken is certain to illustrate the dangers of allowing such goals to consurmetesson
that would clearly resonate with a wealthy American audience in modern day dik
City. Whereas the Bricusse musical focuses on traditional themes witldadig®ritish
tenor, notably, the contrasts between the idyll of rural England and the starkekomoan
of the Victorian period, Menken focuses on more “global” issues which extend otiside t
English sphere. Here again, the different types of music used by the two conmetis¢os
reinforce their approaches to the material. By utilizing songs sporadBatiysse can
highlight the English qualities of the source material while simultanedeglizting
Scrooge’s individual character development through his alternation between sung and spoke
words. Menken’s constant use of music and song presents a wider spectrumadgeimst

the macro-messages of the story can be magnified so as to appeal to araduglience.
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Finally, the contrary depictions of Scrooge’s redemption in these two adiaptsttiould
be addressed. The presentation of Scrooge’s reformation is a vitally intfetaent of
any adaptation oA Christmas Caro&nd depictions of this event vary widely. Some
adaptations emphasize the more subtle, interpersonal element, stressaggSaewfound
love of people and his kindness towards those he has previously mistreated. Others present
more embellished redemption as Scrooge traverses London buying things for eomplet
strangers, tossing money around haphazardly, and surprising the CratchitsaekHdl ©f
gifts. The former is utilized in several non-musical adaptations of the stolygling the
1951 classic. However, the latter depiction is far more suited to the form of @ahgigen
the extroverted elements of this particular genre, and indeed, both the Bandddenken
adaptations incorporate huge final production numbers in which several earbeiaaelre
reprised as Scrooge rejoices with the entire London populace. However, bothsralsaal
try to stress the restrained, personal elements of the redemption Imgsiatti a solo sung
by Scrooge. The key difference between the two adaptations is that Bricessetpa more
secularized redemption than Menken, and this divergence is perhaps the mosaasignifi
display of the cultural disparities between the composers. Scrooge’s remeimcrooge
contains no reflections on the role that God has played in his salvation, which is in keeping
with the secular tone presented throughout the entire adaptation; it is contstwesbed that
Scrooge’s two alternatives are either making the most of life or suffegngpé
damnation—the idea of earning a place in heaven as the ultimate goal bsents a
Conversely, the Menken adaptation presents several references to God anditgpiritna
songs about Scrooge’s redemption, and the spectacle and materialism of the final big

production number is counterbalanced by these religious elements. The verpdesitisg
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in this adaptation, entitled “God Bless us Every One,” is presented as a chaonale hy

In Scroogethe reformed Ebenezer does not allude to any sort of spiritual or religious
dimension in his redemption. Rather, the redemption seems a secularized changeasf hea
opposed to a religious awakening:

I'll begin again

I will build my life

[ will live to know

That I've fulfilled my life

I'll begin today

Throw away the past

And the future | build

Will be something that will last.

| will take the time

| have left to live

And I'll give it all

That | have left to give

I will live my days

For my fellow men

And I'll live in praise

Of that moment when

| was able to begin again.
Though Scrooge does mention “a strong amen” in the final verse of the song,rssthkai
he will “thank the world” and live for his “fellow men” are decidedly seculaeesons.
While Scrooge has most certainly changed, the lack of spirituality belsmdformation
complicates our assessment of the final sequence. Ebenezer’s buying Bunlyle’'s toy
store and spending his money on the Cratchits and other Londoners he meets naakes for
delightful spectacle, but it simultaneously accentuates the commezdialnd materialistic
elements of the modern celebration of the holiday. Scrooge is so busy buyisgaiiihg
enjoying the time he has left on earth that he does not acknowledge thuakpiganing of

the holiday and the chance he has been given to earn an eternal reward once hssrtime ha

out. This discrepancy is never more evident than when he dons a Father Christomas cos
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and literally steps into the role of Santa Claus—the materialism aesbwidh the
secularized version of St. Nicholas replaces any sort of religiougelerssociated with the
newborn Christ. When Scrooge, still in his Father Christmas regalia,saatitiee cathedral
and quickly persuades the choir boys to join in the reprise of “Thank You Very Mugh,”
obvious that savior of the modern Christmas is Santa Claus. The sight of peaplg tea
church to follow Father Christmas is an indication of the fact that the speiaments of the
holiday have been displaced by the modern, secular, material elements. Evexidhié Cr
family approaches Christmas in this way; during “Christmas Children,” Bagjis 8l
suppose/That children everywhere/Will say a Christmas prayer/TilhBaimgs their
Christmas things.” The idea of children praying to Santa epitomizes the woddhoYi
Christmas presented in the film.

In his text, Davis points out that many film critics disapproved of this dispEteand
felt it cheapened Scrooge’s redemption, though he likewise acknowledges thenggofta
recognizing that Scrooge has learned of the good that money can do when it is spent on
others: “But from a New Age perspective, Scrooge could be seen as one who had given up
the miserly view of money as means of narcissistic self-aggrandizéonatdpt the
economics of affluence. Buying toys for all the children of the streetpmising to hire
the best doctors to cure Tiny Tim, he uses money for the pleasure it will Qives205).
What Davis takes exception to is the larger secularized view @fara as presented in the
Bricusse adaptation: “The absence of the biblical subte&tinogemakes this strong amen
difficult” (Lives206). As mentioned, Scrooge’s ultimate fate is constantly described as
hovering between two outcomes: he will either end up in hell or learn to enjaylife in

the present. Scrooge is not alone in his focus on the mortal coil, however. The Caatchit
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likewise depicted as living for the moment as opposed to turning toward thd.eténtike

their literary predecessors, Tiny Tim and his father do not go to church together on
Christmas, and during the song “Beautiful Day,” Tiny Tim places all ofduss on

celebrating the here and now as opposed to hoping for the eternal joys open to man through
the birth of Christ: “Then the beautiful day/That | dream about/Would be here/And now.”
The Ghost of Christmas Present makes a similar assessment before leevogg $ the

hands of his successor: “There is never enough time to do or say all the thingswiatidve
wish. The thing is to try and do as much as you can in the time that you have. Remember
Scrooge, time is short, and suddenly, you're not there anymore.” This ambigntoese
seems at odds with the message of Christmas, which emphasizes the etemaitisdpirit.
Equally disheartening is the absence of any talk of paradise, parfiagileeh the fact that

the film actually incorporates a morbidly humorous scene in which Marlepmek

Scrooge to hell and sets him up as Lucifer’s personal clerk. The idea of timgra bell

and no heaven in the world presented by Bricusse is troubling given that this dim
adaptation of a story that celebrates the redemptive power of Christmas.

Although Guida has nothing but good things to say aboutoge labeling it as one of the
best film versions of th€arol ever produced, he too acknowledges the secular tone of the
adaptation, though he does his best to excuse it: “Thardecidedly secular tone about the
film that would certainly be in keeping with its times” (Guida’s emphases, 1&Qjying to
make excuses for the excision of the spiritual elements of Scrooge’s ¢ony&sida
underscores the criticality of such elements to the meaning of the st@gmighasis on the
decade in which the film was produced is significant, but Menken’s adaptation, produced

more than twenty years later, seems to discredit Guida’s argumentithegsgis film is
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simply a product of the postmodern age. Menken began writing his musicalesentc

the turn of the century, and yet, the composer was clearly concerned with kBeglingy
Christmas (and moreover, in Scrooge’s redemption.) The song that Menken’s Sergsge s
following his salvation contains numerous direct references to spirituatitprayer.
“Yesterday, Tomorrow, and Today” is a solemn invocation by Scrooge for tistaassi of
God in helping to complete his transformation:

| can see a future full of beauty
And my spirit starts to fly
| can change the world
Yes! It's my duty
God forgive me
Let me try!
I'll spend my fortune
On the one’s who need me
Go where kindness
And my conscience lead me
Give my heart and soul to all,
God speed me on my way
And to God | pray
Let me live the lessons of the spirits
Yesterday, Tomorrow, and Today

Let the stars in the sky

Remind us of man’s compassion

Let us love till we die

And God bless us every one. (20-21)
Rather than simply acknowledging that he will “begin again,” Scroogeietieat an actual
spiritual transformation has taken place. While Bricusse’s Scrooge med&esnce to
casting off the past and living in the present, Menken’s Scrooge is not ieteresiving
solely for the moment. Rather, like his literary predecessor, he seeksitothe past, the
future, and the present, “yesterday, tomorrow, and today’—his hopes are for sgmethi

eternal that transcends time itself, and enjoyment of the present is judeorant of

something much larger. Though Menken’s Scrooge, like Bricusse’s, immgdieieeeds
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to atone for his past behavior by spending his money on others, the materialism is
counterbalanced by the emphasis on the spiritual change in the protagonist. Fuetherm
Menken does not end his musical with the celebratory finale. He includes orantast s
during the bows, and it is sung as a choral number by the entire cast. “God Blessys
One” is the closest that either adaptation comes to incorporating an atigials hymn
into the score, and this finale stresses the spiritual elements of Chrastropposed to the
secular:
Let the stars in the sky

Remind us of man’s compassion

Let us love till we die

And God bless us every one

In your heart there’s a light

As bright as a star in heaven

Let it shine through the night

And God bless us every one

Till each child is fed

Till all men are free

Till the world becomes a family

Star by star up above

And kindness by human kindness

Light this world with your love

And God bless us every one. (23)
Menken’s decision to end his adaptation with a religious choral number as opposed to the
over-the-top reprise reflects his contradictory approach to the topic of 8swedemption;
it is not enough to simply show Scrooge spending his money on others. Rather, Menken lays
considerable stress on the religious dimensions of Scrooge’s transformation amvd his ne
spirituality, which will guide all of his charitable actions. Clearly, themigancies between

the two adaptations are not matters of time, but rather, of place: the secalaf the

Bricusse adaptation is in keeping with the increasingly secularizedaktia United
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Kingdom, while Menken’s more spiritual depiction attests to the strong presterelgion
in the United States.

Placing this issue in the context of the musical techniques employed by the two
composers, one again finds that their respective approaches supplement tmsirofite
story. “I'll Begin Again” is firmly integrated into the musical, and the segeef songs that
follows keeps Scrooge at the forefront as he leads the chorus in all of thesteprise
Throughout the film, the integrated, book musical technique has allowed Bricusseeto pla
Scrooge, the character, at the focal point of the adaptation. Even if his redemption is a
decidedly secular one, it is stilisredemption. Conversely, Menken'’s large-scale approach
to the story allows him to emphasize the more spiritual elements of the renlestptly
because the character of Scrooge is less important in the grander scheen@eda-
musical. Rather, Scrooge is simply a catalyst for the more univensiain@re spiritual)
message that Menken puts forth in the final sequence of his adaptation, a message that i
epitomized in the chorale of “God Bless Us Every One” (which does not actoelly 6n
Scrooge himself).

The contrasts between these two adaptations of Dickens’s most popular workeeinf
Davis’s assertion that ti@arol is an amorphous culture text that is constantly being
reshaped. The different genres of the two adaptations allow the composers tedegenti
approaches to the material based on their own cultural values. Nevertihel@sterplay
between British and American literary (and theatrical) traditions ddidginged in the
comparison of these two musicals does not change the fact that these two agtstandi
versions of Dickens’s best-loved work will remain the benchmarks against wiyi¢atare

musical adaptations of ti@arol are measured.
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Curtain Call
The Dickensian Musical in a Post-Mega-Musical Era

Alan Menken’'sA Christmas Carostands as perhaps the only example of a Dickensian
mega-musical staged in the period when the mega-musical ruled Broadway. Thoergh the
of the mega-musical has since passed, the influence of this trend in musitad ihetill
being felt, as many of the most successful shows of the past decade have nidimaine
same grandeur of the mega-musical movement, emphasizing spectacular scdrstage
effects while relying heavily on music to tell the story. Virtually g\a&row that has found
any sort of success on Broadway in the past several years has been markesiwayg by
the mega-musical trend. Furthermore, the mega-musical has foreveratfamgeonomic
landscape of Broadway.

Nevertheless, the epic drama that so defined the mega-musical traditadinbloas
disappeared. Today, Broadway’s biggest hits have substituted fantasy and cbaugeg-
comedy for human drama, and some of the most hyped Broadway shows of the pdst severa
years have been marketed toward a very specific demographic: teenagepare grent
girls. The success of shows liBeauty and the Beast, The Lion King, Mamma Mia!
Hairspray, Wicked Legally BlondeandThe Little Mermaigalong with the popularity of
Disney’sHigh School Musicaseriesepitomizes this shift.

Unfortunately, this new trend may ultimately prove troublesome for the evolutibe of t
Dickensian musical. Since the era of the mega-musical has ended, the pessibilit

Dickensian variations on this subgenre have decreased. The most recent Dickasgiah m



to reach Broadway, Jill Santoriello’ssTale of Two Citie§2008), was steeped heavily in the
mega-musical tradition, and while this musical format seemed befittingckés’s epic
treatment of the French Revolutiorale came to fruition about fifteen years too late.
Santoriello’s adaptation was the first new Dickensian musical producedpodhimega-
musical era, and though her adaptatioA dfale of Two Citiess not written in the exact
same format as the Lloyd Webber/Boublil and Schonberg shows that dominated 8raadw
the 1980s and early 90s, the influence of the mega-musical genre was obvious to b®th critic
and audiences. Between its enormous sets, epic story, and pop-influenced snasgcal
Talecontained many of the traits that defined the mega-musical duringydayheAs such,
comparisons betweérale and Boublil and Schénberg®s Miserablesvere inevitable.
Unsurprisingly, the mega-musical format opened up many possibilities for Bawblil a
Schoénberg in adapting Hugo’s novel, particularly given that the epic, operatiofdine
mega-musical seemed the only mold capable of containing the mammoth novel'siptet. Si
the entire musical is sung-through, virtually no music is wasted and every gosigose
part of the larger story. Even the mega-musical format cannot fully endaphaa
encyclopedic structure of the original text, however. Hugo’s meticulous depiction of
historical events such as the Battle of Waterloo, along with his insights intociaé s
injustices that existed at the time of his writing the novel, are eliminatie iadaptation.
Rather than focus on the historical elements of the original story, Boublil and Sahdnbe
center their show on the character of Jean Valjean and his attempts to hesléfamn
Nevertheless, much of the plotlies Miserabless preserved. Notably, the first actlads
Miz covers a nearly twenty-year period in the life of the protagonist, and wrayedty event

in Valjean’s biography is retold onstage through music and singing. The sunghkthroug
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format is what allows for this compartmentalization, as hundreds and hundredssobpage
narrative prose can be successfully condensed into a single sequence of svagsve

While the meticulous musical plotting loés Mizthrough its operatic score is arguably its
greatest strength, it is also somewhat problematic. Most of the showiglsad focuses on
the uprising of the ABC students against the French government, an event whsgbldake
over the course of one or two days—a sharp contrast to the twenty-year Hstongled in
Act I. Furthermore, this subplot is almost completely divorced from the Viadgeayline,
which consequently creates a sense of disunity between the first and sevesdhtie
show. In his text on writing for musical theater, Richard Andrews contrasectim@ques
utilized by Lionel Bart with those of Boublil and Schdnberg, asserting thiéis Béridged
take on the plot aDliver Twistis ultimately more effective because it prevents the viewer
from being overwhelmed by the breadth of the original story: “In contrasiyshact ofLes
Miserablesis like an American television miniseries, because it tries to cover too much
ground” (22). While the operatic technique utilized by the composers does jadtingd’s
plot, some of the rich thematic elements of the original story are lost in mnuaredation.

As a Dickensian musical, Santoriell@aleis one ofOliver!’s many progeny, though the
impact of the mega-musical movement, and more specificalleMiz on the gestation of
the show is likewise undeniable. While the adaptation is not sung-through as in tbe case
Les Miz there is a great deal more singing than talking, and, just as in the Boublil and
Schoénberg musical, many of the songs seem to blend together without distintotrgnsi
there are moments when one is unsure of whether or not to start applauding. The fast
continuity between songs in the musical scorg ale of Two Citiess necessary given the

breadth of the story that Santoriello is trying to tell. As in the cakeoMiz the show is
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driven heavily by its plot. Furthermore, just as Boublil and Schonberg reduced theo§cop
the subject matter, opting to focus on a human drama instead of a historical drama,
Santoriello likewise excises the historical commentary from Dickemrgdinal text, choosing
instead to center the story on the character of Sydney Carton and his redemption.

In Santoriello’s adaptation, the historical allegory regarding the undleidcalization
that oppression and abuse will provoke revolution and madness is secondary to the love
triangle between Carton, Lucie Manette, and Charles Darnay. The novedacuthe
intertwining of these two separate plot threads, as Carton, out of his love fer lacgs off
against the inescapability of the French Revolution, and, to a certain extent, tapatdgy
of history itself, as dictated by the narrator in the very first chaert that Woodman and
that Farmer, though they work unceasingly, work silently, and no one heard them as the
went about with muffled tread” (8). J.M. Rignall writes that the final gges of the novel,
which focus on Carton’s vision of a hopeful future for both France and the Darnay family,
crystallize the character’s “victory” over historical inevitabilftyhich is of course
epitomized more concretely in his successful attempt to save Darnay fromilkbieng):
“However inadequately realized Carton’s prophecy may be in imagirtatives, it is
significant as a moment of resistance to the grimly terminal liyesard historical
determinism of the preceding narrative” (576). The relationship between Cadtoisa
and the historical themes of the novel remain largely unexplored in the musicaitiatapt
which focuses mainly on the love story set against the backdrop of the Revolution.

This discrepancy is logical given that the love triangle seems a mueltooous subject
for musical adaptation than the historical allegory, much as the story of ¥Valfedemption

is a more suitable unifying thread for Boublil and Schénberg’s adaptation tha e
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historical elements included in the show. With the love triangle as thelstatidine, it is
understandable why Carton becomes the lead character in the musical adaptatienverHow
this shift ultimately results in a paradox of sorts, for as Rignall inekc&arton is perhaps
the only character in the novel to overcome the historical forces that seem torbBimgnt
the fates of all the other individuals. As such, his story arc remains fundamentaiiyed
from the Revolution plot until toward the end of the book. Thus, while Santoriello preserves
the historical setting of the novel, utilizing it as an exciting set of condiigasst which to
tell the story of Carton’s redemption, the thematic significance of thestove, and
moreover, of Carton’s character, is lost. Ironically, Santoriello makes e egstake as
Boublil and Schonberg, who focus three-quarteisesf Mizon the story of Valjean’s
redemption but ultimately fail to connect him to the story of the Paris uprisiogsideof
the omission of the historical commentary. The downside in both cases is that\teest
seem to lose some of their overall poignancy in the absence of the historical pooeled
in the novel. Though the mega-musical is perhaps the only musical form capable of
conveying the magnitude of both these epic, historical novels, the format allowsdsr a |
sophisticated presentation of thematic issues through music than the tradokahusical,
which, with its more distinct transitions between spoken words and sung lyregs &br a
clearer appreciation of subtle themes.

From a practical standpoint, the external circumstances surrounding ése i Tale
of Two Citiesnvere far more important than these internal, textual issues in terms of the
show’s potential for success, and unfortunately, these circumstances weye hardl
encouraging. The adaptation began previews in August of 2008, right around the beginning

of a severe recession which rocked the economy. Furthermore, the contrash bleéwegec
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tenor of Santoriello’s adaptation and the fluffy tenor of the hit musicals cyrdortlinating
Broadway was immediately noticeable. Consequently, even before it debuteabomBy,
there was a hushed sense of fatalism abalg.

Santoriello seemed hesitant to acknowledge the influence of the megalrandier
piece. When asked about the structure of the show in comparison to its most obvious mega-
musical forebeat,.es Miz she replied thalale“is definitely more of a traditional book
musical—not an opera.” (par. 5). Producer Ron Sharpe likewise dismisdezbthkz/Tale
connection, insisting that the adaptation had more in common with the traditions of the book
musical than the mega-musical: “Our show is really an old-fashioned book mosica
like My Fair LadythanLes Miz | kid you not,” (gtd. in Gerard, par. 17). Broadway
columnist Jeremy Gerard rightly described this statement as “naiveiiyone could see
that the structure and tone of Santoriello’s adaptation was far more evocd@iwebdif and
Schonberg than Lerner and Loewe. The efforts of the producer and the writer to downplay
any relationship between their adaptation besl Miserableseemed curious, especially
given thatLes Mizremains a beloved musical to this day—however, these efforts become
slightly more understandable when one considers that the dge dizhas passed. By
downplaying the correlation betwe@aleandLes Miz Santoriello and Sharpe may have
been trying to downplay the notion that their show was outdated. In Gerardss artic
producer and director Richard Jay Alexander acknowledged why this was araimport
tactic, especially given the current economic situation on Broadway: “I'driiget....It's
not a glamour musical, and you have to remembelLgwmMizwas in a different era” (qtd. in
Gerard, par. 6). The epic mega-musical has seemingly become obsolete, gspleerathne

considers the kind of shows which are currently drawing crowds to Broadway.
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A Tale of Two Citiesfficially opened on September 18, 2008. It received poor reviews
from critics, most of whom labeled it an inferior relic from the mega-caliperiod.
Richard Ouzounian of thEoronto Stardescribed the show as “theatre at its worst” and was
especially critical of the musical’'s parallelslies Miz

From the ominous martial music that starts the show, through the contrapuntal

marching-in-step first act finale, right down to the final song of sekiation against a

sky positively pocked with stars, this show wants th.&& Miserableso badly that you

can practically taste it. It's not unknown for a seminal work like Miserableso

influence other authors, but when the homage grows perilously close to a Xerpiheopy

attention, to turn Arthur Miller on his ear, must not be paid. (E12)
David Rooney put forth similar criticism in his reviewDraily Variety, noting that
Santoriello’s admission that she began work on the musical in the 80s, “underscores how
outmoded it is in style and conception” and concluding that the adaptation is “a lugnberi
artifact — overwrought, under-nuanced and hopelessly old-fashioned” (47)Ou#@inian,
Rooney points out that Santoriello’s adaptation tries far too hard to duplicate thessafcces
Les Miz Virtually every major New York critic decried the musical in santerms, with
Joe Dziemianowicz of thBaily Newssardonically writing: “InLes Miserablesa fervent cry
goes out for ‘one day more!” The creators and caét Béle of Two Citigswvhich opened
last night, have taken that message to heart in trying to give the pop operetta one more
revolution. The gears, however, are stuck in revefsée..is so formulaic it feels recycled
and reused, but not refreshed” (40). A negative review iNéve York Timesapped off
this trend of unfavorably contrastifi@glewith its mega-musical predecessor. Even more
devastating than the notices were the box-office revenues, as drearysppestidgired poor
Broadway grosses. Toward the end of its run, the show was playing to 40% cajpawity, c

and a premature closing seemed inevitaBld.ale of Two CitieBmped along for seven

weeks before it officially closed on November 9, 2008, after only sixty peafures.
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The failure ofA Tale of Two Citiebas put the future of the Dickensian musical in
guestion, not simply because of the fact that the latest musical adaptation kéasDiovel
to reach Broadway has proved unsuccessful, but likewise because of thenlatgpations
regarding the mega-musical format. It is perfectly understandabl&aitpriello chose the
mega-musical form for her adaptation, as containing Dickens'’s story ineatraditional
integrated show would likely have resulted in drastic cuts being made to thelaegin
Indeed, the future of the Dickensian musical seems intimately bound up withdhe me
musical format simply because the only novels by Dickens which have yet to bedaidapt
the musical stage are among his most complicated and multifaceted works. Sihiityos
of musical adaptations of novels likéartin Chuzzlewit, Dombey and Sdleak House
Little Dorrit, andOur Mutual Friend along with revised adaptations@évid Copperfield
andGreat Expectationss enticing, but it seems as though any chance of these texts
becoming musicals is dependent on the composer employing the mega-musical fpam; onl
mega-musical could successfully preserve the original plot. Had Santoraelbgisation
succeeded, a string of Dickensian mega-musicals might have beerdnitiat given that
the age of the mega-musical has seemingly passed and that audience tagiadwayB
have shifted to lighter fare, the chances of these Dickensian mega-mreachlsg fruition
have waned significantly. Given the phenomenal enduring pow@ingr!, the potential for
future musical adaptations of Dickens will always be tenable; however, in-enpgat
musical era, the question of just how to adapt Dickens’s more complicated works
successfully to the musical stage is less easily answered. Whetharlyrdeeades of the
21% century will prove the best of times or the worst of times for the Dickensiaicahus

remains to be seen.
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