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' Preface

H
Vo

o '.l‘hat this is indeed the case is a rela.tivaly modern development. Ac~

4 cord:i.ng to Helen Krich Ghinoy, coeditor of Directors on Directing

ideal 1s a reality, however, the SPBC:Lf:LC rﬁle of the direc‘bor :I.n the

theatre ‘a8 he exists today is as varled as the personalities of the indgi-

" viduals who call themselves directors. T‘Déubtjfesef"ji;e"l{:wh'atf':bﬁe ﬂ";;irector's

" r6le: should or could be is:subject. for;,, almost ' ssf professional and

acadenic debate. i
This study does not presume to »_resol'vre ':a.ny of -'these theoretical '

A questions nor to postulate any one. dmrec‘amg approach a:b the expense of

: a.ny,other. This study does seek to descrlbe carefully the professional _

' accompllshments of one contemporary direc'hor, Peter Brook in _an ei‘for’c»_ ‘

to arrive at a generalized perspect:.ve through mdividua.l analy‘:.s. The -

first task of this study is to compile a professional biography of
Brcok's work——to chronicle his achievements. Interes‘bing]y enough, al-

o though Brook's stature in. the profession is w:.dely acknowledged, no

T

comprehensive study to da‘be has attemp’ced to bring toge‘bher available

: lToby Cole and Helen Krich Ch:'moy (eds.), iregtorg on g
- zecting'(New York: The Bobbs-efrill- Company, Inc., 1963);°3."

B T
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L no comprehensive study has been underta.k;en,: ef’cer ‘careful: research it

' appeared that an extensive body of ma‘berials concerned with individual
productions as well genre of Brook's work e:dsts in periodica.l Iitera—

ture. Tt is from this potpourri of sources tha.t this pa.per is wr:.t‘hen.

- While the first obj ective of 'hhis study is to chronicle the

L separa.’c.e the genre of his work in the various medie. and describe and

analyze his ’creatment and philOSophy of: each area. This study will also-

e:mmne his rehearsal technique and h:Ls work with experimental projects. )

The body of the paper is divided into s:Lx chapters.

Chapler I entitled’ “Biography'“ ‘deals with the chronological

events of Peter Brook's life to da'be, emphasizing professional accom-
plishments often in the light of curren‘b theatrioal criticism. This
chap‘c-er secks to establish a sequence of events and an overview of the

' miad experiences undertaken by Mr, . Brook.

Chapter II entitled "Brook and "bhe Opera" emm:l.nes ‘Brook's gen~-

e”r‘fe'.i ettitude concerning the pro‘blems -of;directmg for the opera, bl‘leﬂY ,

discusses some of his early works and their critical reception, and then
follows hinm in detail through the proceee of directing Pausgt for ihe

Me‘c.ropolitan Opera from inception to” openi.ug night.

‘I Chapter III Brouk's contr v"bu'bions to 'bhe film media. are de-

‘ scribed. In an effort to discover the‘reasons i‘or h.ls limited recogni—

tion® as a £ilm maker an analysa.s of his approach to the cinema. is

under'baken. Entitled "Brook and the Cinema, _
his methodolcgy in regard’ to four ma,]or fﬂms and at'bempte to drawv con-
clus:.ons as to the reasons for the relative success or failure of eachs

Brook's work in exper:!.rnen'bal:,theatre_ is‘discussed 'inl_Chap'ber Iv.

information concerning the scope and content of Brook's career, Wille '



:vw

A detailed escr:.pt.ion of his work with the “Theatre oi‘ Gruelty" pro-

Ject in congunct:.on with the london Academy of Music and Dra;ma‘c.lc Arts

Thea‘bre Club in 1963-6/ provides a pract:x.cal indication of, new per=

~~~~~

: spectives .’x.n his directorial philosophy ‘Also included :I.n this chapter

is an accoun ;of Brook's product:.on of Mz rat[Sadg an .the subsequent

.criticism of . h'l.s achievemen‘b.

“q .

In e.n effor'b to glea.n some of the elements

’ _' : s X rehearsal

o Roya.l Shakespeare Company. By exemining Brook'

by Peter Brook. Heavy reliance is placed on reviews a.nd crltieal no- 7 |

.af
tices as well” as :Ln'berv:.ews m.th Brock in relation to his product:.ons.
4'1.11'

After the ma.terials a.re amassed they are. divided: into genre group:.ngs

and selected: accord:mglyﬁ for use in a particular chapter. Chapter VI,

E

for emmple, is based cgreat part on articles written by : Pe:ter Brook

h:x.mseli‘. The ablbl:l.ography of: materla.ls :anludes ’seVeral teleV:Lsn.on

€

interv:news as ‘well as a rad:.o intemew.

- The most obvious value of a study such a8 this is: its descr:.p— |

tive content, - As an historical study . also this paper' bringw_together




a barometer of opinion selected‘from criticai i'eviews concernin'g Brook?'s |
works. Smce Peter Brook is still a rela'bively young man, and there )

are indications that his career is in many ways just now reaching a N

solidity and maturity, there is an even greater(incentn.ve 'ﬁfor :e‘search_‘
to keep abreast of his.vprofessional development, Further studies migh;b
include an elxamination_.qf Broo}:'s unique approach to directing Sh‘.akee;‘.-

speare or an examination of his continued work with experimeg‘bal i:ro- :
jects, notably in the film media. With such a formidable backgrownd of
achlevement and such a promising future, Peler Brook is indeéd 8 ma.n of
the theatre to be watched. | |

i
¥

!
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CHAPTER I-

Biography

The theatre of the 1960'3 is permeated with a British;_“agcen.t. -

Not to undermine in any way the accomplishments made by Amarié:én or-.
Continental theatre enterprise, 1t would be folly not to admit the wea.lth
of British talent and imagination :mfluencmg dramatic activi'by in this
decade, Any discussion of significant achlevement.s in contempore.ry
theatre would probably not go far without mentioning the classic contribu—
tors such as Tyrone Guthrie, Laurence Olivier, Paul Scofield, John Gielgud,
Michel 8t. Denis or Alec Guiness, clogely following these are. 'bhe breed
of younger British theatre professionals-—Harold Pinter, .Tohn A.'rden, s
Among these men who are at the helm :Ln charting ‘l‘heatrical destiny

"in the twentieth century is a young man of 42, whose record of 'bhea.trical
growth runs off the ledger. He is Peter Brook. In tracing his life,

one cannot fail to see the prodigious earmarks of a man of greg‘b energy,

imagination and vision. : a

The "enfant terrible' of diretting was born Peter S'be;:hen Paul Brook,

. on March 21, 1925, in London. His father, Simon Brook, was e manufac-

turing chemist, and his mother, Ida (Janson) Brock was & sclentist.za;.=l

lThis is a recurrent epithet coined by an early critlc.

- Zalter Rigdon (ed.), The Biographical Encxclogaedia & Who's Who
of the Amerlcan Theatre (New York: James H. Heinemen, Inc.,: 1966), 320-

A
’
[

]
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2

Peter was the second son born to this couple; his olcier brotﬂer,

Alexis Brook, becams s consulting peychi.ert‘.r:l.et.3

c~‘r ;.'
i

-Brook's interest in the theatre is traced to e.n early age. He . E

-recalled an experience that took place the Chrlstmas of his- ixhh Jear.

His father had given him a toy theatre complete with working 1ights,

curtainsg and a trap door, and he and Alexis staged the complete @;_,

with young Peter acting all the parts. "It lasted six hours, but as it

was Christmas Day I claimed it as my day, and the i‘amily had to‘ sit and
watch, " ’

. ' h‘ v Hreeiihe i :
Never again, however, was il necessary for Brook to res rt tor S

captive techniques to engage an audience. After grammar schooling in

Switzerland and England, Brook i‘illed the years up to 1941 with second~

~ ary education at the Wesiminster School in London and the Greehem Bchool

in Norfolk., He is said to have played a French prisoner in Hem and

i\rh

the Firs‘h Player in The Beggar's Opera in school produc’cions.s,_ "
[ d

In 1941, following his graduation, Brook delayed h.'l.e college

plans to spend the year with a London film studio where he»
in script writing and cutting. With this experience behind h:un he
entered Magdelan College, Oxford, in the fall of 191.2.6

"8
=T

As an undergraduste Brook spent all of t.he tme outs:n. e his .

academic pursuits of English literature and foreign Janguages Iexperi-

menting in the theatre and films. According to university authorities _

1{._ i

Brook i‘ound himself ineligible to become a member of 'bhe OJCf'Ol‘d Uni-

_ 3Charles Moriﬁz (ed.), Current Biography 1261 (New Iork'
The H. W. Wilson Company, 1961), 74. ; ,

- A1pid. :
SEric -Tohne, "onder Boy, " Theatre World ILV, (J’une, 191.,9), 35. .

6Rigdon. : -




»:h

ok and incident.al muélc.s Tt is s:.gn::.ficant that this early vorlk

: fegéperience. In 1943 ,ﬂu‘dur:l.ng a schoolj hollday,ﬁhe ha.d produced a 'hhree- \

efi‘ec‘bs. Although 'bhe produc‘t.ioj did 'hot createi any particuls.r sensa=

advertismg "ep:n.cs" for various commerc:r.al products.lo Nineteen i‘ort.y—

7MDI'itZ . |

8“Undergradua‘be Ente
(September, 1943), 49. :

rp;'ise s




after this he was engaged by the Entertainments National S rvice ‘Asso-

clation to stage a touring production for the British Azj;;x_g EorcesA of
Shaw's Pygmalion with Mary Grew in the title role,ll s

' Brook’s i‘irst'inajor break occurred when William”ﬁfﬁéfrong,«

director of the Liverpool Repertory Theatre, attended a ﬂdress rehearsal
of Emllon. Armstrong was so impressed with Brook's talent and :I.mag—

mat:.on that he reported his discovery to Sir Barry Jackson who prompi.ly

:anited Brook to join the dlrecting staff of the B:.rmingham Repertory

- Theatre. Brook eagerly accepted and during the 1945-46 season directed

Man and Superman, King Jolm and The lady from the Sea at Bim:’t_pgham.lz.

Sir Barry Jackson was well pleased with the 21¥?‘ear;giii!s achieve~
nents, and when he went to Stratford-on-Avon he mvited33'%6kiito produce

Love's Labor's Losgt for the 1946 season, The following yea.r inter-

dition,"3 and called the productlon "eolor-drenched, vigg;'oqsaf’ll*- How~-

ever, all critics did not share Variety's enthusiasm: F

It is impossible to find any excuse for casting Daphne Slater as
Juliet, who may be many thin %S but not under any clrcmnstances a
bounc:Lng English Schoolgirl.L? TR

or

His lighting was startling, his crowd scenes exciting, his duels

“’ et

uRi.gdon . : Ljorita.
LVarioty, April 16, 1947,3.  YIbid.

 15geyell Stokes, "Charades by Old Favorites,® Theatre Arbs
XKXII, (Januazy, 1943), 49




. Scmt.ﬂ.lating, h:\.s inc:.dental mus:L "haunting. Thé only trouble - -
was that he had no interest infeither Romeo or Juliet. Quite..s
rightly the eritics chaz‘oised him, ifor he was beco_ming important -
enough for punishment.™ I

, Brook‘s mportance was :mdeed grom.ng, and on June .{,, 1946, he
staged 8 produc‘hi.on oi‘ Dosteoevsky's Brother'g Karamogov adap‘bed from
the novel by Alec Gu:.ness (vho also. acted in the’ play) at the Lyric
: Thea’cre, Hamnersmith. Ths.t fall the 21—year-old directed the" first

Jean—Paul Sartre to ‘be gn.ven in Iondon, The Vicious Gircle (No Exi'b)

,.,

at the Arts Theatre. This production. also featured Alec Guinese :

- Beatrix Lernna.nn and Be'b'by Ann Davies: &

The power of . the play was matched by a production whlch shattered _
the ordinary. thea“bre—goei looking for a pleasan’b even:n.ng 8. enter—
tainment in the 'bheatre. S h

After the success of ?he Vicious Circle Brook 'brough'b i‘orth o

4 ‘g/'

! he Respestful Pro gti'hute and Men w:.tgout Sha cug'
on :ruly 17, 1947, "again at the Lyris; Hammersmith.la_ "Yet the London

nore Sar‘ore plays 'Y

West End vas still to be conquered. ' «

ginning. He was engaged by the’ Royal Opers. House at Govent Garden "co

become Dlrector of Productions. He sfc.aged Boris Godunoff and La h'émg

in the fall of 1948, followed by The Marr;age of Figero, The Olmgian
and Salome in 1949.19 Brook told a Time reporter that his new Salome

"is not a produc'bion, it's an ha.llue:.n:a:l:.:l.on.'\|20 The designer for this
madeap offering was Selvader De.li. 4 ‘

¥’_‘.

16Beverly Baxter ' Gerard Fay and Craddock Munro, “HJ.s Eroduc-
tion of Dark of the Moon," World: Rerview, III, (May, 1949), 17-18.

-~ 1TRons14 Barker, "Enfant Terr:.ble,“ Plazg and Plgzerg, I,
(Aprid, 1954), 64 g

lSRigdon ' 19I ;Q

s

Onulike the North Pole,"




‘- Brook's weet End opportunity came finally in 1949 when_r

He M. Tennent Ltd., a wealthy British production agency, engaged him to:

direct Howard Richardson and William Berney's Carolina folk drama, -Dark

.@‘,

ait

of the Moon. He took on the assignment. \The play had :Lts “ou'l'.-of-town“ :
tryout in Brighton where enthus:‘..asm proved. to.be.at- e. minimm ‘From.
Brighton the management bocked the show i‘or a trial’ at the Lyric Theatre,

I R
He.umeremith, bei'ore the April 12 opening at the: Ambassadors,’l‘heatre.ﬂ

I

Nothing less the.n jmmediate success greeted the offering. : A' London :

;617 s ‘:

eritic gave thie account-

i Wa wvho attend. first nights, watched ‘bhe unfoldlng of some‘thing whlch
seened & hodge—podge of !Tobacco Road,' 'Oklshoma,' 'Macbeth,': end
- 'Iolanthe.'', + o A1l I can tell you is that, at the end: of the play
on the opening night, even the dramatic eritics cheered. « % Bub:
the star of the show is Peter Brook who had developed from L} enfant
terrible to L! enfant prodigue end: is alreedy wonder:.ng what worlds
are left for hinm to conquer. . L1 \;

?

At the age of 24 Brook-had en eye to these world

‘,Praise' and :

i

glowing criticism as well as chast:.sement ‘was-often: lavished on’ thv man

whose J.meginetive achievements surpassed ‘hlS youthﬁﬂ. vieage. A cri'biot
,,u B
for Theatre Worlg summed up the' situation in 1949:

Peter Brook'e ‘career goes to “show 'bhat agerhas nothing to: do with
one's success or ability as a:producer. It is a .flair apparent ab
the outset, (thOugh some benefit will naturally. be gained from " .
experience. One who saw Irving, Ellen Terry, Duse, Bernhardt-and
half-g-dozen.other immortals* cannot claim to be.a good. producer )
simply on the strength of his phygon.ng experience. .Peter Brook,
who never saw any of them ‘but’ is well-read and mdely-—travelled, _
will probably. offer more attractive entertaimment with a dazzlingly
‘ original conception of his own. “He is_the first to pay homage to’
‘great figures of the past, but it is: useless trying to recapture’ a

glory that belonged to another day. We live in dlfferent tmes and
must create our own glory.23

The years 1950 and 1951 vere noth:.ng lees than a. flurry oi‘

"-'

\

act:.vity for the ‘ousy Mr. Brook‘. He. direc‘bed Hnouilh's Ring Around th

221big




E

Moon a'l'. the Globe Theatre in London wh:Lch opened Januaryi 26, 1950,

e, S
;{
A

Shortly followm »'th:Ls s in March he, staged a controversial production -

oi‘ Measure for Me_e_x sure starring John G:.elgud at Strat.i‘ord. The Lyrie,
Hanmersmth, saw the opening on August 23, 1950, of his product:.on of
The Little Hut, which later was. exported to the Um.ted Sta‘bes. Five pro- ”

duotmons by Brook had their openings in 1951.' The Wmter g Tale at the

3%

Phoenix in .Tune- 'A 'Penny for: 2 Sonp' a.t the Haymarket Thea.‘bre- Figure of -

=

Fun a'b the Aldwych on October 165 Co lombg at the New Theatre , Londony
¥ o E

cember 13, and a production entrbled La mort d'un commis voyageur

for the Theatre Nat:.onal in Brussels, Belgium. Somehow during this

v i3 K : ‘
The following year Brook turned to the medim which he considered

:ﬁ*‘o ,:

WEirst love, the c:x.nezma.."‘25 He- undertook the’ filming of The Beggar's

_ Captam Macheath” wrth Stanley Holl way a.nd Derothy Tutin :i.n supporting -

1 il e

&
roles. This work still stands &8’ Brook‘s only Bmtish f::.lm to be made

;,,", ;

appropriate and his work in crowd scenes especlally no'bable-26 it was not

ané»concentrated-actn.vzty.. His ‘halent was spread to America. The Iittle

~ R4R3 pdon.
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offe;ing. The p]ay generally received weak notlces, but nearly all

r‘ 4(»

reviewers praised Brook's cilrecﬂ;:i.on.z'7

ity LT
1, o ) ﬁ s‘fﬁ R

A Afeo in 1.953 Brook ste.ged the coronation play, enice Preserveg,, 7

:Ln London at the Lyric Ih tre, Hamnersmith, opening on May 13.

‘-) as o

New Iork secu.red his talent again on two ocoaeions in 1953 he directed

Orson Welles in K g .Lear for the Ford Foundation e Sunday night tele—
: K A‘- "’%’ »
nsion program Omnibus, and he was summoned by Rudolph Bing %o stage. ‘

the lietropolitan Opera season opener Faust. 29

g

century set‘bing:

ieval Germe.ny They etrieved Mephistopheles from the tradltional musty

pit end placed h:x.m :Ln an elegant set'bing complete with opera cape and
CE R 8. it

top he.t. Not all 'crn.tics QT apera~goers aocep'bed the change w:x.th

i enthnsiasm 3°

' Re'l".m;ninglto London :i.n 195/, Brook directed two West: End pro-
due‘zions at the Aldwych. The Dark is Light Enough which opened on
Ap:;il 30 and Both :Emds Moot which opened on June 9,5t
United States was :gam\to be host to Mr. Brook, who returned to New York
in’ the fall*f’ to stage thg ?ﬁew Truman Capote~Harold Arlen musioal, House _

However, the -

of-lflowere.é% The s_'l:.egi;lg, sebtting and music were received mth_high";pl‘_eise

e 27Rachel w, Cogfln, (ed )}, New York Theatre Griticg ReVleW§
1953, XIV, (October 12 “1953), 262-264, e

o 28Rigdon.

: 29Austin Stevens, MBusy Mr. Brook from Britain," 'The Neg 'Iorkﬁ
' m;eiﬁ: UctOber 4, 1953’ II’ 3. )
h=2

. 3oIrw;r:.ng Kolodizi, "The 1Faust' of Gounod. Re-crea‘bed,_ %, !
Saturday_ Review, (Hovember 28, 1953), 33, B T

31Rj.gdon.
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by the New fork cx;iti.cs; however, Capote's book for the production was
attacked for questionable. taste and lack of humor. The play ran for
only £ive months -:'Ln New Y._ork.Bz‘

An assignment to produce Anouilh's The Lark in the London
West End brought Brook back to England. The play was produced at the
Lyric, Hemmersmith on May 1, 1955.33 Bfook's production was accounted
by Time "the ILondon Fiasco! of the plajr‘ end was unfavorably compared
with the more successful New York production starring Julie Harris.31*
The Iark had been Brook's third Anouilh attempt; earlier he had di-
recteci Ring Around the Moon in 1950 and Colombg in 1951.

Failure didn't seem to deter Brook; he rebounded that year to
produce two Shokespearean wor%cs, both of which sebsequently went on ex—

tended tours. Titus Andronicus, starring Laurence Olivier and

Vivian Leigh, was the first of these. Not only did Brook stage the
production, but he also designed the show and composed the music for
it .35 Kenneth Tynan praised the work:

Adorned by a vast, ribbed setting (the work of Mr. Brook, designer)
and accompanied by an eerie throbbing of musique gongrdte (the work
of Mr. Brook, composer), the play is now ready for the attention of
Mr, Brock, director. The result is the finest Shakespearcan pro-

duction s:'mge the same director tacltled Measure for Measure five
yoars ago.>

The seme production of Titus Andronicus toured Yugoslavia, Poland and

other European countries in 1957.37

32ortin, XV, (December 31, 1954), 189-92. 33R1 gdon.
My Fiery Particle," Time (November 28, 1955), 76.

35Kenneth Tynan, Ourtsins {New York: Atheneum, 1961), 10/.
31bid.
37Moritz, 75
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Followmg h:x.e success with it §,\,Brook get out to e‘bage Hamlet

wit.h the Stratford Shakespearean Memorial Gompany. With Paul Scofield -

’Z:in the title role the play vag first performed in November of 1955 ’ when

E 41 \LQ %
£ K
b & A

.the entire compa.ny, invited by the M:Lm.stry of Cult.ure,3 8 ﬂew to Moscow

whare s for. 'bhe i‘irst time since the 191'7 revolut:.on, the, Soviet caplte.l

ceived the play and the players. The 33-year—old Scofield and his

Brook managed to squeeze into the buey yoar of 1955 ’c.he writing

J

of a television ple.y entltled The B:Lrthdax Prgeegt. The work was shown

4 ,ﬁi'-,,\,,m é, %

The Famil R s for Iondon 8 Phoenix

L"

Theatre were to be Brook's next undertaking. He both composed 'l:he music

43 .
IR g oy A 5)‘!;5'&‘ ! . ¥
_‘\elabore:be. sets for the production we de51gned by Georges T»Jakhentch.lfz'

for The Famil Reunlon,"fwhich opened on June '7, 1956 44 Brook h:Lmself

551956. The dJ.recting of Arthur Mlller s A View ‘from the Brldge at the
‘. Gomedy Theatre in London m Oc:tober, and the stag:.ng of Tennessee Wﬂ.liams‘
Cat on a Hot Tin Roof in French (La! Ehatt’é “ur un Toit Brilan 1;) at the

Theatre Antoizs' 3 in Pam.s.46

[
e

38’1‘ynan, 425 .

AORiEdOn- ﬂmoritz.
43 TYnﬂn:l?A’v- 44Rigdon.
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Called baclc to! Stratford in 1957 Brook 1e1mched upon & year

Ll ’
5‘;‘ r:

which was to include. ; A ‘Shakespearean production, The Tem est, star—
- Ty W g
ring J’ohn Gielgud at Stratford—on-:ﬁvon- an opera, _I:}u_gen Onegig_ at the :

_ Metropolite.n Opere 3 re.n ABC—-TV play. which he wrote entitled Heeven and

Ear‘bh’ and the Europee.n “tour of his earlier suceess, i'bgs Andronicug 47

Brook‘e gest ). equated "an impressive produotion, “43 was

brough'b to Drury Lane Theatre in London for & seven-week season begin-

w: 1,

_ m.ng on December 5 1957, after its succesei‘ul opening in August at

th he.kespeare Memorial’éTheatre. Here again Brook exereised his -

- “The Amer:.can opera world seemed moTs willing to e.ccep'h Brook'

ste.ging of Eugen Onegn the.n previous attempts. A colmnist for gical '
M prefaced an intemew with Brook by thls statement:

53MI:. Brook is respons:.ble for the very beautii‘u.l stag:l.ng of "Bugen
-Onegin® recently in-the Metropolitan Opera's repertoire, and for
the less felieitious produc‘oion of "Faust" for the sa.me company
a few yeare be.ck :

4!:

Hopping from one . country to the next becans a real habit for

g\. R

", S, il

Brook durlng thevyears 1958-1960. Sterting in Paris he directed Miller's

V:.e" i’rom the Bridge (Vu Du Pont) at the Theatre Antoine. From there he

LA ey g n

cam to New Iork 4o christen the newly refurbished a.nd newly nemed Lunte

. :..ev uw

Fonte.ine Theatre with the May 5, 1958, premiere of Durrenme.tt's The

m«

g > whieh subsequently pleyed the Royalty Theatrs, - Loudon,

.

- S, @y
o W i

4'7Ib1g. .

481“1'811::65 Stephens, Theatre World Annual No,: 2 (New' Iork. The
Macmd.llan Gompany, 1958), &0. ; .

5°tmee§.;‘en St111," Musicsl Americe, LIXIX, (June, 1959), 1l.
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| opening June 23, 1960. A musical, I Irme Ia Ddy._ge, was-the BroBk con-

tribution at the Lyric in ondon in Ju.‘l,y of 1959, Thz.s production be-

came Britain's export to the United States in 1960 opening onx '
4 &
September 23, at the Plymouth Theatre, New York,’1

J i . L:.i:;;

The ubiquitous M, Brook found time in the fall of 1959 ’to stage

Anouilh's newest offering, The I"lghtino Cock, at the ANTA Theatre ’ which‘

opened on December 8 of that yesr. The distinguished cast included

Brook's wife, actress Natasha Parry as well as Rex I‘Iar:'iscm.s2 .

Besides the transatlantic trade of his productions of The Vis;t o

and Irms I& Douce, Brook was given two commissions in 1960. ‘The first

wa.s directing and designing Genet's L_@__B__a_l_c_or_l, at the Gymnase ] ﬁeatre in
Paris. The second was an adventure involving the cinema, a n;edium in

which Brook had not worked for eight yea.rs.‘ A- liaison between novelis‘b
Marguerite Duras, actress Jeame Moreau (with whon Brook had worked in

“Paris on Cat on g Hot Tin Roof in 1956) and Brook h:.mself resul‘c.ed in

the f:.lm:mg of Moderate Cantablle, the French entry to the Cannes Inter-

national Film Festival ’chat yoar. Al’chough not all cri’cics applauded the

work, the film broke record in Pa.ris.53

two even’c.s which brought pride to the Brook family. The f:.rst, in

!

> 1R1 gdon .

52Robert Brustein, Seasons of Disgon‘bent (New Iork. & Siz:ioﬁ and
Schuster, 1965}, 103. ; : .

3Richard de la Mare and Maurice Hatton, uPe‘c.er Brook, Film
Director," The Guardian (Manchester), November. 29, 1962, 6.

51“Morit Zy 76 * ) ' » : -

bt




Iming mﬁéazine 55 and the second

| the British category by Films 8 ..
was the birth of a daughter, Irina, born to Peter and Natasha Brook in
Paris on April 5.56

o S v
., . . § o~

Evidently the year away from directing renewed Brook's creative \ :

‘ZA .4

cessful production of his carser up to:'this da.te-—the controversial and
i highly praised King Lesr, with Paul Scofield in the title role.' The

‘n

play had its pramiere at Stra‘bford—on—Avon on November 6, 1962 five

weeks later on December 12 the production moved to the Aldwych Theatre

in London.57_ Movement was a characteristic of this ing Lear which made

two more tour:.ng stops before the final curtam rang down in 1964.
Brook's remarkable work represented the Royal Shakespeare Theatre in -
Paris in the spring of 1963: at the Theatre de Nations where it won 'bhe .
Prix de la Jeune Critigue as well as the Challenge du Theatre des
 Nations.5® '

In May of 1964 the King Iear company 'bravel_'l.ed to the Uni‘bed
States to have the privilege of being the f‘irst dramatic group to per- -

form at the $19.3 million New York State Theatre at the Lincoln Center
for the Performing Arts.®9 The achieVement was celebrated on two con-
tinents. Charles Marowi'bz, author of The Me'bhogs as Means, . had been

i‘“

assistant to Brook for the production, a.nd related in a later article

| 97"Peter Brook: The Year's Best," Films and Filming, VIII,
(Janm'y, 1962), 70 ) DT 4 ;“«,-;“

56yarioty, April 1, 1962, 87, ., .
57Rigdon. -

. 5870hn Goodwin {ed.), Royal Shal‘ces’; eare Compan 1 60:i 6
*(New York: Theatre Arts Books, 1964), 163, X T

FLouis Calta, "Acousiics Scored‘at Sta'be Theatre,“ The New .
York Timeg, May 20, 1964, 36. o _ _ Yol

S




the.t"'the play had been vieved as " ; « » not only a ‘hit' and a 'succés '

‘eucastle and Manchester 'in May and June. The BBC Third Programme feate

i;yéaii.f?l’i ‘Bernard/Lovin of ithe london Daily Mail is quoted as giving this

a.c “un‘b* ’

!

'''''

and that there is a corpse 1y1ng at the front of the stage, which has
presumably been there”since the doors were opened.  Mr. Peter Brook
hax been up to his tricks again., . . . But how much more tremendous

are'MrJ Bg%ok's trlcks than those of any other five producers put
ztogether.

Brook's production of John Arden’s ergeant M(ZS&&‘VG s Dance opened in
aris ‘at the’ Athenee Theatre in 1963.

_ The legltimate stage, however, took & temporary backseat when an
nteresting film opportuni'ty presented itself in 1963.: Sem Speigel, who -

had acquired the ‘rights 'to William Golding‘s novel, I.ord of the Flies,

e\.-,

engaged Brook to dlrect the pleture, allowing hin considerable freedom

0 »improvise end exper:.ment with dialogue and cinematography. The filrn '

' ws.s. shot on an; :lea.nd oi‘f Puerto Rico end edited in Paris. The picture

ecame one oi‘ Gree:b Britein's two entries to the Ce.nnes Film Fes-b:_val in

1963. 4 Lord of the Flies -is probably Brook's most popularly known filh. .
:mrk.
£ Tt e

- R : : i
A, T o Wt R \:13

-

B 60Ch&rles Marow:l.tz A “Lear log," Tulane Drama Revug s VIII,
(Winter, 1963); 120 :

61600dwin, 195, .- 62 Ibid., 188. ‘ 63Rigdon.

Do 64Penelope Houston and Tom Milne ’ "Interview with Peter Brook, " |
Sigh'b and Souna,,mmx, (Smmer, 1963), 108, :

kP
e




Long the cha.mpion of the experimental, 1ong the seeker of new

: _means, new methods » mew i‘orms of graphi.c and dramatie expression, Brook,

that vas %o sharply influence his future work. _“m.e. project“‘ ‘oacked

and i‘u'Lly Subsidized by' the Royal Shakesp‘ y e Theatre in conjunction

with the Tondon Acadenv of Music and Dramatic Art has come to be known

",v‘
T e

as the "Theatre of Cruelby."65 Pe’cer Hall_ co-&ir."c-bor of the Royal

Shekespears Thea‘bz-e (with Brook and Michel St. Denis) emphasized the
d -?-5 .J’“,

importance of the undertaking.

Peter Brook has recently been conducting w:rbh the company a pro- '
gramme called "Theatre of Cruelty® which,: by ‘taking the teachings
of the French theatre vislonary Artaud as’its starting’ poin‘h, has )
- gone into uncharted methods of expressibn. "Such work: in’ ;the hands
- of Brook, a major imnovator, can have" untold ini'luence.66 :

| The project, & long-time dream of ‘Broek'a;weonsisted of.' an ex-
tensive training program for a select group of act.ors, led by Brook

and assisted by Marow:x.‘bz, which had its i‘irs’o fruits in a private

showing of a "Theatre of Cruelty" workshop presented in January, 1964,

et the London Acadeny of Dramstic Arts Theatre Club in Iondon.“ The '

showing was intended not as a performanc;in the’ usual sense bu'b' simply =

as a demonstration of work in progress, hopefully of J.nterest“ to members

of the profession, for the most part, The ‘otices were "interesting,

up-beat, "7 tut Marowitz felt somehow tha although the cnti s" had

'1

been warned that the offermg was stric‘bly a demons‘hration, they still

r&(

reviewed the evening as if :H'. had been 8 perf‘cn'zmau'me.68

‘ 650harles Marowitsz, “Notes on the: Thea‘b
mgm__% Rewe,n’ (Win'ber, 1966), 1520 %

60Gooduin, 47. AR

- OMarovitz, "No'l'.es on the Theatre of Gruelty', J 165
Brpig, : T




scenes of the prodig:.ous work and bypass the remaimng 'bwo-and—one-half

;i‘hcurs. The work segsions proved highly profitable, bub oﬁ;en “threw :

i‘ound just that vehicle in Peter Weiss's pia.y; The Persecu'bion a.nd

J,,«\‘

: ina.t dﬁ"ofsMarat a8 Perforned by the Innates of the As' lum =3

Charenton 'Under the Direction of the Marqu_ls de Sade, which ‘has come

sent 'bo Brook from Germany ea:cly in 1964. Brook oonferred with Welss:
in Berlin and set about immediately to begin a rehearsal period which

/’was}‘v 0 last two months, rather than the usual i‘our weeks.70 Comtless

hours of. research, expermentation and mprov:.sation quninated in- the

a*

London opening oi‘ the work on August 20, 1964.71

The magnitude of Marat/Sade was widely aclmowledged in Ehlgland
and i‘bs ;fame leaped the A‘blantic as David Merrick engaged ;'bhe company

A B

to br:.ng the proguction to Broadway for a limited run, Th New York

S h«-

premiere on December 27, 1965, wes et the Martin Beck Theatre.'??

Xi k*}ﬁ

' The advent of the play in New York charged en explogion:of

;

controversy, pralse and criticism. Robert: Brustein called it "one of

69 fﬁE’gf‘i 169, , :
= 701m_ng Drutman, ¥ , , . Was Peter_Brook Tts Brain?,“ _T_}_n_e,

'. 71Rigdon. ,
d - w{dw '{
x72“The Persecution and Assassination-of Marat as Performed 'by

th Inmates of the Asylum of Charenton under the. Direction of: 'bhe MarQUiSI
de Sade," Pg,_e,xbin, III, (January, 1966), 40. |




()

S AR

‘.the most s”ectacular s’cage events of recent ’oimes.“73 A full—paga ad—

Ag

s

: “This is the most bizarre, eruptive, jabbing, jolting, disturbi_ng
' “work on Broadway You will never again see a.nything l:lke 'hhn.s
~ play 74

f‘*-'"ii = i

_"John Ghapma;l of the Neﬂ York Daily News proclmed.

:; _f"The year s most exciting piece of sheer theatriealism. Feverish]y :
@gexciting, alvays spectacular, 5

ﬂheﬂ\excitement predicated over the event insured an’ exbended '

our oi‘ the production as well as a recording and a film connni'bment.

‘ After a bcrief hassle mith 'the Amer:!.can Federation of Musi.cians over the

he entire: production‘ for Caedmon Records. -The album wa§ _‘:J:'_eleased late

ﬁi

greatest'artistic freedom in fllm.ng. Brook and his producer,

, ' 'or,_ga»plf}vate sho'«ring».‘ He directed Weiss s The Invegt:.ga‘t.iog for &

G4 -*-»“\‘Ti‘:ﬁ' . : s Ee

73Robert Brustein, “Embarrassment of Riches," T The New Republic
(Januaryizz,,l%é), 23. = s 5 .

"’Im_.zzguguim :ranuary '9, 1966, II, 2,
5 4 75Ibi§. T £

s 7éBernard Weinraub, "Recording, he "Marat/Sade!’ Madness," The
‘X g Iork Tgr_xeg, February 13, 1966,: 11, ?‘24. :

: Tt Knight, "Filming Marat/Sa.de,“ Saturday Reviey

(wy 30, 966), 43, e

R
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late nigh'b reading a‘b the Aldwych Theat.re in London on October 20.7_

Also in- 1965 Brook and the Royal Shakespeare Company brought forth -
 the highly: con‘broversial Us. ‘l'his an’ci-war play, although based on -
~the principles applied in the production of a’o(_‘Sade, did not a.chieVG |
+the poweri‘ul :'xsnpac'b oi‘ the latter. ‘ Maromtz considered it an ertistic -

failure. T RERRIEURE TR '_ o

In the main, however, working on the diverse phasee of re- :
a ~§» v

searching, preparing, ataging, touring, defending, recording and filming

Maret/Sade occupied most of Brook's time for almost i hree years. He S

" wag awerded the' New:York Theatre Critics Prize in June, 1966, for his -
-direction of }_@;at[Sagg 80 An earlier honor was perhaps even more ‘
impressive tha.n the Theairs Cri'bics Prize: Om Janue.ry 1, 1965, he uas
awarded the title c. B 3. (Commander of the British Empire) by Her
Majesty the- Queen for His progressive work as producer and co-director
, of the Royal Shakespeare Theatre .8l

‘ Peter Brook's'accomplishments have been prolific and varied. ,
| His work in 'bhe theatre has covered a truly exbensive range of media and
literature, and there is mach ev:.dence that his career is in many .
resﬁects just now gethering momezrbum. New ground has been broken with

the success of ‘the “Theatre oi‘ Cruelty"-Marat[Sade experiment, and with i

78"Royal Sha.kespeare Company," Tulsne Drama Revue, I[, (Winter,

- ' 790ha.rlee Marowitz, ‘"Theatre Review," M&ne Drama. Revue, ICI s
(Winter, 1966), 173.: ,

‘ 80Tan Wright; "Blood letting in the bath house,“ The' G'uarg;'an
(Manchester), June 28, 1966, ’7. : o

8Ly Times (London), January 1, 1965, 10.
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" new cinematic tecbniqueé,ez a new medié. may. even be in
Brock's current projsct (19.67) of directing the Royal
ompany in a film version of King Le for CBS~TVE3 wﬂl

r his enthusiasm for cinema‘bic directing ‘:and his experb |

icing Shakespeere. This formidable projec; » under Brook‘
ative administration, is one to be followed with great
nyone who is concerned with the direction of new per-

the contemporary theatre.

se involving miltisereens used simultaneously as _
y the Johnson's Wax Film at the 1964 New York World's Fair.

garet Ronan, "A Sense of Direction 4 + & w:l.th Dangling
stic Teacher (March 31, 1967), 2. .

H



 CHAPTER IT

Brock end the Opera

I have found that all things in entertainment feed into each other
reciprocally.. ' There 1s a sort of gestation through the: seeming
contradioction’ of the different media, One form reacbs against the
other to the ,_profi't of the director.i .
o Pl ' Peter Brook

W%

- Conside ing Peter Brook‘e insatiable appetite for:dramatic che.l— =

o i_lenges in directing it is not surprising +hat he should try his hand at

. *,opera, however, i.t is in this area tha‘b his accomplismnen‘bs are probably
: f‘least known, WOrld opera buffs will surely remember his outlandish and
jsurreal Salome of 1949 s In London, and staunch Metropolitan Opera fol-

7

1owers nay rece.'l.l his renovation of Faugt for the opening in the fall of

t{fﬁ

' .'1.953. Although Brook's work in opera has not been part ularly prolific :

.A jto date’ (seven ¢ opere.s to his eredit), it has at least been highly contro—

'ersi.al. This chapter will examine Brock's general feelipgs a‘oou‘c the -

4 %T‘problems of direc‘h:n.ng the opera, briefly discuss soms oi‘ hia early works,

.a.nd then follow him in detail through the process of directing Faust

| from inception to opening night. _ _

| Brook's opera philosophy closely pe.ra]_‘Lels his theatre ph:.losophy

,_ The aim of aZL'L opera s he maintains, should be like tha: aim of the theatre
" production--to brmg all elemen’t.s into a unity and hamony wherein design,
Estaging and music are part of a whole, stylistica].‘ly It 1s the

‘d‘:l:rector s respopq;bility to_see that the production 8 total:effect

liustin Stévens, “Busy Mr. Brook from Britain,“ '.Phe Ney York
Iimes, October 4, 1953, II, 3. |
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. a .
. «Preserves the eggoﬁtial qualities of the music. Too often this integration
is not present, says Brook: | - |

_ The composer is not necessarily writing'a theatre work., He cone
centrates on musical style and flavor, which may then be haphazardly
transferred by a desigrer to the stage picture so that the plcture
and sound won't necessari]y con.ncide.z T _

%'One of the great ‘difficulties of the opera ”machine” is that the chain of

finmand, with only rare excep‘cions, gj:vea pr:u.ori‘by 40 the oonduc’oor over .

-‘bhe director or producer. Thus the musica.l interpre‘bation takes pre-

-dance and the unified effect may ba lost. Br k’commentslo j\th:ls

it o

o'e & in the opera, ‘whatever his nominal- pos:Ltion, the producer is
still second to the conductor and, in the place of someone objective
to blend the’ mpressions of the ear’and those of the eye, ‘one has
the domination: of the musician, the: professional expert 3 with the

~ inevitable bl:.nkerdom that specialization bringa.3 ,

‘ Cons:\.dering his personal penchant for surface effech PRy Brook be= -

comes irate over, the second-seating of the Visual, structural a.spects of

'product.ion in opera. ‘He f‘urther la.men‘cs the progress made :Ln scenic art
. fhe only fom of theatre in every part of the world ‘bhat
free of. commerce, tha'b is dedicated solely to the creation of;beautiﬁal

h:l.ng‘;s.“4 Occasionally operas aré mounted with'an ‘eye toward‘ the -

Bia .,54;.

rdon Craig prineiples of simpl:.city a:nd elegance,‘bu‘b 'bhis usually

occnrs only on those rare instances when producer a:od conductor actively

: rconcur on mterpratation, and when stag:.ng is given equal weight. How- L

ever, for most performances, Brook concludes.
e 's.e in the great opéra houses of’ "the world, ,eracked a.nd dus’c.y

o Fes

2John Gariff:.n, UHe Directed the New Version‘,“ Theatre Artg,
MVII, (Decamber, 1953), 71,

3Peter Brook, "The Influence of Gordon Graig in Theo and

™

Practice," Drana, XEOVII, (Swnmer, 1955), 34 T
41paq, |




A,

 cloths are unrolled and exuisite masterpieces of musical thinking

~ are presented before these blinding horrors: indeed’so:violently
" 1s the one sense being offended whilst the other is being wooed tha’c
one would imagine it impossible for any lover of: ‘the! score not 0" be
. continually distracted. Unfortunately, the same people, audience

end critics, who (one hopes) would not dream of hanging-a Burne-Jones
on their living room wall, watch these mauve and orange Tannhausers -
with complete’ satisfaction.5 v
 Brock's major conten‘cio_nsr against the opera éﬁ:‘téhfi‘s-jaa‘st scenlc
B éonsiderations into the realm of acting. He believeg‘?ﬂaxé."b i,,tﬁé,mpst of=
fective opera acting is a kind of "slow motion,™ and thateven this should :
'be at a premium, - Operatic actors tend to have preconceived notions of
: the interpretation of & role, according to Brook, and’ are most often
u_nwi.u:.ng to respond to directora..l. suggest_lon.6 Usually thetdirec'ho: is
foreed to adapt his ideas to the smger s requirements. "‘vilien a" singer -
tells me he cannot produce a certain note in a cer‘bain position,“ says
Brook, 1 have no cholce but to take 'his word for it, as T am not a
singer.“7 R ' ' - IR .
The solution to the problem of inlﬂbiting the I.mperfluous move-"; :

.ments‘ of over-zealous gingers s to anchor singers dowq_ wi'bh costumes

so heavy-and elaborate that they are incapable of movingAeVen if ﬁhey
want t0,"8 says Brook. The real solution, he mé.intaiti’é’,‘ ;Liés with the
6ri£ics; not until they demand that singers be actors as well, and ‘that
Yocal bravado without appropriateness of gesture and :mové:iﬂent " 1s ‘:me.om--_~ s
_ple'be s will.'the woi'ld of_ »siﬁge;'s ac.knowle_dée their total theatrical !

responsibility to their art.?

 OKeep 'En Sti11,™ 1 1cal fmerica me, (June,. '1959),11.

THoward Taubman, "The Remsking of an Opera," The New York Timgg
Magazine (November 22, 1953), 324 , :

BMusical America, T _ 91'b de




3
The director 8 responsibility in opera, according to Brook, is

i‘irst of all to distinguish the prevailing charaeteristios of the xnusic
and then find a way to transmit the mood and intent set by, the composer ‘ |
into stage effects. Thus the a’cmosphere of the music itgelf,: rather L i
than any operatic tradition, should essent:x.ally determine a: given work's
visual p::'esen'l;a:l;:i.on.3-(J It vas this conviction of Brook's that la'ber
put him at variance with the critics and the opera puris'bs mrer certa.in
of his adaptations. |

Brook was barely twenty-three years cld- when he took on the

= responsible pos1tion of Director of Productions’ at the famed Boya.l Opera

House, Covent Garden in london., During the years 191..8-49 he staged

- Boris Godunoff, La Boheme, The Marriage of Figaro, The 01ymnians and '

. Sglome. 0Of the young man's authorit.y in this position one orita.c yrote:

Five feet four in height, with a.soft:voice: and a shy smiJ.e, this
twenty—three—year—old youth ordered’ opera singers about until. ‘ohey
nearly collapsed from fatigue. As one tenor; said {o 8 la.rge
soprano: 'It'is like being kicked by a " Bub he should have.
added that the'canary had e kick/like a mule.-l '

r,‘ s H
4 5

There was: no conflict between notions oi' staging and music in
'_Brook's production of La Bohdme, . Brook claims tha't there are only tuo ,
operas that he knows of where stage picture end: music are in. hamony. “
La Boheme and Louise. In both of 'bhese the decor of the buildings of
Paris and the romantic flavor of the' musio comingle to form a;true unity'
of theme e.nd mood. For Brook's production of la- Bohéme he resuscitated

the very first production of the opera, working from glassplate‘ photos

. that Puocini h:.mseii: had taken in 19(?0. He andh ‘deaigne agreed)to ‘

0q1ying Kolodin, "The Met's New 'Faust' n- The Saturgax (-Réﬂéw
(November 14, 1953), 32. Y _

llBeverly Baxter, Craddock Munro and Gerard ,-Fay, "Connnents on

Paoter Brook's Production of Dark of the Moon, " World Revie}g, III ’
(May, 1949}, 18,




3 use faded colors i.n the execution of the sets.and costumes to cor~ 0
b respond with the mu't‘.ed tones of the mus:.c.l:2 Brook's staging of the =

Puccini opere was generally very well received as was his rendering of

he Arthur Bliss/a‘ « B. Priestly opera, The Olmgian - in 't'.he fell of 191,9.

he Olmpians, the story of a troupe of strolling players re-
stored to deity, much to the dismay of 'bheir mortal i‘riends,‘ ofi‘erred
Brook: an opportunity to try out some sparkling t.haatrics. The London '
_;tg_s assessed the production favorably, complaining on.ly of excessive
movement in the second act and a lack of movement in: the third. The
,rerviewer applauded Brook's use of special effects:

's o o the. plot allowed Mr, Peter Brook to indulge. his taste for .
fireworks on the largest possible scale when Jove' hurled his bolt, .
and the eye was nobt distracted but cooperated with the ear 13hrough— :
out, whlch is the f:.nal test for good operatic production.

Th:.s fireworks dlsplay was only a hln'b, however, of what was to come in

Brook's bizarre :mterpretation of Osca.r Wilde's Salome leter i_n 1949.

o caused over Brook‘s choice of designer. Timg comnented on- the seleo— ‘

A super-confident, baby-faced wonderboy who likes to shock,
Brook had:looked for a designer for the Royal Opera House's:first
Salome of ‘its own since 1936 who could "reflect visually both the
Ps cold, fantastic imagery of Wilde s text and the hot erot:l;cism of

12Kolodin, The Saturday Review, 33, ;
13“The Olympians," The Times (London), September 30,
M‘Ba.xter, Munro and Fay, 17.
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a .‘tlons, according to several repor'bs.

-2

"« « o Strauss's music." -In mustached Surrealist- Sa.lvador Dali he
thought he had found his man.15 _

: Some of Dali's inltial ideas for the product:.on never were realized-for

LQbViO\lS reasons. ~ One such no‘bion included equipping Selome 8 brassiere

| with firewiks that would shoot off sparks b iheond of her i‘a.mous |

é‘dance, another was to fly a h:.ppopotozms over :s’cage for a’t.mosphere. e

‘.‘Among other suggestlons considered imprac’cical was Dali's dream of

7

,.’_;flooding the s’cage m.th blood so that the head oi‘ John the Bap‘cist ‘gould
%fdramatlcally float upon it. Dali is quoted as saying, "’I‘hose who pro-

‘test will protest loudly, but those who lika it \ |
.,The effectiof the "hallucination" was nob ;:e: a ound:.ng as the predic- =

A -

<N

" Last.week when Londoners finally got in on’ the act, some found
what remained of Dali's nightmarish designs more distracting:and
boring than shocking. The frame of the harp that played for:
Salome's dance was a painted giraffe's neck. “Herodias' Jbent was

urmounted by umbrella skeletons which" undulat:mgly opened and ‘shut
throughout the performance. John's severed.head was a’ tame affair
that looked more:like a haggis: Dali's mori,’horrifying hesd had
been axed at the last minute by the censor,’:

and |

, The worst fears aroused by the announcement of Dali's name ,
+ « o were fortunately not realized. Apert from some beaddresses :
that threatened:decapitation to their wearers, the general effect ‘
was properly macabre and the special ei‘fects, pomegranates, pea-
cocks, and a pavilion, served to mark the progresisof the drama
_without ealling too much attention to themselves

In spite of the sensationallsm of 'bhe taging itself 'bhe

audience was greatly pleased over the virtuoso work oi' Bulgarian sopreno

“a i



't chance at stagn.ng an opera. The opportuni‘hy came when S h

due 'bo 't.he despairing state of the costumes and sets.

Bi.ng wrote Brock

'::-'at ‘the seme time'the idea I have of’ rb ‘15" ¢ertainly not a“econven-
f‘bional cns. To my mind, 'Faust' on+the. st.age always . sui‘fers from
“the’lack of relation between the style; of ‘thé' scenery.and, costumes

y < and; the absolutely characteristic early m.neteenth—century :I.dJ.om
‘; . of 'bhe mus:.c.

,.',;“_.

1953 to ch.scuss the proposition. The meeting, held during Brook‘s vaca~
e o

s _ta.on, confirmed the contract between ’c.hem.

i Rolf Gerard was: named as

Brook and Gerard went to work in London in June to conce:.ve the ,

production. ‘For three days they l:.stened carei‘ully to the: Gounod score

1?Tm§. ’ ‘ 2OS'hevens.
_21Taubman, The New York Times Magaz;n 85 15.




-and - concurred that the only valid style for the. production should be
that which is true to the spzrit of the usic, and the music was clearly

represen‘hative of the early nineteenth—century romantic period. Tradi-

tionally productions of Faust had been staged in re:bher murky, fifteenth-
century medieval settings——the Devil portrayed as’ the archetypal red—- o
' horned ogre. Brook saw Mephietophesles rather as a "witty, elegant,

top—hatted baron of the time," 3 I‘b was a little surprising tha.‘t. Bing

agreed to these proposals in light of the “Bi.ng-Me‘bropoli‘ban Deceibgue |

for Designers: 'Thou shal'b not set the stage i.n the period-decreed 'by

the composer. ' "24

In defense of his choice of setting, Brook cited a éomparison ~

between Die Meisterginger and.Fauet'Q which are usually set in the same :
period. ‘ SR

The heavy, Germanic, virile Meistersinger is completely opposite to -
the light, elegant, graceful, sophisticated, polished music of .
Gounod. » « o The great beautles of the score are obscured: the
- message the ear is receiving is at odds with what the eye sees. It
is absurd and comic to see medieval, clodhopping Gorman rus‘bics in
Faust!s 1830 French waltz.25

- The se'bs were designed and;models constructed and sent to':. New York
for bullding, Reheersals began in mid-October. Brook now faced the
monumental job of s’oaging and cooi‘dinatiné the opera. Three_‘ yeeks prior ,
to the opening on November 16, 1953, Brook began :!.ntensive work with the :
chorus, Under the direction of ;{urt Adler, chorus master, the chorue

had been pr:hned musically; it was Brook's task to marsha:l_'l."

the stage.. The first meeting was held in a bare room called the nr

stage® high up in the theatre. Brook exhibited the se‘b sketches and

3Ibid., 15.

2Trving Kolodin, The Metrogolitan Qgera?f&i8'8l3‘)-1966
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1966) 536 P

25Griffin, 90.
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explained his coiicept of their produc'b:l.on, and. then pro_mptly'div_idefd‘r

the chorus into groups of soldiers, waiters, etce Elock:mg rehearsals

' 26"
began at once. o
AL ,.;vus,-‘»

"".‘i,\

" The afternoon wWas devoted to rehee.rsa.ls with the princ:Lpals.

Brook worked sponta.neously rather than by any plan, adapting to the needs - o

-and liabilities o.f 'bhe individual s:.ngers s coaching their mOVement e.nd

. expressmn. His me'bhod nover included chastising singers for. 'bhe use

~of cliche operatic_ gestures. - He did, however; watch and make- sug—

gestions of more nature.l movement or notivational material ‘ohat oi‘ben

41

altered the cl:n.ché' in the long run. The rehesrsal period ran. i"or three
weeks, six days afweek- when Brook m’is not‘ working with the singers, he i

was consulting props, cosbumes, or the set crew. 4 substantial . pa.rt of -

the time was spent blocking ‘the suord fight between Fauet and Valentin.m :

The pro'blems which Brook encountered during this experience were

- .qu

attributed to lack -of time and general resist&nce to dlrecti.on. The

former kept hinm under constant financlal pressure, since’ any extra re~ -

,!_, e ]

heersal hours had: ’c.o be budgeted explic:.tly and the costs were high. s
The latter, perhape , gave him the mc\e‘_@_;ydifficulty.b He concluded 'bha'b -
the real enemy t'og."progress in opera;is the heavy weight of tradition.

Brook gave en example: .

K

~A tall men w:‘i.th a certain kind of’ figure and. walk may have done ‘a.
role in a world premiere a hundred years ago, and some people seem
to think it mast always be as: he d:x.déseven ii‘ a short-, fat man
happens to 'be "singing it in our d,ay

This rigidity applied not only to 'bhe princlpale but to the chorus ae

S zé‘l‘au‘mna.n, New York Tines’ Ma. :I_ne, 32.
271bid, o 281 bide e
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well. To .illustrate thié Brock toid of resistance by the chorus to - _
" ‘certain movements Qevised by the ballet master, Zachary Solov, commis- |
- sioned by Brook for theb'waltz sequence. After the fehearsal 131:091; T |

learned that the éhorus considered the motions effeminate. - Even 'hhough

remained d:.ssa‘tisf:.ed. Instead of making an issue over the si'bua'bion,

Brook simply held his ground and kept quiet. He achieved tl}gz' Q;f;'ect he

wanted.29 s
For ‘the °Pé’%ing night Brook took a Seat in the orchﬂesfra’in- :

" stead of staying bag}:ks.tageA as 1s the custom. When he ﬁas "que'.é":ﬁ;on'.ed :

about this he replied: ' | '

Well, that s the fun of it, watching the show uith the’ public.
Sometimes, as one sits there, cne finds oneself thinking, with

horrifying detachment, how stupidly a scene has been staged. And
sometimes g scene: :goes really well, and one sits back: and feels
gratified.30 , “

Whether Brook was gratified or not over the no'bices is only _
conjecture. Some cri‘bics hardly felt” the $85,000 clted as’ the cost of

- the production to be reascnable for what one described as Mthe- poores'b. _

set of decor and costumes yet done for “the Met by Rolf Gerard."Bl

£

Others still might have considered theéé cogts extravagant: i‘or an

opening which, in the light o-f a stri}f;e'.-by the orchestra union over _
salaries two weeks before the first rfight, a]most'did not ta.ke?place 32

Brook's new interpretatmon of - the staging was a topic of con~

siderable interest to the critics who’ rev:.ewed the opening. The con- -

?,-‘i

DIpid. 30__b_1g., 32, ( 
3lKolodin, Mot Opers , " 537,

32!!Faust Flrs't o1 T:x_me (November 23, 1953)' .



One gets the impression from the procedures of most of the stage
d:.rectors whom Mr,' Bing has engaged to'rénovate chosen works of
music—drama, that .they regard opera as a kind of adulterated theatre,
'a form to which they must apply the methods” of the spoken theatre to
redeem it from its ways, or else throw up their ‘hands and consider
it as an impossn.ble species of musical extravaganza, and trest it as
such, regardless of any plausibility or cohesn.on of dramatic effect.
One would judge that the one or the other, or' ‘maybe both of these ,
B concepts governed the procedure of the. apparent.ly puzzled Mr. Brook -
‘and the evidently. confused Mr. Gerard 1n their extraordinary con-
coctim of a “Faust. "34 P s .

1\

P

On the: other he.ud, Downes heartily applauded Brook'e stage movement. _

Heo considered the production to haVe liveliness and i‘luidity, and a

conspicuous absence of stiffness and rout:.ne 35 ]

d * .
Irving Kolod:.n of The SaturdaxrReEgH agreed with Downes ) but ;

wes e?én nore vehement about the settin" s, He was kind to Brook' |

\!,\

staging.

Brook, it seemed Lo me, did much’ that was wor‘thy of high &dmira—
tion, especially his rescurceful management of the crowds in the
"Eermesse™ and the dueling of Valentin and Faust, His general .
plan of action struck me as sensitive, respectful of the msic g.nd '
respons:n.ve to it, mthout :.mpulse to call attent:.on to i'bself 3

I T g N
o FE : EE

b
)

33Ronald Eyer,ﬂﬁzsical Amerlca (Decem'ber l, 1953), 9. R

. 3401in Downes, "'Faust' in New Dress," The Ngg York Timeg,
November 22, 1953, 11, 7.

35 Ibid.

: 36Irving Kolodin, "The 'Faust' Gouno Re-created by
- Monteux," The Saturday Review (November 28, 1953), 33.




| 3 | |
But in enother article he contended that the settings "put unusual
hezards in:the pa’oi} of the personnel.37, Hoe called the execution:of
the scenery "elunsy" end "mon-illusive."38

Ev:.dently wha’cever stir wvas created over Brook's updated Faust

c,u\

did not. impede the Metropolitan management from inviting “the 'bee.m of
._ Brook and Gerard 't-o stage the 1957 opening production for the opera .
company. This 4iné +the offering was Tchaikovsiy's _Ej;ggz;____‘_g:i}_x_ The
L consultation 'betwei_eli Gerard and Brock resulted in an agreement con~
cerning the style which the work should follow. They decided upon the
 same period in which 'bhey ‘hed set _F_‘gg_e_—--—mne‘beenth century roma.ntio. s
The overriding reasons this time were not musical, al“hhoug;rz the : |
Tchaikovsky score was indeed romantic music. ‘/Brook gave‘fhis ration.alle:'_, .

When one thinks“of: Tchaikovsky and Pugkin of Russla and the nine=
teenth century, the word "romantic" springs easily to one's lips; .
it is a word that“seems the opposite of all that one means by i
Hrealigtic," yet oddly encugh the truth is & paradox:™ it is through -
their utter realism that the great Russian masterpieces are romantic.
Realism is one Of strongest traditions in Russien art,39° :

Brook named ths class:.c examples of Tolstoi and Chekov as® exempla.ry oi‘

'bhis tradition, and then proceeded 'bo explain how this applied to his

current projects }fs
" When Rolf Gerard,and I started work on "Onegin," we both. agreed

that we had no- choice. the only legitimate manner in' which we o
could’ stage this,opera was precisely in accordance with this
particular Russian tradition, It:seemed to us that we needed '
the very clements that in other .operas one so often deplores;
we felt that it was through the old fashioned scenes- thﬁt we
could arrive at.a el:x_mate in which the opera. belonged.

3THolodin, Mebt, Opera . o se
3311, d. '

peter Brook e “A Realistic Approach to 'Eugen Oneg!.n' # The
New York Times, October 2‘7, 1957, II, 2.

4°_I_b_ig L -



/32'

To achieve th:.s detail oi‘ faded realism Brook brought in photoe
graphs taken of old palaces -in _Leningrad for the scene painters to copy.
Hig aim was to recreate a crpss-éection of Russian provincial and town
1ife at a given time in the last cenbury. Brook's work was considerably‘-
~expedited by the fact that he and conductor, Dimitri Mitropoulos, agreed.
ent'irely on the ,concept.“- A . |

- Brook's return to the essential melodramatic realistic scenery
paid ofi_.' with the critics and the audiences. From the standpoint o:t'
staging this particular opera seeined to please the greatest number of -
people and offend: the least number of a.ll of Brook's opera works to date. ‘

Howard Tau‘lxnan's notice is ind:.cative:

The Met's producticn, mede possible by a gift from _
Mrs. John D, Rockefeller, Jr., wisely accepis Tchaikovsky on his own
terms. It has not attempted to magnify "Onegin® into a work filled
with vital force. Realizing that the essential iIntimacy of the work
could not be denied, the Met has stressed elements of time and place.
It has caught admirably, despite the size of the theatre, ‘the atmos- '
phere of a pericd piece. O

Peter Brook's staging is full of invention and has authentic '

- s.'t'.:nosphen:‘e.l*2
P

Brook‘s comparat:.ve success with \Onegg i1s not necessarily ang,

indication of his growing conformity %o them{:dz:aditions of opera. It is, _
instead, a rather pleasant accident, that by devious means Brook ar—' g
.rived at an interpretation which pleaselthe mileau of opera devotees.
Rather, one might surmise, that in the light of Brock's lconcclastic
tendencies with regard to traditionalism, his future J.n opera is limited.

The traditions of the opera are difficult ground to wnsetitle effectively,
end it is a fairly safe assumption that Brook is not willing to relinquish

Alpig,

42Howmrd Ta.ubman, H0perat 'Eugen Onegin'," The New York Times,
October 29, 1957, 36. .



o»
'his notions of free determination in any art form, The restrictives im-
7-plied by. the nature of the task of directing opera seem uncommon.]y -
suited to Brook‘s talen'bs, however extensive they may be. I'h is a p:l.ty o

“that the accepted conventions of operatic form precluds the type of

0 vital rethimd.ng which is Peter Brook'a forte.
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" CHAPTER ITI~ - o S

Brook and the Ginema _
The legitima‘be theatricel contribut:.ons “of 'Peter Brook’ form :

an lmpressive list. That he is a "major:artist"l’s

the twentieth century would probably not céﬁegtagdesz’eerious debéite;

his eminence as a f£ilm nmaker, however, is dﬁreﬁqﬁestioned, exi&-at
best his status isl dubious, His early 'brain:lng in 1‘11111 making and

his avowed preference for 'bhe cinematic me'dia, coupled with his cre- -
ative stature would seem to effect the almost perfect combination of

credentials for the film director. It is somewha'b incongruous that

,,,,,

his credits to date number only four ma;jor f:.lms, none of which has

been counted wholly successful by preVa.il:.ng arbietic standards.
The paradox then includes two ma;jor questions. Why has Brock .
directed so few films, and why have the f:.lms that he has dn.rected o

failed to achieve artistic success’l An e.nalysis of Brook's philosophy o

of the cinema and of his extant works may provide the answers. The -
films to be cons:.dered are: A Sentimental Jo;ggex 'I.‘hrough France ang

CItaly (an undergraduate experilnent in 1944) he Beggg 8 gp_era, 1953,

Moderato Centabile, 1960; lord of the Fl‘les, 1963, and Ijg,;e.t(Sade, 1967.

Brook's approach to making a f:.lm*closely parallels his stege

methodology, with experimentation and improvisation as the keynotes.\\

“5

Ipric Bentley, UI Hoar Oliver Singi:ng," Th Ney Re b1
(July 30, 1953): 20, ’

34
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Ha sees artistic freedom as the sacred covenant of the direc'bor, e.nd |
only with this i‘reedom can Brook's ereative energies funetion at their
best. He isa ms.n who works through gn idea, test.’mg, revising, watch-

ing, reserving ﬁnal Judgment until all possibilities have been EX=-

" hausted, even holding off in the hope that a mor complete solution maq |

appear accidentally But by its very nature and __structure the fllm

;

media imposes dec sn.ons on the director, oi‘ten be ore Brook 1s ready

“to commit himself. Adva.nce planning, ‘time tables, £ilm allotments,

-deadlines, union regsﬂ.a.tions for the myriad technica.l crewse—wall inflict :

u

i

certa.in condltional responsibilities on a day s, filming. ’l'hese pres~

sures tend to hamper if not eripple Brook's mogus ogerang. On the

i

subaect of advance. planming, Brook 1aments.

e « o DO wrlter in the British cinema has. sufficient i‘reedom, and ‘
no director has sufficient freedom in relstion to his story. You.
should be able to make a film without a script, off the. cuff, with
three sheets of paper the way Godard worked. ' At least you ought in
principle to be able to do this, and it's enough for the possibility
to be there, open to one man, for i't. to affect other people.2 ' '

Although in comparison to other film direc‘bors Brook manages
often to be allotted considereble llberty, he complains, however, that
one freedom is usually allowed only a.'t.‘*fthe expense of another, He oites

© this dilemma in regard to his last two films.
Y

When we made Lord of the Flies lies, the i‘reedom lay in the time a.llowed.
No accountant stood over us with, a*stopwatch while we shot and re- -
shot scenes. Bub there I was not allowed to be wasteful with -
materials, such as film. When I made at[Sade, time was the.ex-
pensive commodity. We were allowed .only 17 days to make it-—but
the freedom here was thet I could Use all the filn T wanted t0.3

?‘Penelope Houston and Ton Milne, “Interviev with Peter Brook,“
Sight and Sound, XXXIT, (Summer, 1963), 109. :

3Ma:cgaret Ronan, ®A- Sense of Direction:, ¢ +- with Dangling- Ends,
cholastj,c Teacher (Maroh 31, 1967), 21.
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/L Asi:de froxé;the time or £{1lm allotment: restrictives which are
certainly/n/a'g;rai occupational difficulties shared by all film directors, .
~ Brook feels a particular hardship in the lack of freedom to .. improvise |
within the boundaries of time and film footage. - Unlike the theatre .re-f
hearsal situation‘wherein a director. can e:eperiment, improﬁe.e, ~stop, '
ret.rack, skip a scene s try out an outlandish idea, and keep it or d.is-
card it as ‘he 1ikee, the economics of the £ilm media generally pre-‘
¢ludes such methq@e%egy and prescribes that 1deas must be%gxfec_ijetemined-
to a major extent n%efore sach day's shooting, In reference to his cha.- _

grin_over these condltions Brook glves an exasnple from his first me;or :
film N

.L_....u) when you are dealing with the full machinery of the conven= -
tional big film production, as I was with The Beggar's Opera, it's
- terrifying to find out that all manner of things one has scribbled
into the seript as local colour, notes one has made as a reader
for oneself, possibilities to tryout, have been taken- deadly sermusly
and that months: later someone will hold you to them.” ¢, o ALl this
means that you'are put in the position of taking conscious, final
and regponsible decisions a’o a pomt where you rea].ly ehouidn‘t. and
can't, .
- ‘
[The artistic i‘reedom ’oo ~experiment, which Brook ine:.ets upon,

steens from his need to mvestlgate the ‘entire frame of reference of a -
.@.ven moment or idee.. His philosophy.of the dre:natic experience is t_hat
3% should reflect both inﬁer and outer life, tangential .ree.lities ané.
illus:ions, and even theatr:.cal and surreal qualities whenever necessary.
He la.kes to explore the myriad combn.ne.t:.ons and permutations of the |
‘various expressmns of an idea. "My premise is a greedy oge_: in the
theatre and especially in the cinema, I want to capture e}lj;.peesible

. information,"s says Brook, _He is suspicious of the seif-:’unéoseﬂ

R

4Hbﬁ‘s£on' and Milne, 109-110.

B - 5Peter Brook, “Findmg Shakespea.re on Film,* M
_Revue, XI, (Fall, 1966), 119.
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| Et:gonsistency-in most £ilm making on the grounds the.t‘" it precludes axw-i;

option ‘to learn things through ‘brial or experiment that would other-

;wise remain unknown.6

In an experiment at the Stratford—on—Avon studio ’ Brook se'b about
to de‘bermine the val:u.di't.y of the idea that the photographic process is-

'f in itself not objective or - reslistic in that 1t cannot supply total

information. He instructed an actor to devise an’ elaborate situa‘bion :

b

fcr himself and to sit in the center of the Toom, concen'brating on the
'.,i-problem while other mem‘bere of the company queeyfhgnegi him about it.

: The actor was not allowed to ansver or verbalize inieny way. ALL that

could be effectively determined by the group was that there vas & nan

go:.ng through some complex mental process. The: content, of course, B

could not be established. In this case the actor‘s situation, that of -

a married man wai‘bing in a doctor s office to'find out if his mistress o :

‘ uas pregnant, was in no way commmicated. - The: group‘understood i‘rom

'bhis that Uyhat the eye sees is often of no narrative value whatever. |

. . « that swrface appearances are non—comunicative.""

According to Brook the central problem in f£ilm making today is L

't.hat of fmding ways of expressing denser mpressions of reali‘by n8

For many years the fi_‘hn makers have held 'bhe view, the.t realism has to

do with photographic reproduct:xcn, _with the use oi‘ authentic rain, rueting =

beer cens, dirty faces, and narrative story telling. The French hava made
the greatest strides in mtroducing addenda which comes closest to the |
approach to realism advocated by Brook. Thils has 'been accomplished, .

says Brook, by bringing into the direct narrative:

t;P
L

1

6&1@- :.,_7,1.'_‘-;_1‘51., . ‘,SHouston and Mi,l.né, 1_13. '
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‘M
.+ o all sorts of other elements—-outside references, su.‘rreal .
behaviour, ‘1ike those odd things in Juleg et Jim, bits of theatre
and so on, which by breaking through the conventions increase the
opportunity for a demser expression of reality.d -

Of the: film directors who employ this technique of producing 8
heightened realiam 'bhrough interpolat:.on, Brook most admires the \rork
of Jean~-Luc Godard. ~ Brook's only eriticism of the film maker. ie that

"Godard has not yet accepted the challenge of 8 rea.lly taxing subject "10 '

Gonversely, Brook ‘himself appears :Lnterested only in the most chal-

. lenging, improbable properties. . _ _
| Hie flrs’c. film, for example, mede ag an undergraduate at Oxi‘ord

at age nine’c.een“, : was an adaptation of Laurence Sterne's .book A Seet;-
 pentel Journey Through France and Ttely. The material vas éoﬁsi_ciéred |
by meny to be ﬁ}i@;-actable, but this didn't deter Brook's séarqg-te'fipd e
a technique whieh would do justice to Sternae's woz‘:k.‘ This he'; i‘ound in
the m:xmeodra.matic technique employed earlier by Sacha Guitry in Le Rom'
d'un Tricheur, :Ln which there was no d:ialogue per se. Brook's sixteen
millimeter film became then an experiment in mimeodrama, the sound )
track was a compilation of mcu.den’r.al music by period eomposere coupled-’
with a commentary consisting entlrely of excerpts from Sterne’'s book.
4 The majority of tha scenes were exteriors and were shot in Oxfordshlre
on loca‘bion, wbile the :.n't.eriors were:filmed in Iondon, vhere the pic- :
ture was subsequen’cly shown.. Brook employed charaeter-types from 't.he
. ocal pubs and strests around Oxford to exaet a hlgher rea.lism t.ha.n he
might obtain by simply using the available aetor-types.ll _ '

9Ibid, - 107344, -

' n“Undergraduate Enterprise ,“ Sight _a_._r;d, Soung, I,
V(September, 1943): 49. :
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The use of non—e.c'bors as "objects" in & film story is a tach-'

, nique that is oharaoteristio of Brook's mrk. He 1ikes to employ’

interesting faces and character-types to provide mood and an:authentic

realism. He warns, however, that these non-actors are valuable only in

i’r.he contexb that is natural to ’c.hem- trying -bo make'a non—actor express

an emotional or intellectual life wbich is alien'to him will only result

vsel’t‘-—consc:i.ousness.1'2 When exsmination of ‘Iord of the Ftl_ieg is

made s the difficulties that ensued when Brook failed to follow his \
oun advice will become appa.rent

‘t
7

Filled by a ke.leidoscope of directing adventures, nine years

' passed‘ before Brook was offered his £irst film subj ect by producer

. ﬂHe;"oert Wiloox; The film was The Beggar s @era and was to be made :Ln

techmcolor starring co-producer Laurence Ollvier.

iy

Though Brook saw the film in terms of al Hogarthian bla.ck and wh:Lte :
causterity, he seized his chance. He wanted %o use an unknown youmng..
“%man called Richard Burton for the lead)¥but received one of those
- -classic "This man will never make it/even as an extral telegrans
72 from Herbert Wilcox, the producer. Olivier got the par‘b- “the two .

men disagreed basically on how the part should be played,.and -13
this incompatibility contribu'bed to the film's’ financial i‘e.ilure. ‘

o

The style of the film in a sense pa.rallels Brook‘s 'bhea'brical

: j tereets of that period, which were dazzlingly thea‘brical, 'broadly
;n'_visual and often highly colorful.

b u\,m

Probably more than any other of Brook'

.films, The Beggar's ggera communicates a’; bold playfulness photographica.‘lly. '

Brook seemed eager to emphasize the 'vitali‘by and sensual qnahties of

eighteenth-century Iondon. It is thought that his treatment” of this

-y

: film me.y well have later influenced Tony Richardaon‘s Tom' Joneig, es=

oo
A

1-ziim:tston and Milne, 112.

R 13Richard de la Mare and Maurice Hatton,' "Peter Brook Film
Director," The Guardian {Manchester), November 29, 1962, 6.”




: pecially the prison a_nd execution scenes.:u". -

~'This was the f:Lrs‘b and only i‘ilm version of J‘ehn Gay s The Beg—

. g 's @gra, altheugh in 1931 t.he Brecht—Wei.ll b:reeper_l_nx' QQI ;g besed

on the Gay material, had been filmed by Pa‘bst. 15 Brook's produc‘o:.on feat—

ured a wealth of ta.lent~ ~the lyrics and additional d:n.alogue were written n
. by Christopher Frye s the musical arrangement and add:.tional acors was by
Sir Arthur Bliss, set ‘and costume d.ee:.gn by George Wahkevitch, and the-
cast included Laurence Dlivier, Dorothy 'l‘utin and Sta.nley Holloway. The

,,,,,,

o film was orig:.nal'l.y a Br:x.tieh Iion Studio's Production, 'bu'b was released
and copywrigited in 1353 by Verner Brothers..®

» Oriticism of the f£ilm varied cons:.derably, although with rare o
exceptions, (Nggswe and Catholie Worlg), the crities were unani:neus' :

in panniug Olivier's e:.ng:.ng wh:.le most of the cast (Sta.nley Ho]loway ;

exemp‘bed) ha.d their vo:z.ces dubbed. This may well ha.ve 'be 1-the: conflict

over which Brook and Olivier disagreed. Several fi]m cr:l.tica expressed
their disepproval' | | A

- . e " . .
Our old friend Sir Laurence Clivier who has good locks, talent,
charnm, Vivien Leighj; and world: fame, has a‘btempted in ."The Beggar's
Opera," to sing. Oh, my. He'has a tiny voice. It~ is"all his ovm,
of course, and he raises it inithin ballads to "the hussies,! to -
“arink," to “horse ¥ and so on.  The film made in Britain, is what

our cousine call 2 crash:mg bore, and is aboub as ehyl:x.zed as the
late Berry Wall.l

- :uhlohn Russell Taylor, "Pater Brook, or the Iimi'be.tions of |
Intelligence,“ Sight and Sound, XXXVI; (Spring, 1967)," 82.

- 15Pauline Kael, I Ios‘h i‘c at’ the Movies (New Ierk” Bantem ;
Books, Ing., 1965), 104. ‘

16"The Beggar's- Opera, " Nﬂ Ee'ggx (Sep’c.ember Ty 1953) 87,
17Ph111p Hamburger, The New Yorker (August 29, 1953), 59.
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oA |
.Olivier's insistence on ﬁs:.ng his own pleasant but li.rﬁted vocal

resources, while the rest of the cast employed voice doubles of
operatic caliber for the singing portions of their roles, was not i

very prudexﬂ:-.l8

\"'i

Olivier's singing is not only feeble but phomys - He slows down the '; .
tempo end vainly attempts bel canto where a brisk, s _emi-musical L
Hgeting" would have been not only acceptable butipreferable to a -
good, purely musical rendition. And it is his limitation as an
actor vhich the new film 'br:Lngs sharply to our attention.19
‘Generally, Brook's direction was thought properly ‘ermane, ms, |
staging was labeled Upungent and imaginative, <0 his approach-- |
"prodigality tempered by taste and discernment;hel and his; crowd scenes o
were said to “fairly burst with vitali‘hy."z?' Howem‘er, the consensus
was not in his favor. Most critices and the public eﬁtribqted little
success to the production as a whole. There are se‘?e;'al pgssible reasons
for the feilure—the first of which is relegated to3.1;i.1ni1;g>‘ and the :
fashion in art during that time. The romanticism and veljeg.i‘ication of .
Frye, Anouill and the like was just at the point of becoming passé.
' The new wave in the theatre in 1953 was focused on Arthur Mili.er,

- Tennessee Williams, and the subtle greys of "method acting" and the

more sordid realisms; Brook's work at this point appeared frankly dated.

Secondly, the appeal of the film was hampered by comparison to the more

robust, more popular and basically more well-known Thr eegennz QQ _e._
The dainty songs of Brook's £ilm gave the splrited theme & watered-dmm

18Moira Walsh, "Films," ericg (September 5, 1953), 561. _
19Bentley. -

- 20Alan Dent, "Weither Good Nor Bad," The Illuggr_a,teg' London
Ee_ﬁ’ June 27, 1953, 1096, O

¥

2prthur Knight, "Sir Leurence's Opus 3,% Mﬂm

(August 15, 1953) 29.

~ 22philip T. Hertung, "The Screen,® M
(Sep‘tember 11, 1953), 561. L
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s : i !
quality, Iﬂstly,, the overall impact and unity of purpose of the f£ilm

«HJ

. was in question.23 A recent artlcle summed up- the dllenmla in ‘bhis ways

el

vidual visual ideas were brilliant and original,but were they ever
integrated into a coherent film language;.did the f£ilm have any. .
overall rhythm? The general opinion seemed to*be no.  Peter Brook
might be a young man with ideas, but he seemed as yet unwilling=—
...or perhaps; unable-—to diseipline them to conVentional film form.mb

o Had it, properly speaklng, a i‘:.lm style.at a11% Many of the indi- ) o
/

The popula.r failure of The Beggar'g Qgera, combined with the

grave fi.nancial loases for vhich Brook was :i.n ei‘fect responsi'bls, very -

likely accounted for the long hiatus until his ext‘. fi]:ri un‘ ertaking. '

such modern works as Cat on a Hot Tin Roof, A Vieg Prom! the Bridge and

The Balcogz During one of his French engagemeats he read
Marguerite Duras" novel, Moderato Cantabile. Gonfident that it was -
just the property he was looking for as substance for & fi]n, he con- -
tacted Duras and J’ea.n.ne Moreau.26 o '

- After the ar‘bistic outlines for the production were set, the
task of ra.ising the money began Brock had faith that the backing would
OMEE e a c e

« + o one of the really strange things about business men in France
is that they are meaner and tougher than in England-—but’ they can
lose their heads when it comes to a sudden belief in the power of

the individual to pull through, to a respect for the mystery of
the individual.m .

23Taylor. L up de
'2665 la Mare and Hatton.
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After much searching Bi‘ook f‘inally found just sﬁ;h a b&éinessman, ._
Raoul Levy, who undertook to back the film solely on the strength oi‘
a blind faith in Brook, Duras and Moreau. _ From their very first meet-
ing Brook insisted that the three of them s}_;ouldt‘:‘ have qbsolute' artistic
co;fbrol of the film, They managed to make Levyiégree to Qm:’it‘beﬁ = |
~clause in their contraét, U, 4 .a clause almos‘bunheard .of anywhe?e |
in the world—he (Levy) should have absolﬁtelypgio .say in artistic mat-
ters."28; Brook for the first tine had a subject and a situation that -
was completely within his control, ,

Brook's style of directing in the theateLr had. passed from his -
‘early flamboyan‘b period of exbravagenza to a period of " somber 'hones,
' introspection and often darkness., His choice of MML&_
it we]J. into this i‘rame of reference.?? Also Brook was still :mterested
in the question of the extent to which documentation of externals could

reflect inner life. He explains:

‘Moderato Cantabile was a personal experiment to discover whether
itis possible to photograph an almost invisible reali‘by, whether it

is possible in photographing nothing but a* su.rface ‘to get under the
surface,30 .

: -“‘?*’r*,

Later Brook compared h:Ls reasong for choos:.ng Moderato Cantabile to the

- D
interest he had in the substance of Lord of the Flies. -
+» o ¢ although they are at opposite poles, they do have something
in common which attracted me to them. Deep down, both are rituals:
Moderato is a little death ritual; and Lord of the Flies is, I ifj;
suppose, a little death ritual . . . of another sort. But the'only
reason I had for wanting to make Moderato; and the only value that
© could come oubt of it was such s fine a.nd frag:x.le one that the, least '
jar would have smashed it.Bl

French ‘working conditions and the French att:.tude toward extempora.neous-

281big. _ _ : 29Tayioxj .

S i
+3liiouston and Milne,;112.

30Brock, Tulane Droma Revue.




cinematic met}iodology made Brook's approach to the test possible. A"WI] -
did the vfilm with a soript which no self-respecting English producer
would have considered .for‘ a moment,"32 says Brook, There was, in ef-
fect, no conventional seript 'élsed. Brook simply went through the boék L
and arbitrarily mede notations of the locations he needed and an. .
appro:d_mation of the kind of shot (long, close, mid, etc.) to - 'be used. |
Levy, the producer, was ala.rmed by these methods,. but because of theirr |
- contractual arrangement, he was unabl_e to force Brook to alte:;_.‘. pro= -
cédu_res in any way.33 | .
| The substance of Moderato Cantabile concerns the digsatisfied
| wife of an industrialist (Jeanne Moreau), and her liaison wifbh a young
factory ﬁorker (Jean-Paul Belmonde) that never quite -reache.é,. the pro-
portions of en affair. They mest often in public st s local cafe and
| simply talk. Their triste is linked with é, recent murder wit_‘ge;ssed_.:py»
'bbth .oi‘ ’them.% Although there is a basic plot line, much of '?the aé%ion )
is cerebral ‘and internal ‘In an effort to capture the irnmer Hdi.alogue, ; o
Brock employed what seemed o many a static technique in fiﬁing. He :
set up his cameras often from & single vantage point and simply let them |
record rather ‘b};an edi‘horialize on the action., This was held' against |
him by many eritics. Of the process itself Brook comments: |
| The great criticism of Hoderato Cantabile was that I éidn"f
move the camera enough, that I set it up and allowed things to..
happen in front of it, and it was assumed that I did this because
I came from the theatre and didn't know any better. In fact, there
was a lot of conscious thinking behind it. The narrative we were
trying to capture in that particuler f£ilm was neither an' external
one nor entirely an inner one-~-you can't say that the characters:

behave as they do because they live by & river in a dull town, bub
you ca.n't ingnore the way these th:mgs relate to them either. (Sﬁg, '

32_1_@.,? 33Ibﬁ.g.:: - 3& ay]‘-or-.::.‘ -



45 ,
‘ havir'xg. found the landscape and these particular actors, my fask L
seemed to be to set up & camera that didn't comment; to let you
watch,. as it wers, a documentery record of samething 80 mtangible
that you could feel i} was really happening,39
1In order for this 'bechnique o:i‘ reporting to prove éffecﬁi.v'-e,_‘a ,
special kind bf acting needéd to bé 'l'.é.king place in front of the cémeras. “

Brook was enthusiastic over Jeanne Moreau's approach to this challe;nge, L

He bad worked with her earlier in Paris in (at on s Hot Tin Roof,%6 and.
_ indeed felt that she was ideally suited to his purpose. Of her style
of acting he stated: 7

Jeanne Moreau is for me the ideal contemporary fiim actress, be-
cause she doesn't characterize. She acts in the way Godard films,
and with her you are as close as you can be to making a document
of an emotion., , . . Jeanne Moreau works like a medium, through ~ - -
her instinets, ©She gets a hunch about the character and then some . -
part of her watches the improvisation of that and lets it happen, .
ocecasionally intervening a bit. 1ike a good technician . . . she is -
guiding the flow of improvisation rather than stating ahead of :
time what hurdle she wants herself to leap, and the result is that -
her performance gives you an endless serles of tiny surprises.

Brook's entire céncept end technique demanded a deeper and more sensi-—
tive response not only from the actors but from the audiences as well.

This may have accounted for the fact that Moderato Ganté.biie, like his-' s

earlier work did not achieve a general pcpularity.38 Penelope Gilliatt ‘

wrote in a later article that 'Moderato Cantabile calls into question

most of our assumptions about narrat:.ve form and looks at behaviour '
almost as though it were an abstract mobile."3? A British article
stated that Moderato Cantabile Yoften disappointed people with pre-

| 35Hbust_on and Milne, 112,  38de la Mare and Hatton.
3THouston and Milne, 112, u

3BUpeter Brook: The Year's Best," Films and Filming VIII,

39Penelope Gilliatt, "A Natural Saboteur of Order," )L_ggg
~ (Jenuary 1 1966), 105, :



conceived notions who expected another casual new wave £41m, n40 - The

£ilm eritic for The London Illustrated News highly praised the work

ai‘ Moreau end Be]mondo s bub had these chafing words i‘or Brook° .
e e Mr. Brook's direction, though highly sensitive, is Just a :
shade too "grey" and monotonous and stays too close to-the Diabelld .
~ themes on which it is supposed to improvise variations. .The point
.. .is that Madame's small son is practicing a pianoc; sonatina of .
Anton Digbelll at the very start, and we hear no other mus:Lc then
this.4d . , - ,
‘Although the f£ilm was made and shown in Europe inl960, ‘for' L
some reason it was not éxported to the United States until late iri.,l963. -
The Americen E:ri_tics were even more severe in their eppraisal. 'In
their illimitable manner 'l‘ime"m.e.gazine glashed,at the work say:x.ng AR

"Mioderato Centabile might better have been titled Adagio Furiereo; it is

much too long, much too lugubmously .‘Lat.ngu.i.d."[*2 Newgweg}g g assessment :

was equally a8 harsh:

The stylishness of Moderato Cantabile was perhaps tolerable
and even interesting in 1960 when director Peter Brook turned
Marguerite Dura's novel into a £ilm; that seme stylishness, today .
is embarrassing and tedious, The delay in importing the film has.-
‘been lethal, for the work, like a high fashion gown, has aged :
ridlculously.43

Although Brook clalmed 'bhat the £ilm succeeded ins evoking the -

response he des:.red,u" and although Moreau did win a Cannes~ prize for

her role in Modersto Cantabile, a recent critie, putt:r.ng Brook’s work :
into perspective, seemed to think that Brook "missed. ‘the boat cinemati-
‘cally"45 with this £ilm, Further, that the filn fails in that it falls‘ _

40de la Mare and Hatton.

: 41lA1an Dent, "Bittersweet and French," The Illugtra‘oeg London
 News, July 22, 1961: L6, . .

42"Adagio Funereo," Time (January 17, 1964), 49
43"Last Year's Line," Newsweek (January 20, 1964), 82.
44de la Mare and Hatton. " 45Taylor,
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' between a commltment to either naturalism or stylization.{.'6

~Three years later Williem- Gold:.ng 8 Iord of the Flieg offered
an apportunity for Brook 'l:o redeem himself as a fi]m maker. The pro- |
perty, up until the time Brook took charge cf the operation, had Te= ..
sisted all attempts, including those o:f.‘.Peter Shaffer, c.t; ccnvepfcional’ ‘
- dramatization, Brook, in the wake of his recent trlumph wi"bh’ Kingr'Leér.,'; .:
had become :.nterested in the works of Ar‘baud and a:istudy of the Thns.tre ->
of. Gruelty. The Golding bock, a novel which many critics considered |
essentially unfilmable, presented a par‘b:.cular challenge to his current
interest, plus a change to retry some of the f£ilm t.echniques that he -

employed in Moderato Cantabile,

' The backing of the project became a difficult problem in- itself. ‘
The x_'ights to the book _were originally purchased by, Sir Michael Bc.lccr_l R
who sold them to Sam Speigel. lnitially Brook contracted. with Speigel
to direct the picture,47 however, 8 scism arose over two : saln.ent poin’cs—- ‘J !

Ty
money and methodology. The budget Brook needed was over: $500 000 and
Speigel thought this too high for the type of £ilm that wag planned.
Secondly, during the planning period over seven screenplays were writ-
' ten, none of which Brook actually intended to uses Speigal would.n't con=—
sent to filming until an adequate seript was settlcd v:>n.“*8 Dissatisfied
g with ‘t.he breach of agreement even before filming h%d begun, Brook -
pulled out and sought indeﬁendent backing for the ériterprise.‘ 'He ‘went '
to Lou:n.s Allen who agreed to raise the money by selling shares to indi~

vidual investors, as Allan had done earlier in fma.ncing Shirley Glark'

vL‘.,!

, | e N
461bid, : . A7Houston and ¥ilne, 108,

481bid., 110,



| )
The money.! &l‘bhough Only half a8 181'33 a sum as Brook

had demanded of Speigel, was given with no stipulations or requirement

. The Connection.“_;‘

of completion date. The artistic freedom, if mot the wnlimited budget,
was at least guara.nteed.’ Eventually and inevitably the $240,000 sup-
plied 'by Allen's backere; ran oute In order to finish the £11m, Brook
personally had to borrow money' from New York, Paris or wherever his_
credi‘b stood.49

. The 1ocation of the shootmg was get in Puarbo Rieo, 0 and the
ca.st was composed mainly of British school children., On the subject of
child actors Brock Trespondst .

Some of the children in Lord of the Flies act very well indeed, and
no doubt this will help to perpetuate the myth that all children
“can acte I certainly don't want to take the credit for this. Where
I can take the credit, though, is for all the 3,000 children I re- -
Jected, because when_ a child can ac*b he is worse than any bed
professional actor. ok .
With the locale established and the cast secured Brook set about to
activate his improviéational methods for the film, As with Modersto
Cantabile, no shootino script was used; instead Brook handed out paper=
back copias of the bock to the children to familiarize them with the
story.52 They‘ were asked to improvise not only their lines, but also
in manv cages theu' makeup and props.53 |
The technique of shooting the film involved the use ‘of two
. cemeras uh:.ch worked simultaneously, although from different vantage

'points. The first camera was usedA in the routine manner following the

49de 1a Mare and Hatton. _5101b1g,‘_j 511bid., 112.

‘ 52Ho111s Alper’t, ."Boys Will Be Boys," The Saturday Review
| (Auguat 17, 1963), Lhs -

- 53Jackson Burgess, "Lord of the Flies," Film Qy_a_z;_terly, xvn,
(Winter, 1963"64)' 32‘ . )



" shot® called by the direo'hor. The second cameraman, foi-;'hér Life photo- :
~ grapher Gerry Feil, after consultation on the genaral objectives of &
given shot, would. work much like a newsreel photographer-—scouting
| _ around, moving from place to place, catching various aspec'hs of the cen~-
_ traJ. -action. As mach as ‘one~third of,these ‘secondary shots were used
in the finsl filn edit. T e ER
The-content of the Golding work is esta'blished on two levels- e
the realistio and the allegorical, Brock's task was to reflec'b both
strata of meaning—the overt manifestations of what happens to a.; g:goup s
of civilized boys facing the task of survival on a desert -island"as'well' )
as the implication 'bhat. these children stand for the ammal i.n mankind 55 -
- Critics of the £ilm were divergent in their op:.nion of whether Brook -
achieved his objeotives.‘ One of the critics at. the 1963 Cannes Film
Festival, where Lord of the F'lies was one of the two British entries that
year, stated his disapproval: B |
Unfort.unately Brook's film is drea.ry to an extent tha'b surprised
.. even the few who, like me, were unimpressed by.the book. . .'i. Brook's
| solution has been to follow the book as closely as he- could—in fact
he filmed straight from the book without a seript. This wouldibe :
fine in the hands of ons of those rare directors who like Godard, .
_prefer to improvise. Brook is very definitely not one of these, for
novhere does he show himself able to use his camera. to ma.intain the
audience's excitement or even interest.’ :
Where criticism was sharp, it vas often meted against Brook's improvisa-‘ |
'tiom_al methods. The Saturday Review £ilm critic’h“z'i:d this’ openi’dé‘?i"emark:

e

4 heavy blow to the sacrosanct profession of writing screen adap-
tations of novels has been struck by Peter:Brook and Lewis ‘Allen,

director and producer respectively of Lord: of the ﬂ;gg .. They disre~
54Houston and Milne, m, 55Taylor, 84

¢ 561an Cameron, “Festiva.l at Cannes ,“ he Speg&gto; (May 21., 1963),
l. :



g -
IWadi

50
.gard the basic premise upon which much of the movie :l.ndustry has

been built: that novels to be made intc movies mst go through a
long and expensive refining process.d7

Other negative responses included attacks of the. children 8

acting. Brook has never been noted for his ebility to ha.ndle non-pro-":

fessional actors y and it is l.lkely that this weakness del‘b a heavy blow 2

to this particular experiment. John Russell Taylor comqg‘bs on the = -
. problem: - L ' DALY |
« « o Brook is not the best equipped of directors to.direct non-

S

Y

professionals or children. On stage he generally seems to get the

best results from very conscious actors, who can be approached by
the director through their intelligence . . . Except for the boy.

. who plays Piggy——one of the most noticeable but hardly the most

"~ complex of roles in the film-—he does not have much success al making
‘his young performers seem natural and at their eases -s-s.s Little -
boys, under the eye of the camera, remain unavoidably little boys;

and as Brgok directs them , + decidedly self-conscious little boys ‘

: at 'tha‘b .

But not all crltlcs thought this aspeet a drawback. Several, in |

fact s attr:.buted the amateur quality of the children a real virtue. .

Jackson Burgeas of Film Reviewg felt that "the dialogue (there isn't

much) has a slow, stilted, self-consciousness which perfectly embodies '

the . groping moral and social improvisation to which the boys are re~

duced.“59 Even though Time reported "Flies is flawed in many ways,“éo

it was a fact ‘that many critics and viewers of the work were in many re-‘

JrR———

spects devastated and’ disturbed by the f£ilm, If Brock didn't achieve -

his entire objective, he did succeed in startling audiences as well as
provoking a great deal of commentary.

The eircumstances of Brook's most recent film carme as & climax

5TAlpert. - 587aylor, 84. ,59Bu_i:§gess.
_60“1-031; Allegory," Time (August 23, 1963), 69.
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to an extended ‘period of research, experimentation and performance.
Since early in 1963 when his interest was caught by the "Theatre of
Cruelty" and works of Artaud, Brook embarked on experiments which led

to the.full~scale production of the much-celebrated Marat/Sade. The
play received international notarlety and became the center of exten-
sive controversy and debate literarily as well as theatrically. The
particulars of Brook's a.pproach to the play are discussed in Chapter IV;
however, this chapter would not be complete without a description of
Brook's experience in filming the work.

Brook's original intention was to simply document bis produc-
tion of Marst/Sade by filming it on lémm; however, the overwhelning
success 6f the play brought forth numerous offers for film contracts.
Choosing the ofi‘ef which allowed the greatest artistic freedom (United
Artists), Brook and his producer, Lord Birkett, set about to shoot the
play in a record eighteen days. The picture was budgeted at a consorv-
aﬁive $500,000,61 and the Pinewood Studios were shosen as loca.lo.62

The entire company of 40 players who had been performing tho
work for over a year were engaged to enact the film undexr Brook's
direction. Time became the expensive commodity, and through resourco-
fulness Brook and his lighting director, David Watkin, contrived an
all-purpése lighting for their unit set which would eliminate the time-
éonsunﬁ.ng job of constantly readjusting lighting equipment. Their

innovation saved innumerable hours during the hectic eighteen dnys.63
| Since in the past, film records of stage pleys had been ususally no more

than watered-down photographic reproductions » Brook and his company wore

6lknight. . . 62yright, 631v1d.
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intent on avoiding this piti‘all It is reported that Brook and his

T Rar

‘_producer were aiming at “an independen‘b free standing film——observing

;'l;.‘:ljxe gereral shape of the play, certainly, but using the special re-
sources ¢f the cinema to burrow deeper and deeper into 1t."04 He sought
i‘ilm technique which could capture & blend of the Brechtian aliena-

'b:Lon aspects of the play without minimizing the shock values or Artaud-

[ :l:!.ke devices in the productlon which had been the winning elements of-

‘ ‘the stage version, .

For this he applied his Lord of the Flies eimultaneous multi-

4 _:égmera method, While the main shot or straight shot was being called
by Brook himself, the other cemeras (sometimes hand-held) would rush in,
' ?back off or set up an angle at variance w;rbh the nain shot, picking up
/ :»amc:.liary action or express:.on.65 Brook stated that one of their main

-v problems was in attaining a film equivalent of M"alienation'®:

‘ "'l‘he camera can be terribly objective," Brook stated. WIt's limited
T vision tends to meke one identify with the characters, to get closer

v 5 to them than Weiss envisioned or the theatre allows.® To counter
this, the movie set included a vast grille, like the bars of an
animal cage, that ran the width of the stage; repeatedly, the camers
retreats behind it to reveal the shadowy spectators, the guests at
Charenton, Zho have assenbled to withess de Sade's ghoulish pre- - .
sentation. And, at the end, guests and patients alike join forees,
moving deliberately toward the camera, clapping as if they were
applauding the audiences gathered to see their movie.

' The film was  many months in the edltmg, and was finally released
"éarly in 1967. Aswdn.ii.be stage vers:.on, the film evoked a variety of

Vresponses. Some critics considered it a brilliant achievement, _other

64Taylor, 80. 65Kknight, "Filming Marat/Sade."
" 66This techn:.que of shooting a scene through bars was used by
Brook in ‘The Beggar's Opera as well.

6T¢night, "Filming Marai_’./ Sade o
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_ cri‘hics did not feel. tha'b it matched in a_ny way the impaet of the original

The film oritio for i@'b §£d Somi an mterna‘bional review of the cin-
ema, summed up the dilemma of the transformation into the film media.

P the production did work in the theatre. It was & ma@ificent

plece of ensemble playing, with each little piece of business,zeach = :

bit of mimitely, clinically close observation of lunatic behaviour, -
fitted with almost unfailing skill into a complex overall stage pie~'
ture, to be 'read'! like some intricate genre painting, satisfyingly
significant and thoughbout wherever one looked. This sort of pro-
duction creates an obvious problem in the cinema . ... It is like

a ballet: "everything is conceived in terms of a total stage. ple- -
ture, and as soon as you start selecting one thing at the expense

of another, the ggole shape of the orig:.nal is changed and perhaps
lost altogether.

Whether or. not. the fi1n reached ‘the heights of the stage vers::on, Cen

_ii: J.S eignificent to note that Brook and his ensemble dedicated & ma;]or ‘

ef:f.‘ort to’ the filming, end as one reporter. astutely observ_egi: ‘ “Few films =

have been produced with greater seriousness of purpose, or:with less

commercial compromj.se, né9

/’ I.n answer to the first question posed in this chapter—-why hae

—_— &

Brook directed 8o i‘ew £ilms—it becomes patently clsar that -bhe d:.ffi- :

cul‘by lios in the restrictions of the media itself. Although Brook he.s S

W -

called the ¢inema his flrst love, one can see ’ohat. the romance is

immediately on rocky ground. - The a.'bsolute i‘reedom that he demands does

not exist per se :i.n 'bhe connnercial film busine;s:J

——

ambitious if not a wholly successful one. The reasons for hie failure S

"may be attributed to a mumber of causes.- The most. obvious factor seems

to be Brook's choice of properties. All five of his films are baaed

on materials that preecribe a ma:dmmn of diffioulty. Tt is as :Lf Brook
‘ ki : '

¢

68raylor, 80, -  6%night, "Filming Marat/Sade."
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- attempts only the most improbable works, and thereby g priord sets the -
odds against hinself. Secondly, 1t has been said that Brook's orien-
' tation is that of a conductor rather than that of a composers ¢ He '

. has cleé.rly shown no interest in._'scrip't. writing or authorship; his : l_
: fort;e ’lj..’es. in im;erpretation and mamgement. Because the film director,
“much more than the stage director, needs to be in effect a composer or'i
progenitor of the total cinematic effort, Brook is put in a position o
of “authorship" rather then in an editorié.l capacity as a £ilm direc- . .;
tor. This may account for the lack of umity of intemt for which he
is often criticized. Other possibilities for his wiavailing attempts
at the cinema include the fact that his f_ilms are intensely personal

expressions which must be accepted on their own terms or not at'ail, ' "
as well as the sentiment that his films most often reflect his current e
tﬁeatrical interests rather thaﬁ the prevailing cirematic genre.:
Whether oi' not Brook will learn from his mistakes can only be
peculation, it 1ls a fact, hOWSVer, that his work in films is nof. »
~ finished. In 1967 he accepted an oi'fer to direct his own Royal Shake-
speare Company in a film version of the Sha.kespearean classic, King
' L_eg.' This is to be produced 'folr (BS~TV and lster released to £ilm
.-hoﬁses.7l Thers is evidence from Brook"s highly successful work w:i.th B
-Sha.kespeare 'bhat this £ilm may offer more promise than his earlier |
worl:s. Also, new tachnological advances in fi]m—méking open up in~
.numerabla poss:xb111t1es for such & man as Brook.k/He has been partic-~ -

ularly elated over the muiltisereen process used at the 1964 N_ew‘Y.oi'k B

‘World's Fair for the Johnson's Wax exhibit £1ln directed by

701‘aylor, 84. - .,ff . ‘ . ,‘ 71R°nanc
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Francis Thompson, “The great advantage of this device," Bréqk cone
cludes, "is that it breaks into the inmer consistency of ea_ch‘ frame by |
_ opening the range of endless possible permutations."72 Peﬂ:{é.ps this :
| innovatibn may be just the Breék—thfough needed to help 'iigx"éédy.“ T

Mr. Brook "capture all information" as he desires.

72Brock, Twlane Drams Review. SR ' S



. CHAPTER IV
“Brook and Experimental Theatre

Improvisetien and the "Theatre of Cruelty"

Despite the title of this chapter, this study does not presmne

: 'to predicate the "Theatre of Cruelty" as an establishment, parblcularly

' fin ligh‘h of the fact that Martin Esslin, h:l.gh scholastic pries’c of the | ‘

f{new wave, "Theatre of the Absurd," "Theatre of Revolt,” "Theatre of J“he

: .:;,;Gro'beeque, ete., would be the first to assert that, aside from some

elaborate theoriz:mg by the French visionary Antonin Artaud, there never -
%,‘:‘

: _ghas“ been an enterprise which could properly ba labeled the “Theatrs of

L Oruel'ty. Arteud himself did little more then lay the groundwork or

ephilosophy, moreover, i‘b is likeller still, i‘or Teasons that will be

& b
(;3& { e (

discussed, 'bhat there never will be such an establishment. However, -

peb

. Peter Brook did ally himself to an experimental workshop which he titled

'Theatre of Cruelty" (more as a tribute to Ar'haud, than out of a pre-

S smp‘bion of creating an Artaudian theatre per se) that had ae its mepir- '

} -""’_“io-n the ‘l:.ee.c}n.ngs of Art&ud. _

~ Before a delineation of Brook's experiences with this experiment ’

-‘it is :I.mportant to examine brief],y what is meant by the phrase "Theatre

‘of Cruelty, % and, perhaps, even more profitably, what is not meant by it,

When the new breed of Eurcpean playwrights (Genet, Becket,

elosely peralleled the provailing fine aft genre then the standard dra-
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matic one, the critics attached themselves to a few phrases and began
bandying about theses on the "Avant-—garde“ and the "Thea'hre of the
Absurd."  When some oi‘ the plays employed wiolence as a tool, the
Artaudian phrase was exhumed and "every play in which eomebody is mur-
: dered, beaten up, Taped or to:tured“l was immediately ‘tf?ggedi 1:5 an ex-‘- 7
| @ple of the "Theatre of Cruelty.” While such a phrase in thé vocabulary
oi‘ a8 serious theatre director like Brook was more likely to be mea.ning-
© ful, in the hands of the general it most certainly becaime devalued end
misused. ’ I

/ The semantic question over the use of the word' "cruelty“ is-

T

i

ordinarily the rub. Artaud, or anyone else for that matter with a close '
understanding of Artaud's philosophy, never meant to imply a._necesse.ry
correlation between Y“eruelty" and “v:n.olence“ in the genaral_ly accep‘bed
sense of the words. For Artaud, cruelty implied imediacy and intensl’c.y '

of experiance, and in proposing a "Theatre of Cruelty" he mea.nt by this

a theatrical form which produced in the audience not a passi?" ‘cathartic -
response, but essentially an emotional/physical orgasmic respOnse. “Oe=
casionally such methods as the use of violence, sadism and the like

have been applied in an attempt to achieve Artaud‘s ends,- butrit must be
emphasized that these procedures are only one meang of f expression in the-

search to provoke immediate, . subjecti.ve experience in the audi.ence. The :

"eruelty' lies not in the means but in the end?

Consider 'bhe castration scene in Sweet:Bird of Youtg, ,the zmzl'hiple

murders in the last act of ___Ha_;nlﬂ, and the suic.’x.de that climazes _Qggg,

Gabler: whlle no cone would deny the essent.ial violence and horror of

IMertin Esslin, "The Theatre of Cruelty," The Neu York Tgeg
Magazine (March 6, 1966), 24

AR
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- these, dare one call them emples of the "Theatre of Cruelty“"'  Sorie- ¢

how the narrative structure of each of these plays enables- the spe'otator e

t0 maintain a distance a.nd detachment that allows hinm to; view these

 deeds of cruelty without a necessary personal involvement;* This wasn't

- enough for Artaud. Yot he died with the dream of founding a school of
theatre that could explore new means of acconplishing these revolutionary
ends. {{To swmarize, then, the "Theatre of Cruelty" is not any play
which harbors a cruel act, but elements of the "Theatre of Cruelty“ may
be in any play or production that produces in the e.udience a vital’ and
instantaneous subjective experience. [j | ‘ _

~ That Peter Brook should come %o admire the philo';dphy of :Artand,'
‘end his visions, seems only natural in view of Broock’'s cer;zer—loné ‘search.
to find means to intensify the thee.trical ‘experience, There is an .almost .
‘unecommon singular wish. which both of these men seem to she.re- Co see the ._
-theatre as an instrument which transcends simple cultm:-al manifestetions .'
and beccmes & life edifying force. Brook. had alvays envisioned a lab-
.oratory environment in which he could investigate and ana:lyze certain
theories and methodologies that could be applied to theatre practice.
~ This opportunity came in the fall of 19639
Brook and his cohorts at the Royal Shakespeare Theatre had long

been in discussion over the prospect of producing Genet' s bizarre and :

d::.stm‘bing The Screeng, which had been written during the Algerian war,

but had yet to be staged. Whether or not the play: could ba suce

there was no queetion that the endeavor would take a sp ’cia.]_'l.y trained

group of actors and an extended rehearsal and training perioa. F:Lnelly
Brook persu.aded them to allow him to try the experiment. So, withea
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total, working subsidy from the Royal Shakespeare Theatre, and the'ﬁse ;L
_of the new london Acadenv of Music and Dramatic Ar‘bs experi:mental
theatre, Brook began his venture.2 o ‘

Assisted by Charles Marowitz, Artistic Director of the Iaondon—:'
Traverse Oompe.ny, who had worked earlier with him on the fa.med o
"Pa\_;l Scofi.eld Kin Lear, Brook's firs‘b task was to recruit a company
of ‘actors sultable for ‘the project. Marowitz describes their seeming
unor‘bhodox audition approach. |
o 5 since our main concern was to f£ind actors who were open,
adaptable, and ready to rush in where rigid p:jos fear to tread,
it wes necessary to devise a completely new'aﬁdi‘c.ion technique.
I decided to do away with those murky soliloquies where a single
actor pulsating with suppressed but crippling hysteria gets up .
and reels off the same speech he has been carting around since
.drama. school. The auditions were collective; enywhere fronm eight :
'to ten actors working together for at least an hour. ‘ ‘
The exercises employed considerable improvisation. In the first of
thesa, the actor was told to perform a two-minute, prepared speech-
a.fber he had done this,. he was then given a new character and situation _i
and asked to perform the same text within the new ‘context. For example,
‘an actress reading Juliet's balcoqy speech might be given the challenge
" of playing Lady Macbeth's castigat:.on of Macbeth with the original lines. _
Further, they gave the actress & third character and situation (e.g. a
businesswoman at a 1uncheon). and acked her rto adapt this to the teﬂ.
When the laﬁter had been ,established, key -vfords for each character were
given, and the actor was told to switch on cue to each of the situations

" without disturbing the flow of the original speech.*

21bid.

‘ 3Gharles Marowitz, "Notes on ‘ohe Theatre of Cruel'by, __Q;LQ_Q
Drama Rme, n’ (Winter, 1966), 153. - :
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Other exercises included word and objec'h associations. The word

assoclation exercise challenged the actors! imagination in reaa.rd to a
piece of nonsense text out of which they were told to establish a '
recognizable character or situation. - The object associa‘bion was a Study B s
in mime: given a ‘certain cbject, (a briefcase, a flashlight, ets.) _thejr
were asked to create a mime sequence. . When the sequence was wellr?as“hab—
lished, a new prop was given and the actor was obliged'to eiﬁpsr relate
the second object in some way to the first, or develop a new hscene;5r:

- A company ‘of twelve was gelected from the.fif‘by audibionses. - -
They were msstly in their early twenties, with cne msmber sver thirty.- |
Plans %o begin vork irmediately vere made, and Brook and Marowitz tried
to decide how the twelve weeks of training could be most prégitably useci. |
There was disagreemens over the initial emphasis, Marowitz believed ﬁm’o ‘
the whole company should stert with a rethinking of elementary Method -
exercises ‘since, for the most part, the techniques ofl Stanisi;évslsi had' '
been distorted by the English drama schools, and since the vb?ia'bula:'& .
of the Method was the framework out of which they were going'to initiats
the new program. Brook, on the other hand, felt that the group waa 2
surbably prepared to begin the new work; especlally in .'l.igh‘b of the
limited time they had and the large anmount of ground 'ho be ccrvered.
Marowltz accommodated h:mz.6 The aim of the projeet was sald to be thle'
exploration of certain acting and stagecraflt problsms in laboratpry con=- .
di'biohs without the commercial pressures of performahce.'? Ths New Yor_l;_. '
Timeg emnounced Brook's venture in an article and speculated:that the -

intention of the group was:

CoSmad. o mde, 154 TIng., 152,
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o o o to investigate the liberation of pure emotion from the shackles
of assoclation that restrain it when it is presented through the :
theatrical media of dialogue, plot, character and so on. '
- Indeed, much of the early work of the group was intent on simply opening
up the realm of possibi_'l.ities for expression. Beginning exercises in-.
" cluded an intensive exploration of the possibilities afforded by sound
By investigating the full range of a given instrument—a box, a st:mk,
a motal object, etc.——the students wére led into an involvement with
studies in rhyttm, and a redefinition of the term itself. The experi- -
ments in sownd usage brdught them into exercises which tested and ex-
plored the range of the hman voice.,? In fact, the group is best known
for their innovations with inarticulate cries, groans, moans and the lﬂce.
 Brook placed particular emphasis on this ares, which is under-¥ “
standable, considering his skepticism of the efficacy of the linquis‘bic
form as a means of real comnunication. The adjustmen‘o_ to the use of - sub-
la:;guaga or anti—language was, according to Marowitz, the most difficult
transitions ,' ' i ' ‘
Iittle by little, we insinuated the idea that the voice could pro--
duce sounds other than grarmatical combinations of the alphabet,
and that the body, set fres, could begin to enunciate a language.
which went beyond text, beyond sub-text, beyond psychological L
dmplication and beyond monkey-see-monkey-do facsimiles of social
- behaviorism. .And most important of all, that these sounds and
moves could commnicats feelings and ideasg, 0
In an exercise devised to develbp insights into conmnmi’cation"without ;
. the standard use of language, Brook gave the actors an improvised
situation, Thej’were told to express themselves in & non-verbal mAN=

ner.  Marowitz deseribes the results:

8B. 4. ,Young, WBrook is Directing Drams Experiment," The
Ney York Times, January 30, 1964, 26, ‘

-

9Marowitz, 155.' , 1°I'bi Thid, |
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At first, all the choices were commonplace. People jumped for joy, '

~ fell into weeping, bolted upwards with surprise, stemped with rage. ’

' When none of these simple expressions was acceptable, the actors
began to realize the nature of the exercilse. With all their na- .. "
turalistic choices dismissed out of hand, they had to go in search -
of & more stylized means of commnication. Eventually, the choices -

. became more imaginative. Sounds were created which had the reson-
ance of wounded animals; of pre-~historic creatures being slain by

atomlic weapons. Movements became stark and unpredictable. ~Actors’ o

began to use the chairs and tables as sculptural objects of fune- -
tional furniture. Faclal expressions, under the pressure of ex-
“tended sounds, began to resemble Javanese masks and Zen sculpture.™

'One of the principal objectives of the work vas to -facilitat;e: a

~ discontinuity of acting. . Brook was intent on breaking down the r:!.gi@_itj -

of the wunidimensional approach to playing. There was a legacy of tra-
dition in the principles of building a character, going earef‘uﬂ.:l.y f;'ozt' :
one facet to enother in arriving at an established charact_erize.tion,tllzet |

" had to be shaken., This notion dez:ives from Brook's lineistence that

reality is fragmentary and discont:.nuous, and his desire to apply this .e

supposition to the theatre. _ , ‘
Another primary cbjective of the workshop was to create an in-
tense sensitivity among the members of the group to one aa.v:mthe::‘.l2 ' |
This "group consclence," conaidered a necessary ingredien'b in true .
engembls playing, is rarely realized-. Even in a repertory situation,
a prolonged period of togetherness does & no way guarantee a unity;
' propinquity alone is not the answer.l What Brook and Marowitz were -
seek:.ng was an openness, readiness and awareness on the part of each %
member of the group which created almost a group rhythm. COntact was -
the esaential thing. That, in effec‘b, gree.t strides wete made in this:;. |

area appeared evident in the particularly trilliant ensemble playing -

later, seen in atZSggg

D, 155, 15_6. | 12mbid., 159.



Sti1l another area of concern was the rele.tion to the idea. of )
Usurface truth" as opposed to the Stanlslavski notion of "inner truth. " |
Brook's. earlier experlments along this line (cf. Chapter III) proved to '
his sat:.sfaction that surface appearances are usually mn-conmmnieetive,n- i
" and that even the st.rong\et inner feel:.ngs are fu’nile without the ex-». :
terior mamfestatlons.;' As Marowitz put it: "The Artaudian actor knovs -
that unless + + feeling has been shaped into a communlcative image, |

it is a passionate letter without postage.“13 Hence most of the train- i :
ing period was devoted to varlous exerc:.ses intended to extend the” -
actor's ability to develop "surface truth." Marowitz goes on to ox- - S
‘ .plain‘this important aspect of their search and the Vrationale_' for it' i
Whereas pure feeling can be mawkish or leaden, :; pertinent'stage'- L
image-e gesture, a mOVement, a sequence of actions-—lis a statement =~ .
in itself vwhich doesa't require the motor-power of feeling in -
order to register, buit when emotn_onally charged is many times
more-potent. , SR LR
Tangential to the actors‘ drills in transforming i‘e“elinge into

- representative actions came an emphasis on adaptability to cha.ng.'e," In -
one of the exerclses three ac‘bore were each given a sound cue, ep.ch_as _j;
~ -a bell, a buzzer _or"e gong, and told to respond to its sound. . While ',’. |
| "the first actor initiated a scene, the second would enter and confo:_cn_i,

and so on with the third. However, whenever cne of them heard_.his-‘

sound cue, he :ﬁmnediateiy started & new situation as quickly as ;Sos-. LT
“sible. Tﬁis process went on for some time with ‘hhe'ectore. constently -
adapting to new sets of cirmmetances. Marowitz believes that the
hallmark of a good actor is his ebility to edapt to change. 5

lB_I_bj:g., 1610 ) : . T ) u&m., 161.

151bid,, 163. o . .



6 .
. There were other exercises which explored vaﬁéﬁ;; Plhaseg‘i‘o v : ‘:,:
expression, including a session in which graphié éxpfession'wa;, thé
end product. The actors, stimlated to a certain point over an :hnpro.. |

viged scens, rushed to & huge paint board and expressed themselves : ‘.

vith paints. This technique was employed later in The Screeng end ine

a modified way in Marat/Sade (the pouring of paint to symbolize S
blood) .16 -

Rumors of the group's work abounded and interest was high. * Be- } N -

sides the opportunity to experiment on their own, cne of the ma:i.n ob--"?‘ e

Jectives of the enterprise was eventually to try out some of their dis- i

coveries in front of an audience, albeit a limited and selec'b one,. - L
Peter Hall, co-director with Brook of the Royal Shakespears Theatre, -
explained this points |

Experimental seasons are vital because they enable us to teke
soundings in the times we live in. VWhat was relevant ten years ago "
is not necessarily so now., And these experiments, unlike our studio.
work demand a response from an audience. We need to know
strike. And these must be experiments In the widest sense. 7

The time had Finally cons for the first public showing of their

work, and in January of 1964, Brook and the company 'invited audiences et

to view privately the workshop at the LAMDA theatre. The evening, which 3
they titled ¥Theatre of Cruelty, " as intended not.as a performance but.
as a demonstration of the progress of their work, The I.ondon cri‘bics '

were sent special letters inviting them to atiend, although not for the

purpose of conventionally reviewing the evening as if it were a perfoim-f _ :

ance. The workshop featured a potpowrri of events that often varied

16 1d., 165.
17peter Hall, Royal Shakespeare Theatre Companx 1260—;‘2 3, ed.

John Goodwin (New York: Theatre Arts Books, 1964), “e
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from night to night over the five-week run. Among the standerd offer- -

ings that were seen were two short nonsense .sketch‘es'by Paul Ablemgn;

a three-minute dramatization of Artaud's Spurt of Blood, first in sounds, . -

then as it was written; two collages, The Public Bath and The Guillotine,

created by Brook; a mime sketch called The Analyaie: John Arden's short -
play Avs Longs, Vite Brevis; snd the Mavowits collage, Hamlet. 180
- Begides the "set" portion of the evening, time was allotted ‘oo o

spontaneous improvisation which assumed varioue forms from n:.ght 't.o -
night. In almost all cases the audience was ectively mvolved in the
improvisation periods. This served, accordmg to Marowit;, not oz;ly_ to '
keep the actors alert, but also to "break the hypnotio efi‘ect of con-
tinuous performence."19 | | o

" Although the press and -public that attended, and an impressive |
public at that--Laurence Olivier, Edith Evans, Kenneth Tynan, "
Harold Pinter, John Osbome, and Christopher lemneragwere told not to :
expect a performance in the usual sense, the crities reviewed 'bhe eve-_-, '
ning in traditional terms. While the notices were on the whole favor-
able snd liberal, 'bhey were, nonetheless, conventional reviews—'-some’f -
thing which Brook and Marowitz had hoped to aw}oid_at this point., It~
was an even further indication to them of the difficult gap to be _
bridged in atiuning even enlightened audiences t6 their new, and some-' |
what dissonant, sound,zl

Of all the scenes presented, the most contrqv«arsial’ was Brook's

1¥arovitz, 165-6, - 19Ibid.

- 20Rex Reed, "Loves Batman, loathes 'Sade*," The Ne}g Y.org Times,
April 3, 1966, II, 9. |

AMarowitz, 165.
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collage, The Public Bath, In this ritual sequence, which was based on

'accoijﬁts of the Kennedy i‘uheral and 'bhe 'bestimonies of Chri'etiﬁe Keelergzz, o
a m:lme was presented in which a girl in & ra:.ncoat- (Glenda .Ta.ckson) vas )
arrested, stripped, bathed, and then redressed' after this, the bathtub
was raised es a coffin, miraculously transforming her into a represent—
', ation of Jacqueline Kennedy. Esslin described the accompl:.shmen‘b and -
its mea,ning° 8
i Je Brook demonstrated that, through a mere rearrangemen'b of fig-
ures on the stage a magical effect can actually be produced--the
same girl in the same raincoat can be transformed from an object -
of disgust into one of reverence, a tin bathtub into a coffin,
merely by a change of context not only in space but also in {ime, -
It was'not simply the groupings that changed &lthough not very -
much); it was that before the ritual cleansing the girl was 'by
‘Amplication unclean and, after it, cleansed and pure.23
' That the ritval was erotically compslling served to ful£i11 Artaud'

" insistence’that the audience should be drawn into the acti.on by an -‘
' inmediete physical excitement. Hence, the ritual could be said to be -
_ "‘ 'j‘ a true rendering of Artaudien principles. ' 7
. Shortly efter the closing of the "Theatre of Cruelty“ showhxgs,
' work was begim on The Screeng. The group of eleven was expanded to
" seventeen to accommodate the new work. The Screens was described by
‘,'\ Brook as "a geometric structure in which words and action criss-cross
to pr&};duce doeper sense."4 It was found that the entire wor_k w'a"s :
osteqeibly,\unproducable, but that the firsttwelve scemes contained all. -
of the impertadt elements of the play. Hence, it was agreed tha't they |
would; produce only fhe firgt half of the work. The eafly rehearsals

were spent in a close examination of the script and in discussieﬁ. -

22 bi.g., 166 v : 23E3511-n, 72.

' 24Joseph Reddy, “Sa.nity from the Asylum,® Look (February 22, 1966),
: 110, . ,
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Sooi{' cfter, improvised rehearsal exercises were devisod'ond actuci work L

was begun Because, according to Marowitz, the improvisations often

provided more questions and problems than there vas time to handle, L

: they were thrown into a mere intense concentration on the subi.le aspects '
. of the text itself, The central problem became one of conveying w:Lth

equal weight the poetic as wel']. as the political overtones of the work. o 1

T:' ';achieve this Brook added to the Artaudian basis some Brechtian tech-
nique‘s to handle the political polemic.2

Six weeks of rehearssl still did not account for any total so- 2 o

lution of the play. The addition of some rather bizarre cos’r.mnes; 'ba.sed iy

cn Genet's own color suggestlions, executed by Sally Jacobs, appeared Yo’

enliven the production to & great extent., Although in the-final analysia"‘ o

Maromtz felt that no great strides had been made,26 Martin Esslin gave
this glowing account' |

:'V’So much became gqulite clear from the magnificent performa.nce that re- A

- ‘sulted. It contained some of the greatest moments I personally
have ever witnessed in a theater: among them & scene in which an
attack by the rebels on a European plantation in Algeria (during ..
‘which the whole farm is set on fire) was indicated by actors who
.painted the red flames of the conflagration onto great empty white
.screens of paper which Brook used as the main seenery in his pro-
~duction. This was a marriage of theatre and action-painting. It

_ generated an almost unbearable excitement as the stage blazed uith
tongues of flame that could actually be seen growing out of a.
paroxysm of rage and passion. But that trial production also
showed that Genet's play could never make sense to an audience

- of unprepared theatre-goers, even if by drastic cutting and clean~ e

ing up--it could have passed the censorship barrier.27 |
Thus was the group primed and ready after months of explofation
and experimentation for a real challenge to their newly-acqﬁ:l.i'ed 'experi-j_

ence. It was at just that moment as Brook was leaving England 'bo come
to the United Sta'bes with the world tour of ﬁ;_l_g___s_l: that he miraculously

25Marowi‘bz, 168"'9. - ‘ 26_I__bi.§., 1700 / 27Esslin, 72"’3- |
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received a manuécript from /by a little-lmom‘plé.wri'ght,:

Peter Welss. The play was, of course, The Persécution and Assas'aing—"‘ o

tion of Jean-Paul Marat as Perforned by the Inmates at the Asylum of

' Charenton under the Direction of the Marquis de Sade,.cbnveniently - |

" shortened to Marat/Sade in popular usage. Wheﬁ Brook_reached Berlin,

he immediately contacted Weiss. Although the play had received gm]_y a A

moderate reception when it was performed earlier in Germany, Bl‘ook felt - e

that without question this was the precise vehicle for the extension of'

his woz'k.28 A

Negotiations were arranged, and Brook returned to England to

integrate the experimental company into the parent company of the Royal e

Shakespeare Theatre, It had been one of Peter Hall's original aims td-"'- ¢

use the experimental group as a kind of vitamin treatment‘,té be dn-.
Jected into the main company in the hope of creating a greater vitality
for all concerned. This opportunity came when the demands of the new 23
seript necessitated a mmch larger company.<? ’
Even though the group of seventeen all but disappeared into the
100-member parent company, the influences of the sma]ler group were ‘: -
paramount in the rehearsals of Marat/Sade. There were some s'bunning
coincidentals between the Welss play and the earlier wérk of the group -
on the "Theatre of Cruelty™: the bathtub used in thé Ghristine Keeler
sequence of The Public Bath reappeared as Marat's tub,J the guillotine
imagery in Marat/Sade had been first a part of Brook's collage, The o .‘
Guillotine; Weiss had been strongly influenced not only by Artaud but

28Trving Drutman, ", . . Was Peter Brook Its Brain?" The:
New York Times, January 9, 1966, IX, 9+. -

Merowitz, 172. . e



' j 769

Laing & L | . s

.by Brecht as well, anf}hgs was the bas:n.s for the approach to Thg

N

Sgreeng 3% Even though one migat think that the preparation for the

new work seamed more than ample, it is a fact that the rehearsal period
fp grat[Sage more than doubled the norma.‘l. amount of time spent ona
play by the gompany.3L . ' o .‘

_ Brook's rehearsal approach to th:.s play has 'been mach d:Lscussed.
It followed at least in part some of the earlier exercises, but wvent e
.off :Lnto new directions as well, to accommodate certain of the speciﬁc "
dema.nds of the seript. Although the approach to the: pLay was based on
improviaation, Brock did not limit himself to any one me‘hhodology. of
t.his he says: S

I believe the only directing nethod that can lead to results isa

-‘great number of d&ifferent methods, all of which aim at enabling the

.-actor to contribute more and more, go that rehearsing becomes a

living process, not a rational one.3< _ .
Féi’-hi’s own edification, Brook visited insane asylums near L_ondon and ° |
Paris,he cautioned the cast, however, against similar trips. In.stead, ; 7
he"j}wé;ked with eafh cast member to es‘bablish an expression of insanity =
bé.sed on thelr own experience. Weeks of rehearsal went by before the -
company approached the text :Ltself.33 |
During this early period Brook suggested that the group study

pa:i:n_tings of Goyes, Breughel and Hogarth., Some visited London psychia--
. trists, and, the entire group read articlés on mental illness as well h
as seeing two films for background material., The films, Re;_gg_i;g_ggr__lg
Folie and le Maitre-Fous (The Master Nuts), both explorsd certain as=-
”\' pec‘ﬁs of madness; the first depicted an annual fete at a French pro-

© vineial esylus; the latter, filmed in Nigerls, portrayed a savage ritual

3prutman. 32Ibid. ' 331bid.. |



_ 70

that ended in a frenzy and was an excellent commentary on the 'behavior |
B of a nineteenth-century madma.n 34 | |

" The private consultations with Brook by every member of the S
company were an ei‘fort to follow the textual clue offered by de Sade.
NIn s oriminal society/ I dug the eriminel out of nwself/ so I could o
understand him and so underst.and/ the times we live in."35 :Brook's a.im
was to extend this injunction, whefeby the actor by a kind of i'htroep:eo-.-_r
tion could "dig the madman out of himself.“36 Susan Williamson, who b
played Simone Evrard in the production, told a reporier that ‘most of
the actors selected a madness near their own idiosyncracies,37 she, | y
herself, chose a characterization based on a real person that “she had_‘ ok
known when she worked in a madhouse—-a. person whose body was tyristedg o
knees bent and eyes crossed.>® Besides the discussion eessions,.Brook‘f,rn
‘expla:Lned the other qualifying fac'bors that detemined the actors' P |
selections- " |

Each actor experimented with a dozen or so characterizations
until one was found that served the play's purpose. They had to = .
devise a madness that they could sustain for two—and-one-half hours
and that would still be true to the play.39 .

Along with the establislment of the insani'by which is the i‘ra.me -‘ o

of reference within which the play is produced, there wers. other import= - I

3A1bid,

. 3SPeter Weiss, The Persecution and Assassination of Jean-Paul
Marat as Performed by the Inmates of the Asylum of Charenton under the

- Direction of the Marguis de Sade Geoffrey Skelton, tr. (New York:
Atheneum, 1966), 47.. _ ‘ . R

36Drutman.

31Bernard Weinraub "Recordmg the 'Marat/Sade‘ Madness," The
New York Times, February 15, 1966 IT, 24. . fhe -

38Drutman o - 391piq.
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~ent considerafiqx_as—-not the léast-of which was the .f‘usioﬁ of elements e
. of Brechtian and Artaudisn theatre that were inherent in the Weiss ]
.S'cript. Rather than being a deficiency of the script, Brook, in the
¥ 'introdué‘bion to the publlshed text, rele.ted that it is just this di-
'. chotomy which gives the work its potential power: _ ’
Welss not only uses total theatre, that time-honoured motion
of getting all the elements of the stage to serve the play. His

force is not only in the quantity of instruments he uses; it is
. above all in the jangle produced by the clash of styles. Every-

thing is put in its place by its neighbor-—the serious by the comic," S

. the noble by the popular, the literary by the crude, the intel-

lectual by the physical: the abstraction is vivified by the stage

image, the violence illuminated by the cool flow of thought. The
~ strands of meaning of the play pass to and fro through its struc-
ture and the result is a very complex form: - like in Genet, it is
~a hall of mirrors or a corridor of echoes—and one must keep look-
ing front and back all the time to reach the author s sense.

/ To meet the Brechtian demands Btrook employed +the use of a Herald:' '

\_./

who announced the scenes and commented satirically upon the action, as :
well as a kind of chorus, composed of four clown figures, who inltiated
songs which provided exposition, social commentary, and historical in-

formation., He used also placards and signs, & la Brecht, to comment

further, along with a dissonant Weill-like musical score. These devices ' .

were meent to constantly wake up the audience and to mske them éwafg of
- the social, political impiications of the piece. In many cases, .they‘ | |
needed:thié release from the Artaudian shocks which comprised the other _ |
attack. The Artaudian elements included fits, paroxysms, haJluciﬁations, ‘
| whippings, e_xecutioﬁs, kiife worship, a naked acto'r.,’ a-copulation rituel,
;judicious use of i.nnarticulﬁte éries and moéns, uncannil& i‘rightening.

costunes and mekeup, as well as a beilliant use of sound variations.
. As Brook so aptly put it: '

Wietes, vi.  AInid.
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e e e every’t-h:.ng about this play is designed to crack the spec— '
tator on the jaw, then douse him with ice=-cold water, then force .
hin to assess intelligently what has happened to him, then give

hin a kick in the balls, then bring him back to- his senses again."‘l' B

" The substance of the discourse within the play is a stuzhr in ’
. _ oontrasts as well., The idealist Marat, whose cry is rav'olution and the

liberation’ of the masses, is p:.tted against the rea.list, de Sade, whose ;

exaltation is of the individual man who lives by and for the \senses.‘ Ths .

intellect is set in opposition to the body, the preletariat to the bour-

geois, capitalis:ﬁ to socialism, freedom +to impx;isonmant,: war to ?&Qiﬁ.'sm,;

sanity to madness, human nature to change, irrational behavior 'bo"logic&lr"f Eh

argument, and so on. =~ Bub apart from Marst/Sade asaplay of "iotsllsctua.'_l.

ideas, it‘is perhaps primarily a play of ideas that derivsf:lﬁ"_r_oé:sensory - S e
stimuli. | _ | | | . v AR
The groa.t controversy over the work grew out of a de‘oate between -
.- thoge crities who thought the play was mere sensationalism, or theatr:.c-
: alism, and those who gave due credit to Weiss's text. - Brook staunchly . ‘
defended the script in the face of countless attacks, In s_« Look mﬁa’gaziner :
interv:l.ew he sald: - | :

" The author had an extraordinarily complex and daring vision, and one

that was very hard for him to put down on paper. The nearest he could - S
get was the title, which reflects a complex stage machine we had to re- ...

capture, And I think that what we do on the stage, for better or _
- worse, is exactly what the author himself was seeing on the stage of -
his mind, seeing in his vision. This is wvhy I am very jealous of
-any attempt to divide his work from mine. I feel that any criticism
of the production is a criticism of the play and tha‘b any praise of-
the production is a praise of his vision,

' When Marat/Sade was imported to Broadway by David Merrick late in
December, 1965, the Amer:.can critics all had the opportuni‘by to g:.ve their

appraisals. Wh:.le the volume of criticism and conmlenta.ry is substs.nce for

Sma. s,



a study in itself, two domins.nt attitudes accounted for the ma:]ority of "
| the wrj.ting. the view thst at[Sagg we.s purely a spectacle of thea=
trics, and the view that there was indeed a great deal more 'to the pro-r.e ‘

: duct:.on thsn just i‘:Lreworks. : In a late night retZSade :f.‘orm held on:

D January 28, 1966 (e. month after the play opened in New York) a group of :

) distinguished theatre people, :anluding Peter Brook, Gerald.ine Lust, _
i Ian Richardson, and Gordon Rogoff ga.thered to discuss 'che plsy
Leslie Fiedler, eritlc, novelist and University of Buffalo professor, w

uhose opinion of the p2ay was less than enthusiastic, charged that there

is an unsufferable sense of self—righteousness i_n people who have gathered -

o love the play.,mé3 . ', R A e e e
Among the more eerious cntics of the play, Ha.rold Glurman, Te-

' ‘viewing the work :i.n The Nskeg L@ge, gave Brook and the compeny due credit o _:

for 't_:.heir :Lmaginat:we use of theatrical devices. Gl\n'man parbiculerlyx
lauded 'pﬁe ‘brillisnt use' of space and somd in the production, but over-
all was left unmoved by the 'evening. He called the plew an’ “arbi‘ul fun~
* " house, a magnificent toy o ae first-class theatrical selesmenship."“

His basic disagreement appeered to be over the values of the texb :.tself. ‘ .

" He called the script trite, and labeled Marat/Sads "a dramatn.zation of
of pol:.‘bical mconclusiveness or m.h:.lism "45 His e.rticle seemed to

.atte.ck the play more from a poli’cice.l polemic ths.n a drsme.tic one. His_ _

o . final words on the. subJ act capsulize his reactions.

A3peter Brook et aly 'M.&sde._mn, T_nl_e____.a_mn_._me
XI, (Smmner, 1966), 221, -

- hharold Glurman, The Naked Image (New Yorka she MacMilla.n
00., 1966), 121-' .- .

b, 1222,
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The best compl.unent I can tender at[Sage is tha‘b it has pro=

byvoked me to this declaration, And if anyone argues that in approach-
ing the play in this manner I have exceeded the bounds of the :
yrade,” that is, gome beyond the theatre, I must once again affimm -

- that unless theatre end theatre eriticlsm do this they become pa%try

and inconsequential e knows 1o drama who only dra.ma. knows.

X Stanley Kau.ﬁnann, writi_ng for the Ney Yorzg T;g g in a Sunday
"think pn.ece,“ had these ‘words for Brook: '

‘\_ L

I have not before been 8 wWarm adm:.rer of Brook. On the basis oi‘ L
five previous pleys and one film, I have thought him a gifted but L

flashy virtuoso, the kind of director who locks for what he can'do . '
%o a play. But Welss seems to have written with dependence on pre- -
cisely this sort of virtuosity and has provided the right opportunity
for Brook's temperament, In this case, the director's flamboyance

enriches texture instead of _cbznpeting with it. The production surges, S

opens and narrows like the iris of a camers, usi.z% its: members in
© mad, stuttermg but carefully composed mevement.

_ Other serious critics of the work include Robert Gor'rig'a.n, i
. -Robert Brustein and Susan Sontag. Corrigan had mothing but praise for'
Brook's achievement; _ In a brief review he smmarized in this ways:

o« o ibls what happens underneath, around, and between the lines ;
that has the greatest impact. Brook has choreographed the produc~ .
tion so as to achisve s kaleldoscopilc seriss of grotesque friezes = -
~ which are moved not only by the music but more importantly, by the
rhythms and sounds which the actors have created. Marat Sa is nod -
Just an important play, it is a landmark of dramatic production -
which the theatre i‘ulfi]ls i%s seldom realigzed but unique powers

™o

Brustein tagged the production "one oi' the most. spectamﬂ.ar stage events_ ) i

of recent t:.mes,“’w and in a lucld essay wrote one of the few reViews 5
which gave real credit to playwrigh“h Welss. Although he was. critical Ll
of certain daf:.ciéncies :in the scrip'h, Brustein praised Weiss by saying j    ’

”tha'b "he has an uncanny ingtinet for seizing upon central modern, obses—

46_I.bid

_ 47Stanley Kaufm,gnn, "The Provocative 'Marat/Sada e .,“ % o
New York Time ’ January 9,,1966, I, 3. L

43Robert corrigan, "Theatre, " W&g;g (February 15, 1966), 56

49Robert Brustein, "Embarrassment of Riches," The New Republic - ‘



sions and transi‘orming them, through a process of symbolic compression, ey
into v:.sual art, n50 -The aclcnewledged drawbacks of the workf, according

to Brustein lay in Weiss's inab:.l:.ty to :E‘use his mastery of the Breohtian

and Artaudian elements of the work.. Nonetheless, Bruste:.n gives Brook .

- full credit for manipulating the staging in a disarming and vitally in- o

' ftense manner. After a del.’meation oi’ the production devices he con- -

g

'cluded:‘

" A1T these elements account for an evening that mskes us remember . . .
- why we go to the theatre, and makes us want to return, gir this is
a play that touches on the borders of our: secret be:Lng. ;

After the bulk of the controversy had been expounded, Susa,n Sontag;_“.'-” 5

in an article printed in the Partisg,g Reviey, wrote a compelling essay“

defending Brook' s production and explaining the reasons rfor the battery ._ ;
of adversa criticism launched against larat/Sade. Her conclusions ma.y* il L
well be applied to an explanation of why Brook's uork in generel often , L

‘ comes under fire,

' : , Sontag explores three notions which served to mpede proper | ,

; -eriticism today. ' The first of these postulates the necessary correlation e
between theatre and hterature- this eriterion ‘assumes that theatre is ‘
first of all literature and that standards of literary criticism can and
should be applied to ail dramatic works. _‘ This notion i‘urther assumes - -

. that unless the text can itself stand as a work which conforms to ‘some -
unity or standard of literary qualn.ty that it must fail as a pieoe of e
theatre H it is the notion that literally equatee dramatic criticism with
litera.ry criticism. Ohviously, Sontag feels, one . cannot , nor should one
attempt, to view such a work as Marat[Sa_gg from this va.ntege point. -
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“Without doubt, Mar at[Sade is far from being the supreme maeter- o '

- piece of contemporary drematic literature, but it is scarcely a -
second-rate playe. .« « « It is not the Bla,y which is at fault, but
narrov expectations about the thee.tre. ‘

The second notdion which Sontag examines concerne_ t_he ccnrec;‘ o

'tion between theatre and psychologj'. Todgy one st battle with the

R a.ntiquated notion that "drams consists of the revelat:lon of character,

built on the confliot of realistically credible motives!P3 The most
mterest:mg modern drama, Sontag contends, goes well beyond psychology
end in many cases forsal:es narrat:.va consequences entirely. The pre=.

occupation with insanity in art today confirms this desire to go- oub- :

side of the predictable psychological understanding of man and his world"_g“i L

' V:Lnto uncharted realms. ‘The frivolity with which many of these experi- R

ments are treated in eriticism may well i.mpede their progress. )

The third esta'bla.shed notion which becomes 8 hindrance to the

understanding and appreciation of Marat/Sade and works of its k:md-_j“,5 Etae

the comnection between theatre and ideas. This criterion e.esert‘s a work
| . of art ie understood as being "e.beut“ something, or concerned with the"'
representation or argument of sn "idea." . In other words, this notion .
 assumes that the ideas presented in.a play have some value or’ at least

an :Lntellectual consistency. Since Marat/Sads is often intellectual_'l.y

puzzling end appears at odds with any one clearcut political, moral, . B

philosophica.l or even historical viewpoint, many heve considered the
p.'Ley weak from an :.ntel.'!.ectual standpoint.54 |

Sontag explains that critics have charged Marat[Sagg with ob~ .

. 52Susan Sontag, "Marat/Sade/Artaud,“ Partisan R eview, XXXII, - -
(Spring, 1965), 213. -

53.1_‘.°-iﬁe, e .541bi_c1.,' 2516,
) o : P Ea



i
scurity and intellectual shallomess because of a. misunderstanding—— : : o :
~‘ : "misxmderstandings of: the connection between the ‘drama and didacticism. "55
She i‘urther asserts that Weiss s play ca.nnot be viewed in the seme man- _
- ner that one would view an argument of Arthur lﬁjler s or even Brecht's. «!

The ideas in Weiss s play are only seconds.rily intellectual or argumen-

tative; they are first of e.]_'l. ideas used as sensory stimﬂi " And’ this f-

'is the arena in which Peter Brook is the master. The rea.l accomplishment
by Brook'wes his ability to faghin shape, color, sound and texture to

produce a true amplification of the text ‘and to use the text as well to S

provide stunning sensory stimali. SR o _:- :
To sunmarize Sontag s argument in defense of at[Sagg, and in
a larger sense me.ny conteanporary efforts, the:problem lies often not in
the productions themselves but in a set of provincia.l attitudes which~
govern theatre practice and eriticism today, The heavy weight of tra-:-‘k : o
dition is in great part the villisn, coupled vith a rigld and mted:- o

vision of what the theatre should or could be. ﬁerhafps by an ei:ten‘sion e

of this conclusion we can wnderstand the limited enthueie.sm that follows
mach of Brook's experimental work, Brook is and always has been a di- .

rector ahead of his ti.me. He is a man who reaches for new: forms, new L

areas of express:.on .’m his a.rt many of his attempts stri.ke a note of
| dissonance with the times and fashion, and often sadly vhat cannot 'be &
immediately understood in terns of a prevailing set oi‘ standards is 2
a.‘oused criticauy or even worse, neglected or. discarded. One can only

hope that the volmne oi‘ men with Brook's measure of vigion of the theatre

55@;- e
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Al increase and. that a true climte cen be created whare;t.n thé_sg men.

can work and grow vith their dreams, For Peter iarook this clinate in-
_ cludes ‘bhe t‘reedom from commercial and economic pressures tha.t are =
,'assured t.he scientist in his laboratory, but the consta.nt presence of
. the preasu.re of ar'b:.stlc challenge. For +the theatre to be alive, ac—r

cording to Brook, one mus‘b dare and da.re comple'bely. :



CHAPTER V

Rehearsing King loox

| The work of rohearsals is looking for meaning and then

making 1t meaningful,l

Petor Brook

If mounting grand scale opera classics or cormanding cinema
crows has not btrought Peter Brook ostensible notorioety, his feats as &
Shakespoarcan director most certainly have. Raroly has Brook chosen an
obvious classic as en undertaking, rather his nine Shakespearean pro-
ductions include many of the Bard's most difficult works; his first .
Shakespearean play was the formidable King John directed at the age of
twenty for the Birmingham Repertory Theatre. Between 1946 and 1964 his
staginga for the Royal Shakespears Company, Stratford-en-Avon, have in-
cluded love'p labor's Ioat, Romeo and Julioek, Measure for Mensure, The
Vinter's Tnle, Titus Andrenjcus, Hamlet, The Tempest, and King ILear.
This chapter, in an offort to explores Broock's rchearsal tech-

niquosn, will follow Peter Brock and Charlos Marowitz, his assistant,
through rehearsals for King lesr, noting attitudes and methodologies and
exnxining certain production problams. Tho basis for this chapter is
Charles Marowitz's production diary of King lear, entitled "Lear Log,®
vhich wns first printed in Encore magazine and later reprinted with a
post script for the Tulane Drama Revug in 1963, Ordinarily the document-
ation of a production's rehearsal period is neglected; Marowitsz, however,

1Charles Marowits, ®Lear log," Iulane Drama Revue, VIII,
(Winter, 1963), 105. 9
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gsensing the potential ‘importa.rice of this particular production, took it

upon himself to keep a notebook of the proceedings. Rather than being
a literal transci'iption of the day-to-day events, the "Log" brings
forth "galient excerpts which reflect the problems and curiosities

‘which emerged dur:mg the rehearsal period,"?

Brook's general approach 'ho di.recting Shekespeare is’ Socra‘bic: e

he questions every'tbing in an ei‘fort to discover the way in which a play

‘can most directly relate to contemporary man, He would agree with

. John Gielgud who has said, "The classics, it seems to me, have to be

rediscovered every ten years or so.“3 Brook has mplici'b faith in the

_power of Sha.kespeare to deeply involve a moclern audience.- In order for o ;

this to oceur, however, careful interpretatn.on, or in some cases remter— o

prete.tlon is necessaeryion the’ pa.rt. of the director. ‘ , ‘
In approaching King lLear in 1962 Brook drew heavily on the schol—

arly opinlons set forth by the Polish critic, Jen Kott. In ,the UIntro- .

duction to the 1966 edition of XKott's Shakespeare Our Contemporary,
Martin Esslin writes:

Peter Brook's production of King Lear with Paul Scofield in the title '

role, which is by now generally acknowledged as one of the finest

Shakespearean performances within living memory was, so the dlrector :

himgelf assures us, inspired by Kott's chapter' 'King Lear,' or .
Endgame" which Brook had read shortly after ths French edition of -

Rt

the book appeared in 1962. In that production a play which had been -

~ regarded as unactable for many generations came to life with tre-

mendous impact, and as a highly contemporary statement of the human o

condition. And this because it was presented not as a fairy tale
of a particularly stubborn story-book king, but as an image of aging
and death, the waning.of powers, the slipping away of man's hold on
his enviromment: a great ritusl poem on evanescence and mortality,
on men's lonliness in a storm-tossed universe.*

2Ibide, 103."

3Toby Cole and Helen Knch Ch:Lnoy (eds.) ’ Direc‘torg on Directmg_: |

(New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1963), 405.

4Jan Kott, Shzakegpeare Our Con‘bem;goragx {Garden City, _New"Iork:

Anchor -Books, 1966), xxi.
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Following Kott's cue Brook's conoeptual basis for the play was

' -essentia]_ly existentia.l Brook saw Lee.r as the epic uni‘olding of the . -

- nature of the absurdity of the hman cendition. : According to _Marowi_tz, 3
the frame of reference out of which the produotioneemerged ﬁss elwsys -
Beckettian,  The thematic consideration was seen to’ be one ‘concerned with
sight and blindness. ‘Michel St, Denis, codirector of the Royal Shske- _'
epeare Thea.tre, explained how this basis ini‘luenced the design of the
Pmductiom o | B o R . el (
_ Brook's desire to.remain faithful to his conception, or rather his R
- intense and precise vision of the work, urged him to conceive every = . [
‘detail, including the incidental music. He was opposed not only to .~ "0
every type of decorative element but to the very idea of a repre-"- '~ .-
‘sentation of the scene of action or a manner of dressing the actors .
that might have evoked a specific country or a specific agejan | '
abstract setting was not what he wanted elther: Shakespeare isas -
~concrete as 1life itself, He set about seeking'a style, or more - ..
precisely an aspect oi' people and things possessed of a primitive R
character, : E v
The ‘setting was designed as a vast open space with three huge BT o
rectanguler sheets of eroding bronze that lowered into place from a'bove
and hung freely. These sheets were set in vibfation during the stormr
. 8scene, The furniture was all of natural rough-hewn wood and the costmes
were made of heavy textured wool and real leather and were of simple de—""V
sign and proportion. Howa.rd Taubman of The New York Timgs likened th.e
huge stage to a "vast, empty, heartless earth "6 c g | e
In prerehee.rsa.l talks Brook and Marowitz d.iscussed some of the o o
problems of producing King Lear. They agreed that in practical terms a
major difficulty was the character transfomation of Edgar into Poor Tom .

of Bedlam after three short scenese S:ane this difficulty had alree.dy

- 5Michel St. Denis, "King Lear ad’ ini‘initwn,“ World Theatrg, nn,
. (Summer, 1964), 136.

btioward Taubunan, "Theater: 'Lear-," e;' Tea.m Achievement," The Ney
. York Times,.May 19, ) 1964’ 430 ' s



‘proven a fault wi.th most productions of the play, Marowitz concluded |
that it Was attributable to Shakespearean inconsist'ency, Brook, however,
was not willing to e.ccept 80 pat a pronouncement, believing that the
.~ text itself poasessed a hard imer cons:.s‘oency and that the i'ault 1ay

-_not with Shakespeare, but perhaps with their o inadequate powers of
‘discermnent. , After two hours of speculation on this problem a.lone 1o
i ';;obvious solution was in 51ght. The pair parted with a resolve to continue
| sea.rching for an answer, . - B SR ’
On the day of the first reading of the play Brook caZL'l.ed the cast

together e.nd spoke of the mommental tasgk confront.mg them. He compared

the play to a mountain that had resisted all attempte to be sca.led., Inv_,

' the process of trying to climb the moun'bain, cne encoun‘bered therscattered»- N

bodies of others who had attempted the same feat. "olivier here, Iaughton

ther e; it's frightening,"? Brook quipped. For the first session the castlf"'-- e

simply d4id a straight read-through of the ple.y. Brook coxmnented on the .
virtusl uselessness of ‘such & pract:.ce, but added 'I:hat “i‘b does ma&ce
everyone feel that they have ithe same work in common and bes:.des, one -
has to start somewhere.“8 This was the first meeting between the company ﬁ
at large and Paul Scof:n.eld who - was "struggling with the verse like & ma.n
=_trapped in cling:.ng ivy and trymg to writhe his wey free ,“9 according to .,
.Marowitz.’ Brook was aware from 'bhe outset of Scofield's careful deter-‘
mine.'bion to approach the role of Lear :m a studied, cautious manner. Do
_ The :t‘ollowing two days were devot,ed to texbual e.nalysia and dis-

cussion, The pley was read and reread. Rather than speak:mg in conven- =




~ tional terms of plot, charac‘ber ’ etc., Brook spent considerable time on
" the third day suggesting the pattern that King Lear made i.n sp&ce. '
Brook is ever aware of the visual aspects of production and tends te S
emphasize ‘these in his dirsctorial approach even in the earln.est stages;
As for characterizatlon, Marowitz related that Brook dropped "provo-
_cative but inconclusive hints about character, saying Just enough to
force an actor 't.o rea.ppraise his entire conception of a role 'but not
enough to supply him with an alternative,"10 | |

A discussmn arose during the analysis sessions over Lear 's S

reasons at this point in his life for bequeathing his kingdom, When an b

elementary psycholog:.cal explanation sms offered by Marown.tz, Brook re-‘_ i

plied, “:{ou can't a.pply psychoanalysis to a character like Lear. He = -

does it because he's that ty’pe of men, "1  Seofield suggested tb.at!the :“ ST

answer .coﬁld be i‘ound by retuz‘niﬁg carefully "I.'.o the fexﬁ. 'Brook be~
lieves that the critical and necessary insights into & characterization .
should be found by the actors themselves. Brook epoke of fatigﬁe as a
marvelous instrument in the rehearsal process., At the ﬁoint wheiz the
actors are compiet'ely exhausted from wrestlihg with a given pro‘blem,_'_{.'-i:.
quite often the real moment of discovery comes; a plateau'is-‘reaehed,' o
and one suddeniy "finds something ¥ Brook considers these moments amongki.’
the most "important and revealing :’m a rehearsal. | IR _ |

| On the next da,y & ‘rehearsal of scene one was held and the ques-‘
tion of verse speaking wa.s the chief topic. In cautioning the actors |
against the fatal mistske. of ylelding to the verse—rhy—bhm and produci.ng '

what was only Sha.kespearean music, Brook saids =~

v 107pid, | ‘. ' | 111big,
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A line should have no more than one or two stresses, If it 1s
given all the otreases inherent in its rhythm, it bocomes metrically
correct and dramatically moaningless. In verse which is properly
apoken, cach character plays his own rhytlm—as personal as his own
handwriting—but what often happens in Shakespeare is that everyone
shares a generalized rhythm that passes impersonally from one to the
other, )

On the fifth day of rehearsals when one might expect blocking
procedures to have been started by the director, Brook's actors were all
still moving froely and experimentally. It iw part of Brook's methodology
to allow experimentation and improvisation for as long as is possible in
a rchearsal situation. He has a horror of "setting® things too early
and thereby negating alternatives which might oceur if possibilities were
loft open. For Brook there is no such thing as one "right way"; inter-
protation 1s achieved by a continual elimination of possibilitles or
altornatives. Relying heavily on an actor's sense of movement Brook
allowed the cast to work on their own, never dictating direction when there
wvap atill a possibllity that an actor might discover aométhing by himsgelf.
Marowitz called Brook's rehearsal approach M"relentleasly (and at 'times,
maddeningly) experimental,™3 Brook defended this approach by making an
annlogy with painting:

A modern painter begins to work with only an instingt and a vague
sonse of direction. He puts a splodge of red paint onto his vanvas
and only after it is on does he decide it might be & good idea to
add a little green, to make a vertical line here or a horizontal
line there. It's the some with rehearsals. What is achieved de-
ternines vhat is to follow, and you just can't go about things as

if you kmew al)} the answers, New answers are constantly presenting

themselves, proxpting new question
atituting mew onae. q 8, reversing old solutiong, sub-

This technique of pronmpting actors to think for themselves extends also
into Brook's relationahips with the technical staff, Marowitz told the

story of Brook's reply to a technicien, used to expediant decigions, who

1213_31?1-: 107, Bm" 108, :U,Ej :.



offered Brook Lwo alternatives to a part.iculer desigu problem. x When' x

Brook simply said, "I don't kmow--t13 the designer- suddenly realized

L 't;hat perheps he, too, _didn't know, and returned later with some twenty |

al’c.ernatives instead of the initial two. | | el
During the following week of rehearsals problems with certain

actors were approached through improvisation. For ex;smple, the actor

' playing Edmund had a “tendency to oasualize the verse, while Edgar su_f_»_"‘,‘;: s

" fered from an inmer stiffness vhich even enlarged the problem of the |
- physical transformation to Poor Tom. Marowitz devised serer_a.l‘ situa;-'-./.'_ i
tions thet ineluded both actors. After the enactment of each, "Brook‘ |

e.nd Marowitz realized that indeed certain 'bhings had ‘been e.cconplished,' e

- however, they were not the gains being sought e.fter i.n the first plaoe. Lo

Brook commented on ‘bhe nature and benef:.ts of improvisation Saying that'.':_‘ faptt

) often the above is just the case. Improvisation is beneflcial in that :
) ’_ ;i'l'. provides supplemental materials and that it often helps an actor e
Afn.n‘d a missing dimension that may well herald the dii‘ference between
only partial and total characteriza‘bion. Brook noted also with some
- dismay the attitude of general resistance to improvisation on the part

| of many company members. He expla.:.ned that this was understandable :Ln
‘. in J.J.ght of the fact that such techniques are very often misused and
produce dlsastrous rather than beneficial results in some cases.A The
most serious consequence of this res:.stance is not wrbh the aversion to
~ Improvisation itself as a tool, but rather a general apa‘bhy toward |
experimentation of any kind. The empha_sis of work,‘asris ofte_n_.the

: osse with a Shakespearean produotion,_‘ appearsd to be with :' rerse-speaki.ng

Vrpig,
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alone. There was a somewhat persistent feeling that if one could
Wpmake the verse work" then proper interpretation would naturally fol--
low. This notion was one which Brook strongly combatted during. the
rehearsals. An added note cbncerniné improvisation which Brook cited
was that improvisation with certain actors, using Scofield as an ex—
ample, would not only be umnecessary, but also a waste of time. YFor
him," Brook said, "improvisation would only be a diversion of energy.“16

As the rehearsals progressed pleces of the set began appearing.
The antediluvian metal sheets that had resisted attempts at natural
weathering were finglly artificially textured and painted to produce the
offect of rust and erosion. During one of the rehearsals one of the -
motors attached to the sheets which enabled them to vibrate during the
storm sequence went out of control, and the metal shook loose and fell
to the stage just inches from where Brook and his crew were standing.
According to Marowitz, this so frightened many of the actors that from
then on a real sense of apprehension always accoﬁxpanied the onset of ;the
storm scene which served to enhance the playing. 7

In the 1light of his own coﬁceptual notion of the play B;*ook
found a major problem to be the catharsis that was produced by the tra-
gedy. As it is ordinarily played the audience is left shaken although
reassured, Brook was intent on alleviating the act of reassurance which
Proceeds from the end of Act III in the Blinding Scene when Cornwall's’
Berﬁnts glve comfort to the wounded Gloucester. Brook cut rth‘ei;:‘i.iLes '

of commiseration and inétead had the servants rudely collide wi'bh the

161bid., 109.
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°.ld. man in their haste to leave. Gloucester was seen left standihg
alone, groping pathetically as the house lights were brought up. The
action continued for several seconds in full light, By this device -
Brook hopgd to forcibly bﬂng home the impact of the tragedy. It is
a device that Brook had used in other productions as well, notably
Marat/Sade and Venice Preserved. The very end of King Lear’ proved"’bo;
be a similar problem. Brook decided that as soon as the final lines had
been spoken a faint, dull rumbling—as of another and yet more omiy,_;_lbt\ig‘_
storm to come—should be heard, thus leaving the audience anything but
reassured, | _ | ‘
With most of the scenes in some kind of working order the first

rmmn-through was held on stage. At this point Brook spoke to the qasjc. :
about the flow of the play and continuity. He reminded the cast that their
work to date had been concentrated on structuring individual scenes; it
was now time to try to gain a feeling for and an understanding of the
whole. He cauticned also against what he called the "law of Falling
Inflections"——explaining that a downward inflection brings the rhy’thm_' of
a speech to a halt. Brook's manner of speaking to actors during these
rehearsals was highly sophisticated. He often spoke in conceptual 59?1‘:@3,‘
explaining ideas rather than pointing to ends, Although this methdé_‘z
took more time Brook felt that in the long run the gains would be'gz:é!a'l;éif,
Marowitz gave an example of this technique: . 4

" Instead of conventional shorthand terms like "more pace,® “break

it up," "faster," "slower," Brook takes the time to describe an over-

]l theory of continulty and structure, Onece thig is undeigt'ood', ‘the
shorthand terms appear and then have a greater pertinence, .

11mg., 214-15.
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For the firsf dress rehearsgl one week before the .opéx;ing sériﬂ s

ous costume problems became apparent., .The elega,n's and extremely ex—* |
pensive real leather costumes all sppeared to look like plast-ic i‘rom SR

the house, Also the orna’ce vhite furniture was obviously out of style

with the massive rust set pieces, Marowitz describes the stage as having' o

"the look of & medieval castle furnished by an up-to-date Swedish _depart-f
_ ment store.t18 Brook retained comﬁlete composure durihg this qriéis,“ |
resolving only that they should not be rﬁ;cshed .’mto'haétj, thoughtless L -
decisions. | |
While the set and costune problems ioomed large, certain '\_iotherf L

benefits wers ssen during this dress rehearsal—-not the 1eést of .'which: :
was the great strides made in the characterization of.Lear. Paul Scofi'._e.jl.d‘s"
approach to the character of Lear had been careful and methodical and re-
sults were often slow in appearing. Brook never pushed Sdofiéld. On one |
occasion when Marowitz complained of a particularly dull read:i_ﬁg by . '
Socofleld, Brook explained: |

When Paul finds his reasons he will shift from low gear iﬂto kixigh,‘

but anything he is not sure of, he will simply mark out drily as:

he is doing now. He refuses to throz himself-into somet.hing he

does not feel and cannot answer for,
This reply indicates an mportant characteristic of Brook as director'
be ploces implicit trust in his actors, |

On the day of the opening at Stratford-on-hvon Brook called a

morning rehearsal. The cast was told to relax and not strain themselves
during the run-through prior to the evening performance, This téchnique
of putting the actors at their ease produced unexpec'hed benefi’os. In

many cases performances were amazingly clarified. Marowitz described

.

181p14., 115. | 191big., 116,



o the results: : B :
| Actors who had been 'bel’o:.ng out the verse since the first readings o
were suddenly giving scaled-down, unfussingly true performances, . .’

Basic relationships, so long obgcured during erratio rehearsals,
’,suddenly became crystal clears?0. U

:Brook was exceedingly plee.sed with the effect. A new dimension oi‘

eimplicity had been e.dded to the production through ‘c.his exercise.. The":, :

rehearsal period had in effect ended, from this point the audienoee and

. crit:.cs became the judges.

e The first performance at Stratford-on—Avon wa.s given on Novem- :
. ber 6, 1962. In December the production moved to London where -it had 2

an extended run at ‘the Aldwych Theatre until the spring of 1963 when

K_._.E___. represented the Royal She.kespee.re Theatre Company in Paris e.’o e

the Thea.tre des Nations. In Parie it won the Gha.'!lenge du Theatre dee '_ e

Nations and the Prix de la Jeune Cri‘bique.?,l Following the Paris run,

the company of K;l,gg 'Lear _began a world tour which included most -of 'the e |

cap:.tale of Europe and which ended in the United Stetee. The production . ‘_

-had the honor of being the first drama‘bic group to perform in the
,New York State Theatre at ‘the Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts,
open:Lng on May 18, 1964.%2

Pra.iee a.nd admiration greeted the produotion vherever it went. : ,. :

o ‘A.'La.n Brien, writing for. Thgg;bre Artg, summed. up the general response in

" this way:

e the Royal Shakespeare staged, as lts final production of the

20 bid.", 117.

21John Goodwin - (ed.), Royal Shakespeare Theet.re Com 1'60-;_-' .
(New York: Theatre Arts Bocks, 1 1964), 163+ o

Roouds Calta, "Acoustios Scored at.State Theatre," The Ney.

- I.ez&.’f_fin@.e, Yay 20, 1964, 36. .

1
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season at Stratford, a King Leg which set the critics cheering.
- This was generally hailed as the first interpretation of the most:

-complex and diffieult of Shakespeare's tragedles which bore the T
sta.mp and stigmata of our nuclear age.

In the "Lear Log“ postscript Marowitz relat.ed that the production created'

such a stir in London that 't.ickets were even being sold on the 'blaok mar- i

‘ . kets Ooncerning this phenomeféz__ he- wrote.

~Everyone I ever ‘knew was asking me to get “them- seats. - Every dis-- Lo
" cussion about the theatre soon became a paean of praise for the pro-

duction and & probe of how its effects were schiseved. All niggles -
of criticism were quickly swamped in pious praise for this "greatest
Lear since Wolfit!sW—slthough nine out of ten of the rhapsodists

had never seen Wolfit, and probably never been to another Lear. The .. .
- shov had become not an imaginative, brilliantly-executed, somewhat . -~

- flawed and erratic Shakespearean production, but & "milestone."%
| The London cribics were almost unanimous in their unlimited

. pfaise_. Bamber Gascon.gne of The Specta’c.or ann(o , J"The real trimnph

. N

of the eVening is undoub‘bedly Peter Brook' " _
llustrateg Iondon Ngl,;g called the product:l.on one of the exci'bing things‘, <
~of tha contemporary theatre,"26 and Kenneth Tynan, quoted by Goodwin in

" The Roml Shakeggeare Company L260-L263, paid Brock the following tribu‘oex ’
"This production brings me- closer to Lear than I have ever been' from now

Jo G, Trewin o.f.' _I_‘g_m_g

‘on, I not only know him bub can place him in hi.s harsh and unforgiving
world n27

Notable Amer:l.ca,n cntics, while applauding the splendor of the o

' .production values, appeared less ready to accep‘b Mr. Brook's existent:.alf e

~* 23M1an Brien, "Openings/Tondon," Thestre Arts, XIVII, ~
,(Ja.nuary, 1963), 57. . e Lol

%iaromt Z, 121 .

25Bamber Gasco:.gne, "y Lear of the Head," The Spegtg,tor
-(November 16, 1962), 758." - :

- 263, G, Trewln, "Royal and Ancient " The Kllugtrgteg I-ondog
Hg (November 17, 1962), 804- : . :

: 27(a'roo<11'.vin, 187,



~ interpretation, Susan Sontag,. Robert Brustein and Harold Olurman all G
"had serious reservations concerning the val:.dity of linking the world
of Shalcespeare with the world of Beckett Sontag was the most violent
opponent. She felt that the play was fra.nkly “marred by over—interpre- L |
‘bation a.nd too much ‘I'.houghi',."f28 Robert Brustej_n, while g’lving unq e '
fi.ed praise to the brilliance of the execution of ’ohe concept, Lgmented. :
o +.o One comes avay from this perfonna.nce arouaed but unsa'b:.sfied, N
heving witnessed not the definitive production of the play but rather:
o fascinating essay on it by & brilliant modern comentor, one. uhich
raises new questions without answering the: old.29 RS
While Harold Clwrman commended Brook for: crea'bing with:m our time
% e

vm‘! 7

: ’E’.'
., and texbure a Lear for today, he questioned the fact that today 8. thertler .
symbols and philosophies of absurdi‘by end nihilism are adequate 'ho ex=" =
press the true nature or totality of such a work as King ngg,‘ -He sub-
stantiated his case by writing: L
" The world of Shakespeare's Lear is so rich in substance that one
would be glad to dwell in it- ve are rewarded for its agony by the :

fullness of its matter. Such a world may be full of horror- it is o
not. absurd.30 .

The redeeming and thrill:hxg feature of the production, according 'bo ’
_ c1urman, is its ability to inspire wonder. In _MM@ Clurman
made this acute analogy: | ,
| " Cocteauw once asked Sergei Diaghilev, his mentor, what that greaf
impresario expected of him, "Astonish me," Disghllev answered.

Stagecraft cannot find a more brilliant sumation, If Peter Brook's
Lear could claim no further distinction, it would still be memorable

~ Bgusan Sontag, WGoing to the Theater," Part;ga.n Review, xm,
(Summer, 1964), 398.

29Robert Brustem Seasons of Discontent (New York: S |
. imo
Schuster, 1965), 204, ’ , o aad

30Harold Glurman ’

The Naked Image (New York: The MacMillan
Company, 1966); 16Ly ; (Fou Yokt The Hacitller



 ‘because it ast.omshes.31 | | S
To extend this obsarvation, perhaps it. is Peler Brook's ability to .‘ -
- 'astonish that is his unique gii‘t as & man of the. theater..

'A-',31£b;1_4.‘,5'179'.' e ‘ R




CHAPTER VI
Conclusions

Either we restore all the art to a central attitude and :
necessity, finding an analogy between & gesture made in o
painting and the theatre and a gesture made by lava in'a

volecanioc explosion, or we must stop paint:,ng, bah‘nling, BETEEEEL I
writing, or doing whatever it is we do.?-/ T
' o Antonin Artaud

P

For Peter Brook the theatre is not only a profession, it is his 3

raison d'Stre. Oubspoken, passionate in his beliefs, he has struggled‘
since the age of nineteen to }I)resent theatre whiéh i'a.' so essential, so
compelling, so vital that the dullard audiences might .be shaken 'frpm
their cocktil euphoris to a vision of 1ife and art, Admittedly, not
a8ll of his attempts have succeeded; admittedly, his outle.ndish methods
‘have often missed the mark by miles, but it is significant that he has
never ceased in his relentless cormitment to innovations which can bring .
the theatre into a more intimate relationéhip end necessity with con-
temporary man., It is as if Brock has aiways besn one step ahead of the
mainstream of practice and ideology in the profession, _ He upholds .the |
Artaudian injunction that the arts, and the theater in particulaz'-,' mst
assume a central necessity and importance to tﬁe people. (“This con-
pulsivé relationship ‘with work," Brook states, "ig something directors

have, actors have, authors have—but asudiences lack."2 Further, he

s

_1Peter Brook, MA Search for a Hunger," Mademoigellg, v, 7
(November, 1961), 50, :

: ZM., 94- 93 ‘



94 o
. laments that if a1l the New York theaters were closed, precioue few
people would care.’ ‘ I
Brook, although a master at framing pointed _quesﬁiopg, _'is not
one to jump at abvious solutions, In this search for a meéns Yo |
establish a theater that 'can be indicative of our time, Brook hesi-— >

tates to do more than suggest his personal aspirations for meetizig this

challenge. In the following quotation he expresses his ideals:

o o o 8 true experience in the theatre deals with qualities and faces
us with concrete realities so thrillingly above our everyday exist-
ence that we have to use a word of a different flavor to express them, i
Because these qualities seem to relate to human functioning at its '
greatest, because they transcend our normal experience, because they
bring us contact with elements that make us more alive rather than
less alive, more willing to live rather than less willing to live,
more willing to strive rather than less willing to strive, because
they seem to draw up rather than down, I am forced to use the gothic
word that also suggests a steeple pointing toward the sky.

We all know that you can leap to sainthood and mystical know-
ledge very easily nowadays with certain drugs. But such experience
is completely passive. A true experience in the theatre is quali-
tatively better than one from a drug because it demands an active-
ness from the audience as well as the stage, Any experience that is
more Iintense than life will make an audience want to come back for
moTre,

I don't know any of the answers, but I know where I want the
experiment to begin. I want to see characters behaving out of char-
acter, in the lies, inconsistency, and total confusion of daily life,
I want to see outer realism as something in endless flux, with
barriers and boundaries that come and go, people and situations
forming, unforming before my eyes. 1 want to see identities chang-
ing, not as clothes are changed, but as scenes dissclve on a film,
as paint drops off a brush, Then I want to see inner realism as
another state of movement and flux. I want to sense the energies
which, the deeper one goes, become true forces that impel our false
identities. I want to sense' what truly binds us, what truly sep-
arates us. I want to hold a mirror, not up to nature, tubt up to
human nature, and by this I mean that interwoven within-and without
world as we understand it in 1961l--not as people defined it in 1900,

I wvant to understznd this net with my reason, but with the flash of -
recognition that tells me it is true, because it is alsc in me,

I want to see a flood of people and events that echo my inner
battlefield. I want to see behind this desperate and ravishing con-

3Tbid.
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' fusion an order, a structure that will relate to my deepest end” L
truest longing for structure and law. I want through this to find
the new forms,” and through the new forms the new architecture, and
through the new architecture the new pitterns and the new rituals _'
of the age that is sm.rlin* around us. o e ‘

Part of the burden for this revolution is placed on f'hhe critics,

part is relega’ced to the economiewstructure oi’ the ‘theater and ‘hhe grea:b L

: par‘b is placed on the profess:.onals themselves. As ‘to the crit:x.cs' re-‘.' |

sponsibility, Brook feels that too often the eritics smply record tha L

“ events of the theater; most often they have never ta.ken a stand on- whe:b;!: R

. they vent the theater to be. Brock asserts that the function of the LR

aritic is to set up models and establish criteria: Ee seys: o
‘e ¢ eo.wWhen critics say they love the theater, they use the word the
way I7do when I say I love rum and Coca=Cola. Let them Just once
define, in one sentence, what their ideal theater might be, and then
we'd begin to know where we sjood when they said & play was good or
bad,. had succeeded or failed.” . ‘ y

Brook exempts Kenneth Tynan, who he feels has made his sta.ndards we]l
“known. Although ons may nob agree with the models set, =Brook believes I
that euch critic:.sm ‘has true validity, and can only serve to help the "

6

~Inan essay reprinted from Encore ) Brook e:camines 'bhe roots of

the econom:.c and social systems which govern the enterprise of the. theater'
‘today end! levels en attack on the absence of trus artistic demands made 5
on the theater: | -

Why + . . is the theater so bad? . « « Why has no one followed
on Brecht’s track? Why are our actors lazy and passionless: - why
do so ‘few of them think theatpr, dream theater, fight for theater,
above all practice theater in the spare time at their disposal? Why
is the:talent in this country--and the goodwill—-frittered away in
a m:thure of ineffectual grumbling and deep complacency? o+ » o I

« think'the villain is deeply buried in the systen:

..~..'.'-.O..O’...Il‘....“.........'

41bid,., 50. . °Ibid., 95. '- b1bid,
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No one presses the artist to do anything--all ﬁhey do is to create
a climate in which he only too readily will castrate himself.

L A I A I I L I N I R T R T T R T O S T S S S S S S SPR

A1l of this is because the yardstick is "Rull of empty seats.".

o o o« It is maintained honeatly and sincerely that & good show -

should pay its wave « « o And this is wrong, The theatér that

covers its cost is the trus theater with its edge knocked off.?
Brook goes on to give 'ea;amples of the theaters that have made strides,. |
that have grown through experimentation. He cites Stratford-on-Avon,
The Berliner Ensemble, The Komische Opera of Bérlin, (lyndebourne, and
Theatre Workshop. All of these groups have one thing in commch as';lthey-
 arae completely independent of the pressures of the box office, the critics
and the audience. It is not necessary that any of these groups produce
a box office hi%, or popular success. They are expected, however, to
use this freedom to the highest artistic pi'oductivity possible.! No one
withdraws their subsidy if within the limits of their artistic con-
sclences they are producing, even though immediate gains are not always
apparent, Brook envisions not the widespread of large national theaters
to be the answer, so much as: o

« o o One tiny theater with a hundred seats, even fifty seats, but

subsidized to the hilt. , . . This subsidy would then be a total

Subsidy. It will be run by a director and a new sort of committee.

This committee will appleud the director if he announces that he has

lost every penny—-he is entitled to do this., It will chase %im with
furles, however, if he has failed to keep Lis theater alive.

This dream theater which Brook envisioned in 1959, becams & reality for
hinm when in 1963 the Royal Shakespeare Company established an experi-:
mental theater in conjunction with the London Academy of Music and

Dramatic Arts which was discussed in Chapter IV,9 . :

TPeter Brook, "Oh for Empty Seats!® The Encore Reader, -
Charles Marowitz, ed, (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1965), 68=Ti.
81bid, a

9Charles Marowit z, "Notes on the Theater of Cruelty,™ _1_'31&_:1_9_
Drama Review, XI, (Winter, 1966}, 152. 4




Brook appears at times almost obsessed with the idea of al;t-is.tilc
freedom. . His life is an apparent continual search for situations which :
allow him to develop new theatrical forms; to follow instinctive; LT

»revolutionary ideas; td investigate always the relationship of the -
drématic expression to the chaos of the twentleth century.

The quest appears to be en ever-present motif throughout Brook's
career; however, the manifestations directorially have assumed_different _
forms over the years, His early period, which ran roughly from 1945 .

* until 1953, was characterized by a vitality and semsationalism, The use . |
of striking lighting effects, bold color and dazzling theatricality marked
his style. It is likely that the influence of directing grand opere in

his early years accounted for this flamboyance, Works in this period

include Romeo and Juliet, Ring Around the Moon, A Penny for s Song,

Colombe, The Beggar's Opersa, and Dark of the Moon, One critic described

Dark of the Moon by lauding Brook's luxuriant direction:

He summoned moonlight, magic and the mystery of night to break down
our defenses. He hurled the witches against us with such passionate
appeal that, like a Christmas sudience at 'Peter Pan' we were almost
ready to shout 'Yes' to his question 'Do you believe in witches?' |

The.culmination of the revival meebing scene is hysterical, .
sensual and blasphemous, but under Peter Brook's direc'bion i'b be—
comes art. )

His early spectacles took on a more somber note in his Wmiddle
period." From 1953 through 1959 he directed such productions as Venice

Preserved, Faust, The Dark is Light Enough, Titug Andronicus, Hamlet,

Cat on a Hot Tin Roof, and The Visit. Clearly his interest had passed

to an emphasis on sobriety and darkness. Often the striking effects of

10Bgverly Baxter, Craddock Munro and Gerard Fay, "Comments
on Peter Brock's production of Dark of the Moon, " World Reviey, III,
(May, 1949), 18,
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o his earlier period were still present, but the 'bone of’ his -work had
cha.nged. Kenneth 'I‘ynan described Brook's production of enige &g
served as giving one the eerie sensation of 'be:mg underground, trapped
in a torch-lit vault. "1 He called Brook's Titus Andronicug a "tragedy _
naked, godless, and unredeemed, a carnival of carnage "12 The Vigi‘c fo T
received considerable controversy. Walter Kerr commented on the ei‘— R
fects produced by Brook:

1

Something of the appalling fascination that seeps through the ..
playhouse is due to director Peter Brook's manipulation of abandened
‘figures in constantly constricting space. The idle, silky,: subtly -
threatening movement of presumably innocent townsfolk as they halt
their man's escape by night, the terror of a line of stubborn backs -
blocking his every turn, the infinitely slow and quiet encircling
that ends in & most discreet murder—all are images of insinuatmg
power.

This period of darkness was a harblnger for a new line oi’ develop— -
ment which was to begin around 1960, and has continued into ‘the p;'esent_ "
in‘ Brook's wbx;k. This most recent period has comé undeyr thé :'_n:i‘lu"encer
of Jan Kott, Polish critic, the French existentialist playwrights, ths
" ‘hheor:!.es and works of Beritolt Brecht, and most agmfican’cly—-Antonin Aftaud.
Oub of this period comes Brook's direction of King Lesr, The @ﬁlglgtg, :
Lord of the Flies, The Theater of Gruslby, Maret/Sads end US. One of the

earmarks of this directing approach to these plays, especially Mafat[Sgglg,' |
is ‘l?he bringing together of two seemingly irreconcilable styles orfh-‘ |
theater-the "alienation techniques of Brecht coupled with the shock 7_

" tadtics of Artauﬁ. In regerd to this paradoi Brook covmeht's'z )

Brecht's use of 'distance' has long been considered in ,oppoaitiozi‘

Nemneth Tynan, Qurtaing (New York: Athenewn, 1961), 51. .
12Ibid., 103. | |

‘13Rachel W Coffin (ed.), New York Theater Critics Reviews, XIx
(May 12, 1958)’ 2960 '
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4o Artaud's conception of theater as immediste and ﬁolent sub-
jective experience. I have never believed this to be true. 'I
believe that theatre, llke life, is made up of the unbroken con-
flict between impressions and judgments—illusion and disillusion
cohablit palnfully and are inseparable L4 7
In an attenpt to trenslate twentieth—scentﬁry nfe intd thatri'cal BEE
terms Brook is called upon to distinguish those charécteristicg- of i
modern man that bear reflection, In this analysis the human experiencé

is seen by Brook as an endless flux:

What are we—you and I? Things enclosed in solid, stolid frames?

Rather, we are at any instant a flow of mental pictures that stream |

from us and superimpose themselves on the oubside world, sometimes
coinciding with it, sometimes contradicting it. We are all al once
voices, thoughts, words, half-words, echoes, memories, impulses. We
change purpose from instant to instant. We look our friends straight
in the eye, but nine-tenths of us is elsewhere: here and not hers,
listening with one ear, deydreaming, observing with ocne eye, chang:mg
mood and identity in an endless condition of flux,15
This theory or observation of the nature of the human condition, although
ha.ra.'l.y an innovation philosophically, is the special frame of reference '
- for Brook's approach to the theatre. He has long since broken wi'hh an
acceptance of the simple narrative solution as the means to realistic .'
drama. In the chaos of the world sround us, narrative terms alone can- o
not provide & complete or a true plcture, accordihg to Brook, This be-' |
lief undoubtedly accounts for Fhis passion for the derisity of’Shake—-‘ o
speare,“16 and his particular success in the direction of the Bard‘
plays. For Brock, Shakespea.re 8 vision of life, with its incongruities,
its swirling imagery, its internal and external shifts, is truer today

than the majority of contemporary dramatists'

- ) Lpeter Brook, " Introduction, __g_[§§_d§ (New Yorkt Atheneum, .
1966), vi.

15prook, Mademoiselle, 95.

_ 16Penelope Gilliatt, "A Natural Saboteur of Order," Vogue
(January 1, 1966), 103, :
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7 . The visual ar‘bs, including scenic art has progressed with the
| . 'bimes, vhy has a.oting and d:.rection stagnated at the point of an accep- S

' tance of superficial naturalism? This is a question that baunts

:‘Peter Brook: -

T in‘herested in why ’ohe theater 'bo&ay in its soarch for popular .
forms ignores the fact that in painting the most popular form in =
the world today has become abstract. . « . We know that the theater
“lags behind the other arts because its continual need for immediate

. success chains it to the slowest members of its asudience, But is
- there nothing in the revolution that toock place %n painting fii‘t.y
yoars ago that applies 'bo our own erisis today?

Many of Brook's q_uestions are. unanswerable, yet it is indicative of

 Brook as director that he is a man who questions eVexything, and who is B o

loathe to aocept pa.t or obvious answers. His presence at rehearsals is
o esserrt'.iasx_'l_'l;sr Socrat:.c~ he is more 1:Lkely to prod an aotor with a leadi.ng |
question about nis character, than to 'offer an immediate solution. St
. Penelope Gilliatt considers this trait sn.gnificant: o
© I.think it may be Peter Brook's passion for asking h:unself
apparently unanswerable questions that gives his work its character—
istic i‘la.vour: _stinging, quizzical, pithy, i,nquisi'bive.ls Lot
i Brook's manner of approachlng a play is basical'l.y intuitive. He
‘ He is instinotive]y against pat psychoanaly‘tio a.nswors 'to problems of .
interpretation, and 'bends to. work through a problem until ‘an answer re= |

, vea.ls itself in rohearsals.19 Upon first, read:.ng a. script, Brook is T

o ~said to conceive the staging of the play only in broad ou’c.l:mes. He

" .- never beginsoto i‘ill in details wntil he has a chance to evaluate i‘.ho

17Peter Brook, "From Zero ‘c.o the Infinite," The Encore Reager, :

. Charles Marowltz, ed., (Methuen& Co. Ltd., 1965), 251,

lgGilliatt, 104

' 190hares Maromtz,' "Lear: I.og, u Tulene Dre , vm,
(Win‘ber, 1963), 07, |



‘-spe'cial. abili{'.i.es or liabili’cies of ,the‘ actoi's themseives.?ﬁ uHé .
‘sta..fts," says Gilliatt, "fi'om'the begﬁining. He has a s'or_t‘o‘f ggﬁiﬁs

i ?o'r throwing everything infq ch_abs and then working to let the §§seﬁ4
tials emerge."z-- Broock considers that’ the work of réhear'séls is "look~
: ‘ing for meaning and then making it meaningful,"?2 L 1

" Broek is in ma.ny respects a "Renaissance Man. " He likes nothing' 7 '

' :bet'ber than to be a'ble to desn.gn a.nd score the music i'or his plays ag:

well as direct them, Kenneth Tynan comments on this attributes:-

His {Craig® s) notion that true drama was a one-man responsibility,

in which words, direction, d&cor, lighting and musle should all -

proceed from the same brain, once seemed a fatuous vanity; yet last -

year Peter Brook, directing Titus Andronicus, undertook all these - -
‘ tasks, save that of wrlting the play. _ v

Brook's relat:.onship to the actor is a subject often commented

' upoxi; The d:l.rector s role as omniscient is & thing of the past,” accord— . h
'ing to Brook-’ : o S ' i

I don't 'bhin.k there is e director left in the world in ‘tha.t old, h:.gh ‘
tradition of shouting from the stalls and telling the actor how to

- do it. The idea of the actor saying "Mr, Reinhardt, I pub myself in
your hands," and the director pulling up his riding boots and saying,
"you will play this, and you will plsy it in this way"—all that has .
gone, And this means, in effect that directors have repeatedly =
learnt, to their cost, that the result isn'd as rich and lively when
you impose yourself consciously on an actor, as when by some other -
means he menages to achieve the effeet for himself. The director <
still eventually i ﬁses hi_mself, as of course he cannot but do,
but in another way, : , :

e -Brook's more subtle method of influencing'ac.tors. is by a cliai‘isinatic

‘quality. Marowitz seems to think that Brook's greatest asset is that

20Charles Moritz (ed.), Current Bioggaphx 126 (New York: The
; H. We Wilson Company; 1961), 76

Aeiiatt, 104: _22Marowitz, Lear Tog," 10'5_.‘

23Tynans lla-l.

B + "24Penelope Houston and Tom M:Llne ’ *'Interview with Peter Brook,“ |
) ight and Soung XTI (Swmer, 1963), 111, ,
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his personsal cha.'rm and acknowledged past achi.eVement iﬁspirés éon_trilm—-
tions from actors. The actors! desire to please their mentbr often rgak.eé‘l
them work harder than they would otberwise. To encourage this; Brook
mekes cunning use of admonition and praiss, "cold;blﬁodedly applyingb 2
one oz':' the ;ther depending on wﬁat effecﬁs he thinks he may achieve,"25 B

" Even though Brook has the ability ta inspire confidence from his
company,- he‘ia not, above all, an actor's directér.’ He works best with
actors of exceptional gifts and training such as Paul Scofield,
John Gielgud and Laurence Olivier. He needs only to slip a suggestion
or a question to these men and ‘most often his meaning is effectively
interpreted. Brock expects actors to work on ideas outside of reﬁear-
sals; he is not interested in Ycoaching actors" or buildix"xg a character-
ization in the way Elia Kazan might do, In fact, his approach to .a play
is slmost entirely externally oriented. He is most grateful for crea=
tive actors, and in most cases, almost always leis them have their own

Vay026 )

What Brook 1s interested in, however, ié the structural needs of'
a play. He has uncannily strong visugl sense, almost architectural in
character., His imaginative use of sﬁace and color and sound are inc?.eed
trademarks of his work: There was ;nuch talk of Brook{s use of space in

regard to his production of Marat/Sade. Critics gene;ally agreed‘-that
his work ih this mrea was brilliant, "His productions are always being
admired ‘for their fireworks," says Penelope Gilliatt, "as though it were

the supreme dramatic achievement to leave sparks before the eyes, but

25Marowitz, "Theater of Cruelty," 170.

261p14,



‘103 R ' ‘_‘,'
their real property is not that they are dazzling but thgt t‘t..hey-_ are
prodiglously d:'a.s.c:o:m:ert::ling.“2‘7 N ‘ o N

That Brook "ls obsessed with a'rrangements,; vith imegery, with
the allegro and adagio configurations of the hman body in motion,"28
‘1s an importent characteristic; that he has an instinective feeling for
violence, stark effects and thermacabre msy be even more significant of
his work. In his latter period especial'ly-in his direction of ]L:_._n_g |
Lear, Marat/Sade, Lord of the Flies and US, violence and starkmess pre-
dominate. | |

Brought into an assoclation with violence by an exploration of
man's instinctive, sonietimes mystical nature, Brook is ever aware of the
ritual manifestations that are a part of life., He tends to emphasize

these whenever possible, Skeptical that lsnguage can express all the
complexities of the inner life, he states:
I believe in the word in classical drema, because the word was
_its tool, I don't believe in the word much today, because it has
outlived its purpose. Words don't communicate, they don'iéée ress
“much, and most of the time they fail abysmally to refine. l :
Perhaps it 1is Brook's propensity to minimize the linquistié. and literary
espects of the drama that characterize his shortcomings as a director,
Marowitz believes that Brook's greatest failing is his inability to ox-
plore acting possibilities, and because of this he often resorts to
" alarming theatricalism as a compensaticn.-C

If an emphasis on the alarmingly theatrical is a shortceoming,

27Gil1iatt, 103,

28Gordon Rogoff, "Richard's Himself Again: Journey to an
Actors' Theater," Tulane Drams Revug, XI (Winter, 1966), 37.

29Brook, Maderoiselle.
30Marowitz, "Theater of Crualty," Tulane Drams Revue, 170.
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it is a pity that so few directors share this failing, lLooked at in
perspective, Brook's style of directing seems oddly one-sided and in-
complete; one can see that his obsession with the formalistic aspects

of directing leaves something to be desired. Yet, in an era that stlll
has its feet stuck in the mud of the "™{ethod™ misuse, it is a refreshing
rarity to find a director who 1is ever conscious of the theatrlcal in
the theater,.
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o 3-,\,-)‘?at1.:'icia Louise Ryan vas born:ii; Richmond, Vix_‘gil)#_a,_ on - |
December 3, 1942, to Mr, end Mrs, H. Michael Ryen, Jr. She atbended )
grammar schools in Richmond end was g'raduated from Thomgg;_-'l'eﬁ“grs‘gpv- E
High School in the city in 1960, .- She a‘ﬁtended Westhamptbii College«df T

“the University of Richmond where she rece:nred the B, A, degres in
Philosophy in 1964. : As an undergraduate she held 'hhe J'a.cobs and Levy

: Scholarship for four years and was elected to membership and later - - 5
presidency of Alpha Psi Omega, national honorary dramatics society.
During the summer of 1963 she attended George Washing’con Universi.ty
where she took: courses in Ph:_!.losophy while doing appreni}:i,gg work at/cﬁﬁhle_ i
| Washington.'l‘hes.tre Club. Aﬁer graduation from Westhamptﬁh Gojlege; she ‘.
took a semester of post graduate studies in Theatre at Richmond Pro- o

R fessional Institute.

In the fall of 1964 Miss Ryan Joined the staff of the Dramgg;cs' .
g Depa:.t"_omem‘:T at St Cé.therine‘,s School in Richmond where she took on‘{cbe |

vduti-z‘ss of teachiné speech and theatre, admi;listering the "E.heatre pro—
' “gram, as well as directing over ten productions during her 'bwo years
at the school. She left the faculty of St. Catherine‘-s“”to accep‘c«éis“
fellowship with the Hilberry Glass:i.c ‘Theatre of Wayne State University
in the fall of 1966. Miss Ryan is currently a second yea.r member of

the Gompany and is pursu:mg graduate study“ in the Speech Depar‘bment.
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