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Introduction

In the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia, there israll town named Staunton
with a population of just under 24,000 people atttme of the 2000 censtst was
the birthplace and former home of President WoodWdlgon and is the current
home of Mary Baldwin College, a small women'’s |gdearts college with a student
body of under two thousand undergraduates and gtadtudents. It is also home to
the world’s only attempt to recreate the BlackBigtayhouse, once used by the
acting company to which William Shakespeare beldngéis new Blackfriars is the
home of the American Shakespeare Center, an anlifioamed group that began
twenty-two years ago as an experiment starteddrpap of students and their
Shakespeare professor. The ASC’s mission stateangpitasizes their desire to
promote an interpretation of Shakespeare’s platy‘teaovers the joys and
accessibility of Shakespeare's theatre, languagehamanity by exploring the
English Renaissance stage and its practices thnpeigarmance and educatioh.”

The ASC prides itself on its ability to producelgaodern plays using
certain staging practices of Shakespeare’s daynts important of which are
universal lighting and a playing style that dirgathgages with the audience. Such
techniques are not unique to the ASC, and indeed baen explored at the rebuilt
Globe theatre in London since its opening in the &0s. Since 2005, however, the

American Shakespeare Center has taken its missioset Early Modern practices

! Staunton Convention and Visitors Bureau, “About,”
http://www.visitstaunton.com/about.htm (accesseuiday 30, 2010).

2 American Shakespeare Center, “About: Mission Siate,”
http://americanshakespearecenter.com/v.php?pgsBgsed January 30, 2010).



one step further in their “Actors’ Renaissance Sram a striking move that
separates them from other theatres that offer andgea return to Elizabethan
staging. Renaissance Season productions not tiem@t to use staging techniques,
but certain conditions of the rehearsal practideb@ Early Modern period as well.
The program of the 2010 Renaissance Season oftlrscaiption of the purpose of
the ARS to its audiences:
During these four months, we raise the stakes bigher by taking out the
middlemen and putting up shows Shakespeare’s waiye @re the directors,
the designers, and the months of group reheaftsaiShakespeare’s company
never knew. They produced exciting, unhinged, fiybry-the-seat-of-their-
pants entertainment that was fresh from the gtithe writer — and that’s
what we're after. Veteran ASC actors mount thésevs in just a matter of
days, gathering their own costumes, their own prapd not having full
scripts, just their own lines and their cdes.
The support and guidance of a production teamean®ved and the actors are given
the sole responsibility for preparing the showradticing an atmosphere of elevated
risk into all Renaissance Season shows. Furtherntoe inclusion of the cue scripts
is a new level of incorporating a practice usedbtprs in the Early Modern period,
one that likewise affects the way in which the estpproach the production of each
play in the Season. Each of these elements haSewt on the preparation process,
which in turn influences the actors’ final perfomeas, and it is this emphasis on the
actors’ preparatory practices that makes the Reaat® Season such a significant

endeavor. However much other companies attempt/tke the Early Modern stage,

the ASC makes the claim that without also returiongn earlier mode of rehearsal,

? American Shakespeare Cen010 Actors’ Renaissance Season Prog(&taunton, VA:
American Shakespeare Center, 2006), 4.



such endeavors will ultimately fall short of thetznticity that the Renaissance
Season is able to achieve.

The Actors’ Renaissance Season (ARS) makes a sétwdd claims to its
audience: that by producing plays without directdesigners, or long rehearsal
periods, they are producing plays that are moréhéntically Shakespearean” and
contain a less staid and more exciting experieacéheir audiences than even their
typical repertory of shows. The program notes iooiet “By daring to throw away a
few more of our 21st century norms, we hope toteraa even more intense bond
between performer and audience, and an even diespéof fun and excitement for
an audience experiencing the raw energy of the iRgarece stage' The ASC
promises its audiences will receive the genuineeggpce of Renaissance
theatregoing by revising its preparatory practices.

The American Shakespeare Center has built a namis fperformances
through more than two decades of nonstop touringsadhe country and
internationally, and the framework that it has deped for the Renaissance Season
merits scholarly attention. Over the past centktizabethan theatrical practices
have been increasingly utilized in Shakespeareadiygtion, but very few attempts
have been made to extend Early Modern staging igabs to rehearsal practices as
well. The American Shakespeare Center has manadrdltl a process for
producing theatre that draws explicitly upon anl{e&rodern model and this

framework of conditions have sustained six seaseogth of theatre with no sign of

stopping.

#2010 Actors’ Renaissance Season Program



My initial curiosity about how such a process fiimies has led to an intensive
exploration of the Actors’ Renaissance Season lad8&C itself, and what the
Renaissance Season contributes to the growinghattenal body of work that
engages with Early Modern practices. The ARS arglthe Renaissance stage not
only in its staging conditions, but also in its reaaf preparation and rehearsal, setting
itself apart from other theatres engaged in Sha@s@an performance. My thesis
asks, with this unique emphasis on both preparatimhperformance, how does the
Actors’ Renaissance Season contribute to the braaateersation about Original
Practices Shakespearean performance techniquasthefquestions have naturally
arisen from this fundamental inquiry. | have sdugtestablish for my readers what
the American Shakespeare Center is, and whatidsnguprinciples of production
are, which the ASC claims are rooted in Early Modamractices. | have asked what
further strides in this direction does the ActdRg€naissance Season actually takes
and how has it evolved over its six years. The ARSns to produce an exciting,
authentic experience of Early Modern theatre, lowt does it attempt to meet these
two goals, and does it achieve them? What satitifentic experience does the
Actors’ Renaissance Season ultimately seek, and ddes it provide to its
audiences?

To answer these questions, my research first exgblttre staging conditions
of the Early Modern theatre through the researcfchblars such as Andrew Gurr
and Tiffany Stern, while also examining the contemapy application of this research
in what has been called “original practices Shagasp” With this historical

background and understanding of its contemporapligiions in place, | was able to



turn my research towards my specific subject: thos’ Renaissance Season of the
American Shakespeare Center. To conduct this pifasg research, | traveled to
Staunton, VA during January of 2010 in the earlysdaf this year's ARS. My visit
was timed to the two weeks of rehearsalltbe Alchemistand | was able to observe
first-hand its rehearsal process from the firstdfgrmough until opening night.
Subsequent visits in February and March allowedars2e multiple public
performances of each play that comprised the 2(R8 fepertory. During my initial
research trip in January, | also consulted the AS®Enaissance Season archives,
which consisted of promptbooks, actors’ scriptsidimoks, promotional materials
from the first ARS to the present, as well as thiine message board used by the
artistic staff and company during the 2008 Renass&eason to discuss issues from
textual cuts to dramaturgical discussions. Furntfwee, | conducted formal interviews
with Artistic Director and co-founder Jim Warrensgbociate Artistic Director and
inventor of the Renaissance Season Jay McCluregcamgany actors Doreen
Bechtol and John Harrell. | have made use of theces of information that the
ASC provides the public by attending talkback sasswith company members and
audiences, and also availing myself of availablerinews and podcasts conducted
with current and former Renaissance Season compampbers. While little
scholarly attention has thus far been paid to thedissance Season, | have utilized
the texts that are available in the form of perfance reviews (both in newspapers
and academic journals) and articles written orstitgect of the ASC’s Blackfriars
theatre. The final phase of my research concettreedcholarly debate on issues of

authenticity, in which | explored the debate gdatyed out in the Early Music



movement (which has distinct parallels with theyioral practices movement of
Shakespearean performance) and in Shakespearedgssstith the work of scholars
such as W.B. Worthen and Jonas Barish.

In Chapter 1 of this thesis, | present an ovenaéwhe original practices
movement from its roots in the Elizabethan Revafalvilliam Poel to its articulation
in the 1990s by Mark Rylance, the founding artigirector of the rebuilt
Shakespeare’s Globe in London. The spectrum attiical production that falls
under the auspices of “original practices” is braaud offers a context within which
to examine the Actors’ Renaissance Season. Int€h2apl have produced a history
of the American Shakespeare Center from its humid{gns in 1988 to the present
day. Most importantly, | have detailed the creaid the Actors’ Renaissance
Season and its reception and evolution over thesyeancluding in a close study of
the production of a play during the 2010 ARS: Bensbn’sThe Alchemist Finally,
with Chapter 3 | have engaged directly with thesgiea of authenticity that the
concept of the ARS invites, drawing upon both ttieotarly debate over the
definition of “authenticity” and the historical mgrch to which the methods of the
Renaissance Season answer.

Ultimately, | suggest that the ARS offers a typaothenticity that is rooted
in a type of experience, rather than in a meticsildevotion to historical detail, one
that is audience-based but, crucially, obtainedugh the actors’ off-stage
preparation. Through its devotion to working witla framework of possibility, the
Renaissance Season produces theatre that connéctaadern audiences while

offering an engagement that stems from Early Modenditions. No other company



that explores original practices matches what tR&Aas achieved: a functioning
framework of Early Modern preparatory and perforognonditions that consistently
produces a uniquely engaging theatrical experiéorcleoth actors and audiences.
This continued devotion to both rehearsal and perdoce conditions sets the
Actors’ Renaissance Season apart and creates amntanpcase study in the

possibilities of original practices Shakespeare.



Chapter 1: The Origins and Case for Original Pcasti
Shakespeare

On August 3, 1998, the newly rebuilt Shakespedgdidbe in London was in
its second full season andTihe Timestheatre critic Benedict Nightingale took its
Artistic Director, Mark Rylance, to task. Nightialg claimed that Rylance forced
audiences “to pretend they are Elizabethans,” whibelieved resulted in “self-
consciousness, phoney role-playing and confusiétylance responded in that
newspaper on August 14, defending his theatretstsfto cultivate a different kind
of playgoing environment within the Globe:

What | encourage at the Globe is careful reseantchariginal playing

practices, daily class in movement, speech anewsgyeaking during the

rehearsal period for the actors, live music whiebdmes a powerful tool in
the absence of lighting and sets, and beautifuigdtaafted Elizabethan
clothing.
With those words, Rylance had coined a term fosath self-conscious attempts to
capture elements of Early Modern staging techniguesodern performance:
“original practices.” The motivations behind origl practices (or OP) work were
not invented in the 1990s; rather, the “ElizabetRawival’ that began in the
nineteenth century was founded on the same pregipl

The most visible practioner and most infamous adt@of the Elizabethan
Revival in its day was the actor-manager WillianePd?oel was driven by the desire
to produce Elizabethan plays in an Elizabetharestyl at least, such was his
expressed ideal. On April 16, 1881, Poel gavedsaas their first demonstration,

presenting the text of the First QuartaH#mletto an audience in St. George’s Hall

in north London. The stage was bare, there wanteoval, and elements of the text



which had not been played in years (such as theeRladumb-show) were once
again included.

The First Quartddamletwas received with little fanfare and met with even
less acclaim, only given as a prelude to a talwae to give two months later for the
New Shakespes|c] Society, and was intended in part to illustratel belief that
Q1 was a representation of the play as the autsben it performed, and thus
more closely linked to the theatrical world of Sagjeare than the heavily edited
texts of the modern day.The current state of the English theatre, pagitythe
accumulated stage traditions for playing Shakespeaas frustrating to him; in his
book,William Poel and the Elizabethan RevivRlobert Speaight commented that
Poel “was convinced that Shakespeare and his fdlimabethans could not
adequately be contained within the limits of thegeenium stage; that they were
harmed by realistic scenery; and that the rhyththefplays was destroyed by the
intervals that these accessories impoSed.”

Over the next fifty years, Poel developed his sysiar producing
Shakespeare in a manner that ostensibly borrowed fram the original Elizabethan
acting companies than it did from the elaborateedgvored by most of his
contemporaries. He claimed that to understandBdéithan plays, they must be
staged with elements of Elizabethan theatricaltimeg. Poel and his Elizabethan
Stage Society advocated a return to the full téxth® plays, rather than the heavily

altered texts of the day (although his own produngioften cut and rearranged scenes

® Robert SpeaighiVilliam Poel and the Elizabethan Reviyabndon: William Heinemann,
Ltd, 1954): 48.

® Speaight, 43.



to suit his tastes). Costumes should be Elizabetihd actors should speak their lines
at a faster pace than one normally encounterdtkipitofessional theatre. Poel’s
stages were kept bare with a permanent architécetraf two levels and a traverse
curtain, and whenever possible, his productiongltkd best to mimic the geography
of Elizabethan thrust stages. A fit-up stage wasated for an 1893 production of
Measure for Measurand was designed to be adaptable for performansiee
different, pre-existing theatre space3he series of curtains on Poel’s stages created
numerous playing spaces within the stage that wésaeded to make transitions
between scenes move quickly, rather than credtiedal tableaux that were
common to the Victorian theatres and which Poekwantly opposed.

This element was crucial to how Poel viewed thgglas Caris Glick notes,
“Of the greatest importance to his productions tiagheory that of Shakespeare's
plays, onlyThe Tempedtad been divided into acts and scenes by the laatttbthat
the plays, therefore, should be acted straighutjinavithout intervals, although he
did occasionally use one interval in a productibriltering the speed and rhythm of
the play was one of Poel’'s greatest departures fhenmainstream theatre of the day,
and one of the most influential for later theatragtitioners. Finally, Poel was a
proponent of the use of period incidental musibigproductions, as he was “closely

associated with the contemporaneously emergent earsic movement. Arnold

" The design of Poel’s fit-up was based on the emtfior the building of the Fortune
playhouse of 1600 and the recently discovered dguef the interior of the Swan Playhouse of 1596.
Although known commonly as the “Fortune fit-up,éttdesign had more in common with the Swan
drawing. Franklin J. Hildy, “Reconstructing Shaeare’s Theatre,” ilNew Issues in the
Reconstruction of Shakespeare’s Theatre: Procesdifithe Conference Held at the University of
Georgia, February 16-18, 199@dited by Franklin J. Hildy (New York: Peter LaRgblishing, Inc,
1990): 9.

8 Claris Glick, "William Poel: His Theories and Inéince,"Shakespeare Quarterils.1
(Winter, 1964): 21.
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Dolmetsch, who provided music for Poel’s first puotion and all those which
followed until 1905, was one of the most signifitadvocates of the rediscovery of
music and of instruments from the pre-Baroque petio

Unfortunately, Poel also had a number of quirle tretracted from his
productions. Poel believed that the speaking ek8speare’s text was the most
important element of the production, such thatbiees of the characters created the
atmosphere of Elizabethan drama more than any etesrent. Accordingly, he
spent a great deal of energy in teaching his (amgéetors, each of whom had been
cast according to their vocal type, to speak thiodies of the text. This emphasis on
voice over physical type contributed to Poel's piacunabit of often casting women
into men’s roles in order to better fit his con@slorchestration of the text, which
proved infuriating to his critics. As Speaight suarizes, “He was indifferent to the
sex of the performer and the sense of the playigeovthat the actor or the actress
spoke in tune*

To his contemporaries, Poel was often regardesh &ccentric fanatic. His
consistent use of amateur actors often meant tharbductions simply weren’t very
good when measured by his contemporaries agamsiotimmercial stage. William
Archer, a critic of Poel’s, once commented, “Cathimg be done to make the
Elizabethan Stage Society a useful, instead afieulious, institution?... There is not

another man in London who could do what [Poel] da@sl there is scarcely another

° David Lindley, “Music, Authenticity and Audiencéi Shakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical
Experimenf’ edited by Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cod@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2008): 91.

19 Speaight, 101.
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man who, from the artistic point of view, could reasuch a hopeless mess of'it.”

No one else had the fanatical drive to continuguigue this vision of Shakespeare as
the Elizabethans would have seen it, but Poel’s shiartcomings damaged the
product of his vision when he tried to bring itaneality.

Despite the harsh criticism of productions thatlsamet Poel’s own exacting
standards, Poel's work had a great influence om#énes in which we understand and
produce Shakespeare today. His productions galierszes an encounter with Early
Modern texts outside of the accumulated stagetioagi of the day and helped to
demonstrate that there might well be somethingéadea of returning to elements of
Shakespeare’s own stagecraft. As J.L. Styan obsgRoel’s true legacy lay “in a
more authentically Elizabethan regard for the pfeot;in the new rapid delivery of
the verse, but rather in the permanent stage sehwévealed the musical structure
of the play; not in any return to a full text, ather in his working towards the
original rhythmical continuity of scene upon scéfte.

Poel had a lasting influence over some of the nmogortant practitioners of
his day, most notably his relationship with Harésanville-Barker; “Barker had
been an actor for Poel- had played Richard Il atntdtd 11 for him- and in his
Prefacesone of the most influential critical works on &bapeare of this century, he
incorporates almost every one of Poel's principabties.*® ThePrefacesof

Granville-Barker, which lay a Poel-like stress upba primacy of the text and an

1 william Archer,Study & Stage: A Yearbook of Criticigirondon: Grant Richards, Inc,
1899), p 231-232,
http://books.google.com/books?printsec=toc&dq=witli+archer+study+and+stage&client=firefox-
a&id=JXgS861140kC#PPP1,M1 (accessed February 210))20

12 J.L. StyanThe Shakespeare Revoluti@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977):

48.
13 Glick, 23.
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understanding of the Elizabethan values of staffettrat shaped the plays, exerted a
profound influence upon producers, directors andra®f his day.

With his eccentric quasi-Elizabethan stagingslasd-ortune fit-up, Poel
made an interesting, if not always convincing argotithat there was something to
be gained by considering Early Modern plays withieir contemporary context, and
that these gains could be captured in performahcenore recent times, the work of
Mark Rylance and his artistic team during his tearg as the Globe’s Artistic
Director made a new claim for the value of OP warke which met with similar
early scorn, but which has often earned critical popular support. Most obviously,
the Globe’s most visible sign of original practiéesn its very structure. While
scholars today believe that some architecturalldegee incorrect (for instance, the
diameter and number of sides of the polygon), aedetis much that we may never
know for sure, the Globe possesses many key elsrsbated by the original
structure: it is open to the elements, it featarémrge standing audience with freedom
of movement in close proximity to the stage alodgsi seated audience at three
levels, and its stage thrusts out into the audiedd#hough many productions at the
Globe stray far from original staging practicegsh elements remain consistent no
matter what happens on (or off) its stage.

Given that the Globe’s space already makes a stdhgtatement, it is no
wonder that productions have also enjoyed usingrd@¥ elements. The first full
season at the Globe was inaugurated with a pramuofiHenry Vwhich featured an
all-male cast, painstakingly created Elizabethastwnes, doubling of parts, music of

the Renaissance performed on period instrumentsyawieldy rushes scattered

13



across the stage flobt. Several Globe productions over the years experiesewith
all-male casting, such as the 199®tony and Cleopatravith Rylance as the
Egyptian queen or the 2002velfth Night which premiered at Middle Temple Hall,
the site of the play’s first recorded performan@ée costumes designed by Jenny
Tiramani were a separate element in many produstioat otherwise featured more
modern staging practices. Tiramani’s costumes weztculously hand-crafted,
using materials, techniques, and designs taken thenkarly Modern periotf.

Claire van Kampen oversaw the music used in mapnp&productions, which strove
for “accurate period reconstruction using carefgtyrced evidence and referenced
material.*® The rushes dflenry \/ however, have not been seen again.

The Globe has utilized certain original practicemgmtimes over the years:
casting, costume, and music. All productions at@obe must of necessity share the
OP qualities of shared lighting between audienckamtors and the architecture of
the Globe itself, although productions in the Glofften stray from the idea of shared
natural light: performances also occur at night, usingiaidl lighting to recreate the
level of light on a typical afternoon. Given theseversal staging conditions of
Globe productions, several plays in each seasogiaea reign to stray far from OP

ideals; Rylance called these productions “free-haark,” in which “theatre artists of

14 pauline Kiernan'sStaging Shakespeare at the New Glistoéudes a detailed description of
the process of creating this production, includangpmprehensive list of the ways the production
deliberately engaged with original practices (te blest of their ability and/or knowledge) and the
ways in which they consciously strayed from Elizhlbe practices.

15 Jenny Tiramani, “Exploring Early Modern Stage @ustume Design,” iShakespeare’s
Globe: A Theatrical Experimenedited by Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Co¢fambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008): 61-62.

16 Claire van Kampen, “Music and Aural Texture at l@speare’s Globe,” iBhakespeare’s

Globe: A Theatrical Experimengdited by Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Co¢@embridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008): 80.
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our own day apply their unchained modern institezthe building.*” Both Early
Modern plays and contemporary commissions have pkged in this style at the
Globe; the very first production of the 1996 Pralegseason (during which the Globe
was still under construction) was one such prodactif The Two Gentlemen of
Verona

From time to time, however, the Globe has also exynted by translating
certain OP elements into something quite differaithile many productions featured
music of the Elizabethan age that would have besglhkmown to Shakespeare’s
audiences, others used the same period instrunteptasy modern compositions.
Rylance had played Cleopatra in 1999, but in atoagrd the complexity of gender
portrayal on the Early Modern stage, the next seasuuld feature Vanessa
Redgrave as Prospero in a productioifloé TempestA few years later, all-male
companies were answered in the 2003 season by-famelle company, which
performedRichard IIl andThe Taming of the ShrewDirectors and designers have
occasionally rebelled against the permanent deooraf the Globe’s stage; its
elaborately paintetfons scenahas been obscured with hangings, such as in 2001’s
Cymbeline or with rough wooden palings, as in ieg Learof that same year.

Productions such as these at the Globe and evea sbRoel’'s work from a
hundred years before demonstrate an important asp@d performance: the ability

to identify certain elements of the Early Moderag&t and appropriate them as a

" Mark Rylance, “Research, Materials, Craft: Prifespof Performance at Shakespeare’s
Globe,” inShakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experimenited by Christie Carson and Farah
Karim-Cooper (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pr@898): 105.
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director chooses, either in their original or angiated forn® Rather than creating a
production which explores every opportunity forgimal practices work, or making
such explorations a primary goal of the companyissian, many theatre companies
have chosen to work with select OP elements agicgitnes for specific reasons.
There have been any number of acclaimed profedgiooductions over the years
which have chosen to explore the original praabica cast composed entirely of
male actors, a number of which have originatedrigl&nd. The company Cheek by
Jowl produced an all-malkes You Like Itn 1991, but chose to exploit the
possibilities of that casting in a very self-coss investigation of the gender and
sexuality issues within the play at a heighteneell&® Director Ed Hall’s Propeller
Theatre Company uses more OP elements than moal-raale ensemble of actors,
with many core members who have remained consistemtthe years, who create
music and sound effects themselves live during pactormance and who typically
use doubling in each production. Propeller’'s paiiduns, however, come across as
strikingly modern, as they generally preserve tisértttions between actors and
audience in performance spaces, use eclectic, medstumes, and make no attempt
to disguise the maleness of actors who portray liectzaracters.

One of the most striking examples of OP produchias been the work of

Patrick Tucker and the Original Shakespeare Compangker is an advocate of

18 | use the term “translated” to signify instancesvhich an element of Early Modern theatre
is highlighted, but altered somehow from its truigioal form. For example, having identified the
gender of performers as an important element oEtizabethan stage, the previously mentioned
Richard Il used an all-female cast. Inaccurate to the trigegnad practice, but an interesting way to
remind audiences of the convention of having agitag characters of the opposite gender.

19 James Bulman explores these issues of the produatilength in his article “Bringing
Cheek by Jowl'AAs You Like IDut of the Closet: The Politics of Queer TheatneShakespeare Re-
Dressed: Cross-Gender Casting in Contemporary Perémce edited by James C. Bulman
(Cranbury, NJ: Associated University Press, 2068)78.
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what has been termed “Folio acting,” which is foeddn the idea that the compilers
of the First Folio of Shakespeare’s works editegltéxts with an intention to record
and preserve a system of performing the plays tiirats spelling, punctuation, and
other such bibliographic elements. As these feataf the Folio have been
regularized or modernized over the years by laléoes, they have altogether
disappeared from the most common reading editibtisecplays and, Tucker
believes, valuable clues to the playing of Shakaspkave been 08t

Tucker also pioneered the concept of returningadyBViodern preparation
methods. In the 1980s, Tucker served on the theatnmittee for the Globe project
as plans were being developed for the differentaspthe Globe site might include
beyond the theatre itself (such as prop and cosslops). When the topic of
rehearsal space was proposed, Tucker suggesteditica we were rebuilding the
Globe and hoping to replicate some of the origamaditions in which these plays
were first performed, perhaps we should reheansthésame length of time that the
Elizabethans did®* When it became clear that other members of thisac)
council, composed of several leading authoritiethenEarly Modern stage, had no
clear answer for how long a rehearsal process lidir@ns had, Tucker began to seek
the answer for himself.

By 1990, Tucker had pinpointed several elementliaabethan preparatory

procedure with which to experiment. He deduceminfthe sheer volume of old and

20| must also note the work of Neil Freeman hereg Was likewise been a proponent of Folio
acting and thereby created the Folio editions @k®kpeare’s plays, as published by Applause. While
Freeman’s work is very important, it is Tucker whas primarily been able to make a public,
performative demonstration of Folio acting.

2 patrick TuckerSecrets of Acting Shakespeare: The Original Appighew York: Theatre
Arts Books, 2001): 3.
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new plays that constantly cycled through an aatmgpany’s repertory, that “an
actor’s life would consist of relearning lines iretmornings and performing in the
afternoons, with no time left for what we call rahsal.” Most hired actors would
never have had access to the full text of a playveould rather be limited to learning
their roles from “sides,” which contained only artearacter’s lines and cues. Their
only other guide would be a “Platt (or plot), hamgin the wings, which would
outline briefly what happened in each scene, whe iwd, and who played the
parts.® In 1990, Tucker started to use these Early Moeégments in performance,
first with graduate acting students, then in agrenfince on behalf of the Save the
Rose Campaign, which was attempting to raise thddunecessary to preserve the
recently uncovered foundations of the ElizabethaseRTheatre from being re-
covered by a high-rise office block. After the sess of the cue script performance,
the Original Shakespeare Company was founded.

The OSC gave Tucker a chance to continue to proBadg Modern plays
using these techniques of preparation, which heedfinto a system over the years.
OSC actors first learned their roles exclusivetynirsides Tucker prepared and then
met with Tucker individually for sessions he ternfeerse nursing,” in which the
actors received a measure of guidance on how tthgehost out of their lines, using
Folio techniques. As Tucker describes them, “T¢tera go over all their lines with
only their cues being given to them, and they awenTucker’'s emphasis] told how

to act, and certainly not given any attitudes obgams, but are simply challenged

2 Tycker, 9.

2 bid, 12.
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with, ‘Have you found this clue?’ and- crucially&/hat are you going to do about
it 24

OSC actors first met as a company two weeks béifierelay of the
performance, where they learned the roles of eastpany member and had a
chance to organize any work that must be underfaern as costuming. A week
later, the company convened for a workshop whictuthed playing scenes off sides
together in a rehearsal room marked to mimic thiopeance space. Importantly,
these scenes were never from the upcoming playkerweas adamantly against his
actors even running those lines together. Althaihghcompany would not rehearse
the actual play to be performed, the workshops stltesaluable as their one chance
to develop “group-playing dynamics, to sharpeniskit giving and taking cues
within the cue-script format, and to practice argabn their feet in an actorly way in
response to their fellows™

The day before the performance, the actors wolddmable once more for
what Tucker called a “Burbage,” named after thelileg.actor of the Lord
Chamberlain’s Men (the company of which Shakespeasea member). The
Burbage was a chance for Tucker to give the attasg staging rules regarding
entrances and exits, and for any difficult stadinginess (such as fight scenes) to be
addressed, while avoiding any actual scene-playiirgthis way, the Burbage
becomes the combination of a first rehearsal slutlw blocking rehearsal, first

technical rehearsal and first dress rehearsailédid into one, while avoiding

24 Tucker, 39.

% Don WeingustActing from Shakespeare’s First Folio: Theory, Textd Performance
(London: Routledge, 2007): 154.
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becoming full rehearsal of the sort one might expedéind in modern western
theatrical practice?® The culmination of all of this preparation wageaformance in
which the actors had never rehearsed any of itsescegether and had to react
spontaneously to the performances of their scertagra in the moment of the
performance.

Missing in this equation are the long rehearsaibgsrof most of today’s
professional theatres, as well as the positiondifextor. Although he exerted
influence in the verse-nursing sessions and iBti@age, Tucker strove to refrain
from influencing his actors’ performances, muctslespose any sort of concept
outside of the text. The modern director simply ot exist until much later than
Shakespeare’s day, and Tucker did his best to ®&p productions free of
directorial interference.

Original practices can be explored along a spettrWhile Tucker’'s methods
do produce a particular excitement and danger ifopeance, few actors are willing
to prepare and perform in this manner; Tucker weble to sustain a steady
company of actors over the years, and the OSC ealyntlisbanded. Not every
theatre has the time or resources to painstakiegheate Elizabethan costumes with
the attention to detail that Jenny Tiramani is ablachieve, but a healthy percentage
of Shakespearean productions continue to be playgtizabethan dress. A theatre
may not have been created to be a replica of thbeGbut performing Shakespeare’s
plays on a thrust stage rather than behind a pnasvecreates a different relationship
between an audience and a company of actors. Btaaller companies continue to

use doubling for budgetary reasons, so that whatbeemotivation, audiences are

% \Weingust, 156.
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afforded the pleasure of experiencing what Stef@dwath calls “the

epistemologically thrilling experience of seeingedhing as two things: actors in the
same room as us/people in a fiction in a placetiamel variously distant from ours,”

or more simply put, “the full joy of seeing thatars act.?’ Original practices are a
tool to be used, at whatever point along the speta company chooses to encounter
them, and single OP elements can be utilized witbogaging in what might be
termed a full original practices production.

In his article “A Partial Theory of Original Practis,” Jeremy Lopez analyzes
the articulated goals of a number of theatre congsamho rely on OP work, such as
the Globe, Shakespeare & Co. of Lennox, MA, the Memerican Shakespeare
Tavern in Atlanta, GA, and the American ShakespEamter. Speaking as an
academic, Lopez discovers a tendency toward pedaabetoric within OP
companies that he believes echoes the desiresiolass to explore Early Modern
playing practices. He finds that,

Original practices theatre fulfills some widespreaeds, or at least desires, in

our academic community: the need or desire for elieao(rather than

abstract, mental) experience; for the applicatibtmeory to practice; for a

broad (even popular), receptive audience; for imatgyre, creative

engagement with artistic material that ordinarilyst of professional
necessity, be dealt with coldly, or at a distanthe energy that goes into
original practices productions is, like the valbattcomes from them,

personal and emotional, and always has the pot¢éntieecome powerfully,
beneficially communa®

2" Stephen Booth, “The Shenandoah Shakespeare ExpBéskespeare Quarter§8, no 4
(Winter, 1992): 482, 483.

% Jeremy Lopez, “A Partial Theory of Original Praes,”Shakespeare Survéy (December
2008): 315.
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By using combinations of OP elements in producte@mpanies hope to capitalize
upon what Lopez terms a “simultaneous immediacytamelessnes$® that, ideally,
accompanies the use of these elements in perfoend turning to the theatre of
four hundred years ago, original practice produntiof Shakespeare hope to find a
way of producing arresting and fresh theatre fdatos audiences, simply by using
the tools of Shakespeare’s own day, from Poel superfit-up to the extra layers of
theatricality when a male actor plays RosalindéYou Like |tperforming as a man
playing a woman playing a man playing a woman.

Alan Dessen spoke for many when he stated his fuoggbe new Globe, then
in the process of being built: “For both the acaideand theatrical community, one
of the attractive possibilities inherent in thigject is that the new Globe may serve
as a laboratory or testing ground where actorssahdlars working together can
investigate how Elizabethan plays could or wouldehlbeen staged® Oftentimes,
the rhetoric of original practices emphasizes pleiceived benefit of attempting to
stage plays in ways that approximate their Earlyd®&ta origins, in what Farah
Karim-Cooper termed “a body of practice as a badgsearch.* Original practices
provides a way for actors, audiences, and schtdaseme as close as we can to the
theatre of Shakespeare’s day via the medium ofribebperformance, rather than

research and scholarly conjecture. It is true Badtick Tucker largely invented the

29 | opez, “A Partial Theory of Original Practices0®

30 Alan C. Dessen, “Taint Not Thy Mind...": ProblemadhPitfalls in Staging Plays at the
New Globe,” inNew Issues in the Reconstruction of Shakespeahe'atiie: Proceedings of the
Conference Held at the University of Georgia, Felspu16-18, 1990edited by Franklin J. Hildy
(New York: Peter Lang Publishing, Inc, 1990): 135.

31 n interview with Mark Rylance, “Research, MatésieCraft: Principles of Performance at

Shakespeare’s Globe,” Bhakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experimexlited by Christie Carson
and Farah Karim-Cooper (Cambridge: Cambridge UsitiePress, 2008): 114.
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preparation procedures of his Original Shakesp€arapany, and it may be no closer
to the actual practices of Shakespeare’s comparydbhr modern director’s theatre
accomplishes; his productions, however, allow foegening that not only asks the
guestion of “What if?”, but finds one possible aesw
At the heart of the American Shakespeare Cemt@gsion in producing
theatre is a fundamental belief in the merits agioal practices. As co-founder
Ralph Alan Cohen phrases it,
We are arguing that original practices- the oldlbst promote rather than
obstruct the plays’ accessibility. We are evemng that the simplest efforts
to retrofit the plays- to put them into new bottlbackfire by removing them
from the very virtues that make them great. Awdther, we argue that those
virtues are a fundamental joy of theatre and thak8speare’s plays are not
the only casualty of a chronological chauvinisnt geesumes every
technological invention will improve theatfe.
For Cohen, scholarly inquiries and experimentsatast have their place, but for a
commercial theatre, original practices has alsmliéed as a way to excite
audiences about four hundred year-old plays in vimarew Gurr has termed “the
experience of the shock of the off." The American Shakespeare Center puts it
another way:
Theatre has endured through the ages becausani isf the best means of
exploring the human condition we know as joy... la Biackfriars
Playhouse, we have painstakingly and lovingly rdpoed the setting for

which Shakespeare wrote his plays... We do all af éimd much more to help
you Rediscover the Joy of Theatrdoriginal emphasis{?

32 Ralph Alan Cohen, “Shenandoah Shakespeare arlilttng of the Third Blackfriars
Playhouse,” inThe Theater of Teaching and the Lessons of Theadéed by Domnica Radulescu and
Maria Stadter Fox (New York: Lexington Books, 2006}4.

33 Andrew Gurr, “Foreword,” irBhakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experimexiited by
Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper (Cambrid@genbridge University Press, 2008): xviii.

34 American Shakespeare Cen006 Actors’ Renaissance Season Prog(Staunton, VA:
American Shakespeare Center, 2006): 3.
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Theatre companies, scholars, and audiences alleefband something of worth in
OP performance, whether is the acting challengeofersal lighting, the opportunity
to study the effect of Early Modern clothing onast performances, or the

enjoyment of a different kind of theatregoing expece.
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Chapter 2: The American Shakespeare Center

From Inspiration to Institution: 1988-2004

The American Shakespeare Center was founded aroliadoration between
two men: Dr. Ralph Alan Cohen and Jim Warren. @adted begun teaching at
James Madison University, in Harrisonburg, VA, attarning his doctorate in
English at Duke University in 1973, studying thareler Dr. George William¥,
Cohen and Warren met while Warren was an undergtadgi JMU and their paths
repeatedly crossed during his education there.la/ghill a student, Warren was cast
in Cohen’s very first venture as a director, a picitbn ofAntony and Cleopatran
which Warren played Enobarbus. Later, Warren sigdied with Cohen’s mentor
Dr. Williams while participating in a study abroptbgram in London (a program
recently founded by Coherif. It was during Warren’s final year as an undergede
that the first true milestone of their collaboratiwould occur.

Cohen had become increasingly attracted to treeafleeturning to staging
conditions that would have been used by Shakespeasm company, and in
particular, the aspect of universal lighting. Omip.to London with his IMU
students, two events occurred that affirmed Cohgrosiing convictions. First,
Cohen met with Patrick Spottiswoode, who wouldrlaecome the education director

of the rebuilt Shakespeare’s Globe in London. pmbode agreed with Cohen’s

% Joan Leotta, “Back to the Bard: Ralph Alan CoheNA69, Ph.D. '73,Duke Magazing
88 No0.6 (September-October 2002)
http://www.dukemagazine.duke.edu/dukemag/issueS@®tlepmini-cohen.htn{accessed January
24, 2010).

% Jim Warren, interview by author, Staunton, VA, uany 22, 2010.
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growing conviction that using Shakespeare’s stagorglitions led to a kind of
production better suited to unlocking the origipalver of the theatre for which
Shakespeare wrote and actédSecond, on that trip, Cohen accompanied his stade
to a number of different productions of Shakesprapmays by the Royal
Shakespeare Company that bored both the studeshtb@in professor. Later, the
group attended a performance of Cheek by Joviidssummer Night Drearat the
Donmar Warehouse, in which

the staging was thrust with three sides and twel¢ée\Eleven actors doubled

all the parts. The show'’s traffic of the stagektbwo hours. Although there

was no intent to perform before an illuminated aunde, the light spill and the

thrust configuration meant that the audience ceaklly make out one

another’s expressions. In other words, that prodndenefited from many

of the staging conditions that obtained for Shakasp. My students loved the

show?®

The following fall, Cohen held a semester-long s@mon Shakespearean
staging conditions and in the spring, the studemwslved producedHenry Vusing
the conditions which they had learned from Dr. Goh®vith Warren as the English
king, the production emphasized speed, univerghtitig, and used no séts.The
performance featured only fifteen actors (which wWesgreatest number of characters
needed on stage at once during the play) and tiaale pin the university’s black box

theatre, which theatre department instructor Algndrup had tricked up to look like

an Elizabethan inn yard® The cast felt enthusiastic about the productiter éts

37 David Skinner, “Shakespearetowit{limanities28, no. 6 (November/December 2008) in
the Humanitiesonline archivehttp://www.neh.gov/news/humanities/2007-11/Shakasgewn.htm|
(accessed January 15, 2010).

38 Cohen, “Building the Third Blackfriars,” 149.
% Warren.

40 Cohen, 150.
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run ended, and wanted to continue to produce theauer similar conditions.
Warren then approached Cohen about the idea afidiriggthat success by founding
a professional company that would continue to s&lggkespeare’s plays using the
same techniques. Why not, he argued, try to litieg ideas about Shakespearean
staging conditions to as many people as pos$ible?

In 1988, Shenandoah Shakespeare Express was fowittiea group of
twelve young actors in a production®ichard Ill, which toured to fourteen locations
throughout Virginia. The budget for the productieas only $500, and did not
include salaries for the actors. In the sprind@89, they would performhhe Taming
of the Shrevand visit five new states. As before, the comypaas concerned with
using staging conditions of Shakespeare’s day athras possible: the lighting was
universal, the parts were doubled, and the pacemgbwisk. In these early days, all
company members were JMU students or recent gresiuatd tours were carefully
planned to not conflict with college semestersijtlimy the opportunity to perform to
spring break and summer vacatf6n.

In their attempts to utilize Early Modern conditsithey encountered a
problem: they were aware that in Shakespeare’satsyumes were a large part of
any acting company’s budget, and extravagant amsom@te spent to create the
actors’ costume®’ The SSE simply did not have the funding to credéorate

costumes for its actors, whether in period or copi@rary style, but did have a slim

L Warren.

“2 John Harrell, interview by author, Staunton, VAnuary 29, 2010.

3 Andrew Gurr,The Shakespeare Company, 1594-1@2@mbridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004): 103-104.
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justification for their lack: in their estimatiokarly Modern companies would never
have risked bringing their entire stock of costurneshe road while tourinf. As a
solution, SSE performed in basic modern dresssjdantleneck sweaters, and Chuck
Taylor high-top sneakers, a wardrobe chosen bethaszctors themselves owned
these items already. Groupings among characters or differences instaere
signaled by simple costume accessories. This weilthe pattern for all of the early
SSE productions, with only a few slight changes1892, performers varied their
shirts for each show in the repertory, from redemecks foiMacbethto white
button-down shirts ifMerchant of Venice

By that 1992 season, several significant changésbeurred for the
company. In 1990, the company first prepared mlelghows to play in repertory, a
practice which they continue to this day. Alsattywar, Cohen brought the SSE to
the annual meeting of the Shakespeare Associatidmerica for a performance of
Julius Caesabefore the participating scholars, which builtitmeputation outside of
Virginia and increased their bookings. Warren, \ahd taken a year off to pursue
other projects, returned to the SSE and had tlkeofeguiding the company into a
more truly professional operation that was no lerigel to student schedul&s.In
1992, Stephen Booth wrote a glowing review of tompany based on performances
he had seen at the Folger Shakespeare Librariié@takespeare Quarterlin
which he stated, “I first saw The Shenandoah Shpeee Express perform in

Washington, D.C., in July of 1991. | haven't thotigie same since about

4 \Warren, interview.
* Harrell.

¢ Warren.
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Shakespeare or the theatfé.The following season, Warren’s efforts to expéel
company led him to begin hiring non-student actorghe first time and the
company began to expand. Subsequently, actorshiresekfor year-round contracts
and two separate touring companies were organited3SE was also able to visit
more states outside of Virginia and even travelssas.

By the mid-nineties, the signature performanceestylthe Shenandoah
Shakespeare Express was largely set in a patt@rneiimains to the present day. The
hallmarks of the company were still based on Caheahceptions of Shakespearean
staging conditions and were essentially the sane @d Warren had fixed upon a
decade before. A program from a performance stae@ohen’s goal clearly: “The
idea for the company was simple: Shakespeare wrstelays for a specific set of
conditions, and, assuming that this greatest gflajiwrights understood his own
medium, the best way to enjoy his work is to repiazdithose original condition&®
Of primary concern was the concept of shared lnghbietween the audience and the
actors, but other factors were key to the SSE stiyte one, Cohen and Warren had
taken to heart the Prologue®Rbdmeo and Julietvhich referenced “the two hours’
traffic of our stage.” As Cohen explains,

In today’s pronunciation of English, it takes atoa©ne minute to read

twenty lines of a Shakespeare play- a little less/érse and a little more for

prose. The average length of a play is fewer H@f0 lines. At a normal

reading pace, it would take contemporary actorshauars and fifteen minutes
to say the words of an average Shakespeare plesyéntirety?

*” Stephen Booth, “The Shenandoah Shakespeare ExpBéskespeare Quarter§8, no 4
(Winter, 1992): 479.

“8 Shenandoah Shakespeare Express Progoamted in Stephen Booth, “The Shenandoah
Shakespeare Expres§hakespeare Quarter§3, no 4 (Winter, 1992): 479.
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With these calculations in hand, the plays werefcdly cut if the full texts were

much longer than 2,500 lines and intermissions wamely taker?® According to
Booth, all that was missing were “the pauses weigeel to on the modern stage. The
Shenandoah Shakespeare Express demonstrates sfabtdloat pauses are neither
necessary nor missed when they are omitted, teahtatrical pauses we are used to
in modern productions of Shakespeare are only tigatly pregnant.® As with its

first production oHenry \, doubling was utilized in all productions, keepthg
company members to around a dozen acfoRerformances used no sets, only a few
black wooden cubes that could fit in the back paasenger vati. The company had
also begun to incorporate what would later be asragmet of the group:
performances of live music. While always presenémvcalled for in the text and
always performed live, company members with muskdls began to play and sing
before performances and during intervals, simpbabsee a number of actors had the
inclination and the talent. Finally, it is also important to note anotherexsipof the
company'’s staging, present since its first perforoes: although Early Modern
companies would have been limited to male actds& shows have always had

women in their companies. Warren and Cohen hags,l# course, well aware of

9 Ralph Alan Cohen, “Directing at the Globe anchat Blackfriars,” inShakespeare’s
Globe: A Theatrical Experimefitedited by Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Cod@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008): 216.

0 Harrell, interview.

51 Booth, 480.

%2 Booth’s article says much in praise of this teghei, and heaps praise upon the skill of the
SSE actors who demonstrate the artistic benefitlabling and the repertory format.

53 Harrell.

> Ibid.

30



the inconsistency such a practice holds with Shzdaa®’s own conditions, but do
point out that most other companies who striveafoOriginal Practices approach are
likewise inauthentic in their choice to have adnén (rather than boys with
unchanged voices) play female characters. Bedazitke dearth of well-trained boy
actors and the surfeit of skilled actresses, the §®se to steer its productions
toward gender-blind casting.

With these tenets in place, the mid-nineties samapor shift in the ambitions
of the company. The SSE received sizable graats the National Endowment for
the Humanities that brought together scholars atmts(such as the 1995 Center for
Renaissance and Shakespearean Staging) and tharcpmmwlved into a nonprofit
organization with a strong emphasis on educatipragramming’® While
previously content to tour from a general base anridonburg, offers came in 1998
from both Richmond, VA and the small town of StaumtVA to potentially become
involved as the resident company of a new theatildihg. The Richmond offer was
for a replica of the Globe, but when that projetk through, focus shifted to
Staunton’s offer. While the Globe project was bailegeloped, Warren and Cohen
had begun to plot the natural complement to Shaaefs famous outdoor theatre:
the Blackfriars, the indoor playhouse built andreually used by Shakespeare’s

company’’ With Richmond no longer an option, focus shiftelliy to the Staunton

% Celia Wren, “They Do It Like the King’s Men- Almgs American TheatréFebruary,
2006): 46.

%6 Skinner.
" The original Blackfriars playhouse was locatechwitthe city walls of London, and in
1576, Richard Farrant first rented the hall forfpenances by a company of boy players (the first

Blackfriars). James Burbage, owner of the Theaticefather to actor Richard Burbage of the Lord
Chamberlain's Men (the company that also listedi&il Shakespeare among its shareholding
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project, with the hope that in the future, a Gltteatre could also be built in the
same city.

Staunton, in many ways, was an unexpectedly idealion for a Blackfriars.

In arguing the move for the SSE’s Board, Cohen naageesentation that stressed the
similarities between Staunton, VA, and Ashland, @&ne of the Oregon
Shakespeare Festival, the largest of its kind ireAca. While in many ways the
towns were similar, Staunton held a key advantagihin a four-hour drive of
Staunton there were ten times as many high schoadlsges, and people as there
were within the same distance of Ashlaid.”

As they moved towards that goal, in 1999 Shenan@bakespeare Express
officially changed its name to Shenandoah Shakespdeopping the “Express” as
indicative of their move into a more settled, stadgberation. Artistic Director Jim
Warren spoke frankly about the name change: “Wppkd the Express as we were
building the Blackfriars, because ‘Express’ waseagthing for a bunch of teenagers,
or twenty folks going around the country in a pigkouck with Chuck Taylor high-
tops. It was right for that moment, but as we gggér and had more ambition, it felt

right to drop the ‘Express?>®

players), purchased the building in 1596 and retealé to include a true indoor theatre space, tvhic
became known as the second Blackfriars. Unfortipatee Privy Council of the City forbade
Burbage's company from playing in their new thegpace, which forced the company to build an
alternative, outdoor theatre: the Globe. Whileltbed Chamberlain's men were stuck in the Globe,
they rented the Blackfriars to another boys' corgpdfinally, in 1608, the company (nhewly renamed
the King's Men) were able to take possession df iatres. The second Blackfriars playhouse was
torn down in 1655.

%8 Cohen, “Building the Third Blackfriars,” 153.

5 Warren, interview.
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The Blackfriars Playhouse of Staunton, VA begarstction in 2001 and
was opened that September. The project was leddhytect Tom McLaughlin, who
faced a challenge in creating a historically aciudesign: the original Blackfriars
had been demolished in 1655, and no plans or dgsxhthe original building have
remained. Instead, McLaughlin’s work was based¢orabination of both research
and speculation, and included

consultation with experts on Elizabethan theatsigiheand construction;

review of such documentary evidence as court recdedses, contracts, and

contemporary commentaries; visits to similar sungvTudor structures;

study of surviving plans for lost performance vesjuand analysis of stage

directions and play texts for potential clues typlouse configuratiorfS.
The resulting theatre is the closest approximatiassible to the original playhouse,
and featured natural oak and white plaster, a habeaen ceiling, a balcony above
the stage, and a trap door to the lower depth& alidience can seat three hundred
patrons in rows of benches along three sides odttge, or on so-called “gallants’
stools” onstage, underneath the shared light peaviny a series of handmade
candelabra& In 2002, the Blackfriars played host to its fiRgsident Company,
while sending out a second touring company to caetito the original mission of
bringing their particular brand of theatre to aswnaudiences as possible.

The company then took several seasons to adapym@ in the new space.
As the touring Shenandoah Shakespeare Express wasra decidedly guerilla feel

to how the actors approached each new performamame sone in which they took

pride. As Harrell recounts, “We felt like we coythy anywhere. We could scope

0 Barbara D. Palmer, “Shenandoah Shakespeare’s fBlrskPlayhouse, The Early Drama,
Art, and Music Revie®4 no. 2 (2002): 153.

&1 Admittedly, the light is provided by electricitigut is kept slightly dimmed at all times to
approximate a candle-lit room.
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out the place for ten minutes, set up our blaclesubnd then we could do a show.
That was the aesthetic thetf."Having a set space like the Blackfriars was an
adjustment; actors had to take time to learn host teeuse its most basic elements.
The actors had to discover how to enter and exhfsolid oak doors during a battle
scene, or how to use the discovery space betweetotirs> Doreen Bechtol, an
actress from the first years of the Blackfriars, eeaalls the time it took to understand
how to navigate the clearly differentiated spadsvben the stage and the audience
space. While “the touring troupe had found thatas more energizing, more
engaging to work the crowd by enteritigir space,® audience interaction
functioned differently within the Blackfriars. A0R3 production oKing Lear
highlighted the problem for Bechtol when Lear eatkthe final scene bearing the
body of Cordelia through the audience: “It's alwaysh a memorable moment and it
lost something because the audience had to reatljusin their seats, or some
people couldn’t see. Space and the story go hahdnd, and we had just completely
altered the space and included the audience imygpvivate moment® More and
more productions began to stick to the stage amdhitee entrances it offered, but the
impact of such decisions took time to understand.

The playing style remained otherwise intact from tthuring company.
Lights remained on, timing was fast, and acting panies were small in number.

Performances at the Blackfriars also began totfiett most natural rhythm as the

%2 Harrell, interview.
%3 |bid.
% Doreen Bechtol, interview by author, Staunton, JAnuary 15, 2010.

% Ibid.
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company learned to navigate certain elements; Hageunts that it took time to
decide,

where music should be, and how long people coaladsto sit on a wooden

bench... [Over time, it became] pretty set- peoplaean, there’s a little bit

of music, there’s a little speech where we tellgleahings they already

know, then maybe there’s a little more music, theerhave a play, then we do

a break- but it took awhile to develop tA&t.

Shenandoah Shakespeare was an established pres&taenton, even as it
continued to build its reputation for stripped-dotenring productions of the work of
Shakespeare and other Early Modern playwrightaceSits early days performing in
high school auditoriums, education had been an itapbpart of Shenandoah
Shakespeare’s mission, the very first grant eabyethe company was for their
educational ventures, given by the Virginia Fourarafor the Humanities and Public
Policy, to fund “Bringing Shakespeare Home- a Semfar Teachers® They
continued to work with schoolchildren, college snt$, and teachers at all levels,
and once their move to Staunton and the buildinp@Blackfriars was complete,
they were able to take their goals in this areastep further. In 2001, Shenandoah
Shakespeare hosted the first Blackfriars Conferémc8hakespeare scholars. “The
event featured Andrew Gurr as the keynote speaker} papers presented with the
assistance of [Shenandoah Shakespeare] actorssivepdk on the Blackfriars stage,

and a different play every eveninghe AlchemistHamlet A Midsummer Night's

Dream,andRosencrantz and Guildenstern Are D% These conferences have

5 Harrell.

67 American Shakespeare Center, “History,”
http://americanshakespearecenter.com/v.php?pgzsegsed January 30, 2010).

% American Shakespeare Center, “Conferences,”
http://www.americanshakespearecenter.com/v.phpZfytdccessed January 30, 2010).
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continued to be held at the Blackfriars every twarg since their inception. In the
same year as the first conference, another stepakan to further the educational
mission of the company: Shenandoah Shakespeareepadtwith Mary Baldwin
College in Staunton to create a Master of Letteaster of Fine Arts in Shakespeare
and Renaissance Literature in Performance. Raatiog graduate students have
served as dramaturgs or taken small roles in ptazhgcas unpaid company interns.
As the mission statement quoted previously stétesgoal of the company
has always been to explore the Early Modern stageigh both performance and
education, celebrating the origins of the SSE ithlbealms. With its permanent
home in Staunton, the company was able to spreadats and develop its
educational programs, which continue to expandytodectors entering the company
are instructed, “Education is our touchstone. Rerémce and education must be
equally important to our actors and staff. All A&Cors assist with education
programs, including school matinees, workshops;iapperformances,
demonstrations, and other programs throughoutdhtact period*® Cohen and
Warren held fast to their belief that the best wagonnect an audience with an Early
Modern play was to use Early Modern staging coodsj with the primary lesson
that Shakespeare and his contemporaries knew hovake exciting and enjoyable
theatre, and they argued their case with the coetirsuccess of their companies on

tour and at home in Staunton.

%9 American Shakespeare Cen0p8American Shakespeare Center Actor Handbook
(February 6, 2008): 12, http://www.americanshakasgeenter.com/v.php?pg=175 (accessed February
12, 2010).
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The Birth of the Renaissance Season

Jim Warren cites the origins of the Renaissanes@&@eto 1993, when he
decided to take a step similar to those taken IydRa ucker in England and
experiment with Shakespeare’s preparation techeiqiiecker had faced a difficult
task when he became interested in the same artreerashad as yet been no serious
research performed into Early Modern rehearsal;nwieebegan his work with the
OSC, Tucker had based his ideas on his own reseérafould not be until 2000 that
Tucker’s niece, Tiffany Stern, would publiBehearsal from Shakespeare to
Sheridanand bring the historical rehearsal process toladyattention. As
Tucker’'s work began to attract attention, Warreaidied that a similar experiment in
rehearsal might benefit the Shenandoah Shakesggpress.

Just as Tucker had found, Warren was interestéteispeed with which
Shakespeare’s company was able to produce a pththarability of Elizabethan
companies to function without an outside directdfarren initiated the practice of
what came to be known as the Renaissance Run,igh e first rehearsal of a new
play would be an eight-hour period in which theoesfalready off-book) came
together and worked to create a playable versidgheothow based on their individual
work, to be performed before their director andnaléinvited audience that same
evening’® Actors did not typically have a chance to medsioe of the eight-hour
rehearsal period and begin any sort of illicit @megion, simply because of the busy

schedules the company actors kept.

" Warren, interview.

™ Harrell, interview.
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The Actors’ Handbooks originally kept to the mbasic description of the
Renaissance Run: “SSE COMPANY MEMBERS should beamed to perform
complete run-throughs of the plays on the firstsdafythe contract period without
direction or help with cues’? Over time, the process evolved and the reasoning
behind it became more transparent to the actorthé2008 Handbook states:

Typically, American Shakespeare Center Actors rhagtrepared to perform
complete run-throughs of each play on the firstsdafyrehearsal. These are
called Renaissance Runs, designed to simulate lemaiSsance troupes put
up shows very quickly, without directors. This esjppmakes us different from
most theatre companies. Getting to think about gbaracters so concretely
that you can perform the shows without directidovas actors to have a
stronger influence and impact on the shape ofltbas. Our directors will
get a lot of ideas from these run-throughs andligat a taste of what it was
like when companies rehearsed very few days arftbwitdirectors.
Renaissance Runs can be terrifying to some adtovggver they are a
remarkable rehearsal tool and they give actors g@aer to influence
directors and the production.

The overall goal of the Ren Runs is to put on & Bhow possible with very
little rehearsal and no direction from the diredtmrginal emphasis]. Choices
for costumes, props, music, and EVERYTHING are madthe actors with
this goal in mind’?

The Ren Run has been in place since its inceptid®93 for each show of the
touring company and during the regular seasoneaBthckfriars and remains part of
its standard rehearsal procedure.

Jay McClure joined the artistic staff as the AsatacArtistic Director of
Shenandoah Shakespeare in 1999 and quickly beeamilaf with the Renaissance
Runs and the other ways in which the company sttowuse Early Modern staging
conditions. Once the Blackfriars opened in 2004uickly began to fall prey to

common pitfall of any resident theatrical compadgnuary, February and March are

21998 Shenandoah Shakespeare Express Actor Handhook

32008American Shakespeare Center Actor Handbd8k
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notoriously difficult months in which to sustain andience, particularly with shows
that have already been running for several mon@rsce the Resident Company was
established at the Blackfriars, it became stangdeadtice to extend the Fall Season
through the slow months and simply adding a new jpito the repertory in
January” Unfortunately, with so long a run, audience iegtwas dropping along
with ticket sales and a few actors were also beggto chafe under the long
contracts. McClure began trying to brainstormraliive programming ideas that
might attract audiences while also saving monejnduvhat he cites as “the weakest
part of the year” The theatre was dedicated to the idea of produstiogvs
throughout the calendar year, rather than dividimg between an artistic season that
produced new shows and a summer season that wiidvhew artistic output.
McClure’s general evaluation of the company’s pcastled him to
reexamine the existing tradition of the Renaissd&wes. With the Ren Runs and
their abbreviated group rehearsal work and emplogsior preparation, company
actors were already accustomed to experimentiny tivé ideas of Early Modern
rehearsal techniques and they served as an impdataat of the theatre’s dedication
to exploring Shakespearean staging conditions. ARaers had been held for more
than ten years by 2004, and although the compatha lreealthy turnover of actors in
each season, there were also a fair number ofsastoo returned for many seasons

that held a wealth of experien€&McClure had faith that Shenandoah Shakespeare

4 Jay McClure, interview by author, Staunton, VAquary 22, 2010.
> bid.

® Such as John Harrell, who had performed in thkesadays of the Shenandoah
Shakespeare Express (touring in 1990-1992) beéjoining the group in 1996 and then working
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actors could translate the experience of the Reaace Run into something that
could be performed for a paying audience, a theapported by his own years of
experience acting in summer stock, producing a steaw every week. McClure,
remarking on the experience, notes that summek stobardly ever done anymore,
because we feel that's not enough time, you cart’up a good show in very little
time, when | know for a fact that yes, you cah.”

McClure had stumbled into an intriguing possiiifior the theatre’s
programming, one that both addressed a finanaitiicult period of the year and
furthered Shenandoah Shakespeare’s dedicatiosd¢owring the strengths of
Renaissance staging practices. Why not build erptssibility of the Renaissance
Run by creating a Renaissance Season? Ren Ruadw#reir nature unpolished
and cobbled together quickly, due both to the attonited preparation time and the
understanding that their director would soon stefiguide them into a more
coherent production. With a little more time, howeg\wthere was no reason to think
that a group of Shenandoah Shakespeare actorsmoidoduce theatre that could
stand on its own alongside a more conventionaloseadctors would only be chosen
who had experience working at the Blackfriars istgeasons, who could be trusted
to do the necessary pre-rehearsal preparationyaadad the desire to take the risk.

The first Actors’ Renaissance Season was castelgtren actors in 2004,
with its first performance (a production ®he Taming of the Shrgwcheduled for

February 2, 2005. A mission statement for the@eass formulated, which gave

steadily with the Resident Company since 2002, wialsh Donald, who first joined the company in
2000 and has returned for the Actors’ Renaissapes@ in every subsequent year since 2005.

" McClure.
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the purpose of the endeavor: “To further explorglish Renaissance rehearsal and
performance practices in order to challenge, tpr&e, to delight our audiences and
actors. To continue to do work that makes us alieraand audience- feel more
alive.””® This statement was given to the actors along avithepared list of precepts
and promises from Warren and McClure. The promigae simple: there was no
interest “in producing museum theatre,” nor in “ping out directors and designers,”
but rather in “exploration... discovery” and “the prise of renaissancé?

The precepts were more complex, as they werededar how the actors
should generally approach the season. Actors tetdehat they would be
responsible for their own decisions regarding thaes, but that the text was the
ultimate authority for character, stage directiars] props. There would be an initial
meeting with Cohen or Warren to discuss the seasdriwe will have resources
available to help with our manifestation/interptieta of the text (dramaturgesj™
There would also be important physical changes natlee performance space of
the Blackfriars. Since its opening in 2001, the o&the playhouse interior had been
finished in its natural coloring, from the bencla¢she rear of the house to the stage
and thefrons scenaeThe effect was somewhat overwhelming, as Doreerint®g an
actress in the 2005 Renaissance Season, recal&rfWbu consider a whole room of
that warm wood, when you consider the skin tonaatdrs- all of a sudden, it

becomes washed out... there was a way to becomeriagage ® Accordingly, the

8 American Shakespeare Centicfors’ Renaissance Season 2005
http://skent0611.webs.com/backgroundmaterials.lirogssed January 20, 2010).

 Ibid.

% Ibid.
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decision was made (and promised in the precems}hbfrons scenaaould be
painted in keeping with Renaissance tradition afodating wood to look like richly
colored marble, just as it was believed fitves scenaat the Globe and Blackfriars
playhouses would have be¥mArtist Jeff Stockberger was brought in to do tharky
which was completed before the start of the seag@Bechtol relates, there was an
immediate impact: “The painting offers relief arldrity for the eye... | think with a
painted backdrop, you simply have more optiongoif decide to make a choice, you
have more options to play with. If you're hidinrgshadows, the columns are now
painted black and have a little more story potéffa

Other important precepts were given that direictlgacted the way that the
actors entered their two-week rehearsal period.dewgsion had been made that, like
Tucker's OSC, “We will provide actors with rolesdss)- not complete script§®
While sides are essentially unknown in today’s essfonal theatr&, there is extent
evidence from which to reconstruct typical Earlydéon actors’ sides. Dulwich
College of London contains the papers of Philip $lewe, the theatrical entrepreneur
of Elizabethan London whose diary is one of thetrmakiable sources of
information on the Early Modern professional theatWithin them is a cue script

belonging to the actor Edward Alleyn, lead actothaf rival company to Shakespeare

81 Bechtol, interview.

82 Andrew Gurr and Mariko Ichikaw&taging in Shakespeare’s Theat(€xford: Oxford
University Press, 2000): 37, 56.

8 Bechtol.

8 ARS 2005

8 Don Weingust'sActing from the First Folialoes recount the story of an elderly British
actor who was given a cue script due to budgetangttaints at a particular theatre at the stahisof

career (146), but even this counterexample is ptedeas an unusual and unexpected incident in
twentieth century theatre.
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and the Lord Chamberlain’s Men, for the part ofaddo in Robert Greene’s play
Orlando Furioso® Following this example, sides for the ARS weregared by
Warren and McClure for each character in a givay,ptontaining only that
character’s lines and the last few words of thetbaéprecede each line, left
unattributed?’

Another notable aspect of the Renaissance Seaas®the inclusion of a
prompter, also called a book-keeper in the Pre@pBsompting outside of the
rehearsal process had never been used by ShendBldaldspeare, and its inclusion
here was as much as nod to the reduced prepatmtieras to the historical precedent
of the Early Modern stage. Nevertheless, it wasms necessary for the first Ren
Season, with the unusual modification that actavald call for lines with the phrase
“Prithee,” rather than “Line,” a practice more tyaily heard in twenty-first century
rehearsal rooms than in performance. The pronipterach production would be
placed just off-stage, within the side gallerytape left for each performance during
the Renaissance Season.

The Precepts called for a series of intervalsmdutine plays, stating that “For
English Renaissance plays, we will maintain the-fact structure used in the indoor

playhouses by having musical interludes betweeh aatt We will have a half hour

8 patrick Tucker'Secrets of Acting Shakespeareludes a transcription of the side, as well
as discussion of how this part would have beenedeand used (9-12). The side was the basis $or hi
own preparation of the OSC’s cue scripts.

87 sarah Enloe, “Re-making Shakespeare,” (paper piesat the annual meeting of the
Shakespeare Association of America, Dallas, TX,d&008): 10.

8 The OSC had also utilized a prompter for its penfances, although notably, the prompter
would be seated on-stage, in full view of the andéethroughout the play. The OSC'’s prompter (a
position typically know as the Book-Holder andddl by co-founder Christine Ozanne) often
functioned as a conductor as well, confirming atonpulses to pick up cues or remain silent (as in
Tucker, 59).
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of music before each play*Music before plays had been the company’s habit fo
many years, but taking four interludes was notitien. In the days of the
Shenandoah Shakespeare Express, plays had beemmgetfwith no break at all,
attempting to keep the runtime as close to two fiasrpossibl&® As Harrell stated,
it had taken a few years to develop the rhythm pérdormance at the Blackfriars,
but it usually included one or two short breakspmare than 15-10 minutes each,
generally featuring a few songs performed by tret aa the audience talked,
stretched their legs, or bought refreshments indbky. Breaking between each act
certainly seems to have its historical precedanttyas not a technique employed
previously at the twenty-first century version loé Blackfriars’* Nevertheless, the
company would make the attempt and learn how itldvatfect the performances.
Costumes were the final element addressed byé¢haiBsance Season
Precepts, which stated:
We will perform in clothes that help indicate sttplace, age, etc. We may
choose to pull costumes from stock. We may choogeitchase or make
some items. We may choose to perform in mufti. \&at we choose, the
clothes will help tell the story, will be based thve text, and will look
gglr;er.sgizve and attractive. Remember that Elizabethadslacobeans loved

Typically, productions at the Blackfriars did nety heavily on the work of a design

team, as productions used no sets, relied on wavkghting, and the actors

8 ARS 2005

 Harrell, interview.

° Tiffany Stern’sMaking Shakespeamotes that as a fire-preventing measure, candie® a
historical Blackfriars would have needed to be inied at half-hour intervals. She further notes that
any Shakespeare play written after the King’s Megdmn to use the Blackfriars theatre is written in
five acts, leaving space for four intervals of dargimming (30).

92 ARS 2005
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themselves produced all sound effects and musiogleach performancé. They
had, however, featured costume designers for maassyat this point, once the
company had an operating budget to support a meyerl the early uniform of
jeans and black high-top sneakers. Costuming woond be placed entirely in the
hands of the actors themselves and the actors vinaviel full control of both aesthetic
presentation and the period conveyed by actorghicig.

The Precepts also contained a few general gugketm help organize the
rehearsal process. Actors were instructed to Kibirthe time they learn their lines
as rehearsal” and that rehearsal time once the company convenatti be
primarily focused on scene work, so that “at thd ehthe rehearsal period the entire
troupe will rehearse to put everything togeti&r The book-keeper would set a
general schedule for each day, but the actors fnezdo change the plan as their
work demanded. So that all aspects of the plajddoe attended to within the
preparation period, the Precepts also noted thetdt& who are not working in
scenes will prepare music, clothes, and prép&ihally, the Precepts expressed the
desire to “rehearse the plays concurrently, whengossible.?’

This intention was framed as only a possibilitydnese before the
Renaissance Season got underway, it was diffiowdnticipate how the rehearsal

process would actually operate. It might not besgae to rehearse two plays at once

% If the play featured a storm, actors used a thighdet backstage at the appropriate
moment; effects, just like music at the Blackfrjase never prerecorded.

% ARS 2005
% |bid.
% |bid.

7 Ibid.
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and it was uncertain how each day’s rehearsal doestibe planned and structured.
As Harrell notes, a chief problem was that “We ¢i#now what we had to figure

out- that was something that took awhile to undemst®® Provisions and precepts
were made for likely issues, but until rehearsalsumderway, no one was entirely
sure what to expect from the process. Neverthglessctors convened in January of
2005, unsure of what was to come and hoping tlegtWould be able to create
productions that could withstand the scrutiny obadience and the length of a

season’s run.

The 2005 Renaissance Season

The actors had two weeks to rehearse each of pege in the season, which
opened withThe Taming of the Shresn February 2, addethe Tamer Tamebly the
Jacobean playwright John Fletcher on Februaryrdd campleted the repertory on
March 4 withA King and No Kinga collaboration between John Fletcher and Francis
Beaumont.Shrewwas placed first as the play most well-known @ dlstors with the
hope that this would ease their trepidation ang tem to feel as though they were
starting from familiar ground. Although less faiail as a sequel ®hrew Tamer
would build again on the performance of actor REnérnton, Jr.’s portrayal of
Petruchio, which would carry over and again cetiterproduction. The final play
was the biggest gamble, featuring entirely difféi@ast members at the center of the

production and using the least familiar of all #htexts. Accordingly, the play was

% Harrell, interview.

46



entered last into the rotation, so that it woulaydiar fewer performances th&hrew
would have accumulated over the four weeks otits r

As rehearsals began, the company of actors mbetraaming to decide the
schedule for the day and to address any issuebdldadrisen. Sometimes these
meetings grew lengthy and took away from valuabkearsal time while the actors
learned to make decisions without the single, aitdtove voice of a director present
to guide the procesS. One issue in particular preoccupied the earlysady
rehearsal: costuming. Whatever help they mighehzeen given by the resident
costumer of the company, Jenny McNee, was unavajlab McNee was on
maternity leave from her position at the starthaf Actors’ Renaissance Seasth.
As was the original intent, the actors were enticel their own for costuming. As
Harrell describes, “We had epic meetings abouturnss... if we would make period
choices, which is simply one way to organize visnfdrmation, or we could just as
easily make color choices... We were hung up orhitutd it all be one period, or
should it not, or does it matte?* The decision was eventually made to generally
stick to the Renaissance period, with only a fegtwmes or costume accessories that
strayed outside the period parameters, whilesttijing true to the characters created
by actors:®? As the actors assembled their costumes from thlosady present in the

company’s stock, they held costume parades focahngpany, giving the other actors

% Bechtol, interview.

100 Harrell.

198 |bid.

102 A set of production photos from this productiomigilable online, although the
photographer only seems to have captured momemntstfre first two acts of the play. The setis

available alongside others from the company’s petidos, photographed by Tommy Thompson, at
http://www.flickr.com/photos/jaymcclure/sets/72094978399350/ (accessed January 31, 2010).
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the opportunity to voice opinions and to try andda cohesive look for the
production with costumes that worked well when gngtage alongside each oth%.

The actors were also hesitant to trust each aheoik in the beginning of the
process. As Bechtol relates, “We would assignigside eye- in effect, a director- to
each scene. We might work on our own scene, ardgbmeone would come in to
give feedback, but we felt really hesitant to tadeap and say that whatever you do
is your own work that you bring back to the grodf§.”It soon became clear,
however, that this way of working was inefficiemidats fundamental practice of
holding the actors accountable to an outside aexa) &#om within their own
company, went against the spirit of the Renaiss&eason. Actors continued to give
each other feedback as rehearsals for the latgs ghat Season began, but never
again to the same extefit.

As work onThe Tamer TameandA King and No Kingpegan, the process
began to grow easier for the company. Just asdiegped the practice of assigning
other actors to approve their scenes, concern abewostumes began to fade to a
more manageable level. While still a concern amdrgortant task to be dealt with,
less time was spent in group discussion and wayrglrout presenting a unified
vision. Harrell recalls, “By the time we got teetsecond show, we had wildly
different costumes on the stage in the same sgahg didn’t matter. It was kind of

neat.™®® Rather than being concerned with periods, theractostumedamer

103 Harrell, interview.
104 Bachtol, interview.
105 |pid.

108 Harrell.
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according to groupings of characters within the/pleach group would confer with
each other about costume choices, which was atidhesion deemed necessary. As
Harrell puts it,
“The two or three people who are supposed to be the same planet in the
play are all sort of dressed alike, and then theypenter a group of people
who are different, and it doesn’t exactly matter.ou¥see one actor wearing a
lot of red, and you are too, so maybe it would nmakee sense if | weren't.
You're taking in the information, but you're not wied too much about it
beforehand. We wasted a lot of time worrying alibat in the first
season’
The actors learned to quickly evaluate each otlearssumes and make any necessary
adjustments from what they had already taken ton@épare, rather than laboriously
plan costuming as a single group.
A good deal of time was being spent preparingdie interlude
performances that the actors had been encouragedude in each play. Because of
the volume of interludes, the company made thesg®ctto move away from only
performing music and to instead expand into otbalms of entertainment during the
four short breaks between acts. Besides miisiming of the Shrefeatured a dance
between three of the actors: Eric Shoen, Jason &wyDoreen Bechtol. Bechtol,
who played Bianca in the production, describesitiiece that preceded Act 2, scene
1 of the play (a scene in which Kate has bound &ian order to confront her about
her many suitors):
| decided to make an interlude that would leadtrigto that scene, called
‘Bianca’s Dream Ballet.” | came out, fell asleepdahe two suitors entered
the dream and had a dance off. One guy was aBroltlway hoofer and the

other was a hip hop artist, so | would dance withtioofer, then dance with
the hip hop artist. We had a trio and then thexe & big struggle. Baptista

L7 Harrell.

49



came out to rescue me, but in the midst, | wasupd/NVhoever had the rope
was replaced by Kate, then | would wake up and We’ch the scent®

Other dances were featuredShrew such as one performed by the actors playing
servants just before the fourth Act, choreographete style of the off-Broadway
play STOMR An interlude in a later play in the season atkethe audience its own
choice of entertainment: tumbling, juggling, or recud dance®®

Notably, one interlude during the season came afwatdirect result of the
Blackfriars Conference. Tiffany Stern presentgzhper at the 2003 conference that
was concerned with interactions between actordfamdudience in the original
Blackfriars playhous&t® One section of her presentation centered on thedsmce
of feathers that decorated the garments of Blaaidmpatrons, due to the proximity of
feather sellers in the neighborhoddBechtol and other actors in the Renaissance
Season company were familiar with her presentaifawo years before and chose to
incorporate the idea in another interlude. Duargpng, the actors came onstage
balancing feathers on fingers or other body paxtsr Thadd McQuade entered
carrying a long pole with a feather balanced orttipé*? While there is no way of
knowing whether any historical entertainments atBhackfriars contained such

feats, the example is an interesting way in whighdctors chose to engage with

198 Bechtol.

199 |bid.

H10pyplished under the title “Actors and Audiencettom Stage at the Blackfriars,” inside
Shakespeare: Essays on the Blackfriars Stadeed by Paul Menzer (Selinsgrove, PA: Susquehan
University Press, 2006): 35-53.

11 stern, “Actors and Audience,” 42.

112 Bachtol.
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scholarly research and historical fact for the pggs of entertaining their modern

audiences.

It is important to note that there were two Préséipat went unfulfilled from
the first season. While the plan to paint fitees scenagvent through on schedule,
there were other elements intended to be includgeiformances. The Precepts
stated that “We will use some natural candle-lighdll performances” and “We will
use painted hangings, rather than modern theatirtdins.**® Both of these
elements were included in the Precepts as onemapich the company might
experiment with more of the atmosphere and effeahdarly Modern theatrical
performance, but neither was ultimately deemedsszog to explore. Subsequent
seasons have followed suit and neither naturalledight nor painted scenic

hangings have been used in performances.

Popular Responses and Critical Reactions

The first Actors’ Renaissance Season was genearedtywith wide support
from its audiences. Local newspapée Staunton News Lead®sponded
enthusiastically to the three plays in the seasohsaemed to reflect local opinion as
well. A review ofA King and No Kingrom March 17, 2005 stated boldly that “if
you've not yet seeA King and No Kingyou've got plenty to be ashamed of -
particularly for denying yourself an amusing evenim the company of a good story,
top-notch staging and 11 of Shenandoah Shakespenost talented actors.” The

review has praise for each member of the cast peaks highly of the production,

113 ARS 2005
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particularly noting the commendatory efforts ofieedtor-less cast and calling the
effect “stage magic.”

TheNews Leadealso took into consideration the audience resptoward
the season, finding it to be overall very positioeards the productions. In an
overview of the season from March 13, reporter &annette recounted the
experience of Rich Jarvis, a visiting student fi8amenectady County Community
College in upstate New York, who went into a Blags performance with a
skeptical mind.

“When he came to speak with us at the end of tbevshe was so thankful,”

said Rene Thornton Jr., who plays Petruchio indivitne shows. “He was so

moved.”

“I love it and cannot understand for the life of mey modern theater has

moved away from such a beautiful art,” 19-yeardddvis said. “I think the

most beautiful part of the experience is that beeanomplete control of the

performance is in the hands of the actors, thegaursonalities of the actors

shine through. They were able to pull it off sounally.”
While it behooves Mannette to include experienbas support her article’s positive
report of the season, Jarvis’'s experience doesa®h to be an isolated case. Each
actor interviewed in the piece speaks of the emdistis audiences the season received
and the article states that Dr. Cohen had alreabped the season a success and had
chosen plays for the next year's Actors’ Renaiss&@®ason. Thornton and actress
Sarah Fallon spoke warmly of their experiencesmdutiie season:

“I learned what are my strengths and weaknesses/aatlare my buttons,

and what used to be my buttons,” Thornton saidmi&mes with a director

you try something once and he says no. In thisgg®eve really got a chance

to work our ideas.”

Sarah Fallon, who plays opposite Thorntoif e Taming of the Shrewas
at first terrified with this experiment.
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“I had to keep an open mind. It became exhilarafilig’ve just gotten better
and better,” Fallon said. “We put up three playa tiudiences are really
enjoying. It's amazing that 11 actors found a wawbrk together.”

Critical reaction to the Actors’ Renaissance Seasoong the scholarly
community was more mixed. Tlghakespeare Bulleticarried performance reviews
of each play in the 2005 ARS and praise was graaitathside some serious
reservations. Sarah Wiley and Drew Colenbrandee westly enthusiastic about
Taming of the Shrevealling it “a remarkably successful demonstratdmow
skilled, experienced actors can collaborate to gpcedin innovative, cohesive
performance.” The review is largely concerned wiith ways in which the production
addressed issues of character and how individutdnoeances shaped the play, but it
does also offer some revealing comments on costumin

In one instance, the costuming is praised foratiection of the characters.
Wiley and Colenbrander highlight the differencesssen the costumes for Bianca
and Katerina: “[Fallon] glowered as the suitors adchDoreen Bechtol’'s Bianca,
dressed in a short, frilly white dress, holding whacame her signature royal blue
parasol. Katherina [wore] an elegant gold and evhitl-length gown, which
heightened the emotional contrast between the isters.*'* Here, the costumes
served their function to reveal character and tp tiee audience quickly identify and
understand the differences between the sisteis.also worth noting that these

costumes showed the actors’ willingness to choostumes based on character,

rather than strictly keeping within a chosen period

14 sarah Wiley and Drew Colenbrander, “The TaminthefShrew, Shakespeare Bulletin
23 no. 2 (Fall 2005): 107.
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Elsewhere, however, the reviewers found the costlagking. In the text of
Shrew costumes are brought to the foreground as thvaiseGrumio prepares
listeners for the imminent arrival of Petruchio fos wedding. He describes his
master’s outrageous apparel in some detail befet@iéhio arrives onstage; in the
Blackfriars production, the reviewers found thismemt fell short of their
expectations.

The imaginative costumes usually worked to acceataaharacter’s
personality. However, some clothing seemed chamefit f rather than effect.
Thadd McQuade’s flamboyant Grumio, clanging largelals and prancing
on stage in a blue hoop-skirt, seemed to preparauldience for an
outrageously clad Petruchio... Petruchio’s disapjagnentry in a simple
black hat and cloak with matching black boots, clatgly missed an
opportunity to take advantage of an often highljnmomoment. Katherina’s
simple modern white dress and heels contrasted/edth her earlier, more
formal and elegant costume. Difficult to envisianaawedding gown, the
plain dress contributed nothing to Katherina’'s sesfsdisappointment and
betrayal**®

Costuming was deemed inconsistent throughout adystions, and even the local
paper seems to imply that it was at times distngctiThe previously quoted review
of King and No Kindoy Charles Culbertson contains a reference to Biamrell's
costume choices (although apparently failing t@geize that the actor himself was
responsible for all the most recent costuming dies):
Someone at Shenandoah Shakespeare obviously thatkslapping the most
outlandish costume imaginable on John Harrell i because they do it in
play after play after play. And they're right. Tget-up Harrell wears as the
cowardly braggart, Bessus, elicits guffaws neavigreg time he walks on
stage, and what makes it even more funny is thatdas the costume with a

certain haughty pride - sort of like a 6-year-oldonthinks he looks good in
cowboy boots, underwear and a towel for a cape.

5 wiley and Colenbrander, 108.
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Culbertson may find the costume effective for éhg laughs, but it is likely
debatable whether the costume might not have tattention away from Harrell’'s
performance of the text, which was the ostensibkd.g
Stronger, more general criticism arose from Jerkopez, who reviewed
King and No KingandTamer Tamed Lopez begins his review by citing the promise
of the program notes (quoted in the Preface),dmehts the ways in which the
company has fallen short.
Would that making theatre were as easy and as fouachs this paragraph
makes it sound! It is particularly disappointing,ane who has been a fan of
Shenandoah Shakespeare since | saw their manstoes Labor’'s Losin a
hotel ballroom in 1997, to have to say that what émergetic and innovative
company most needed this season, at least astfaeinaon-Shakespearean
offerings were concerned, was a director and adewy rehearsals:®
Lopez was happy to admit that the productio®lfewmost closely approaches the
goals of the season, noting that,
The elaborate, fluid business the actors weretalteme up with for even the
most banal moments in Shakespeare’s play (‘Knoclantleis gate,’ for
example) suggested that their familiarity with thktywright’s dramaturgical
rhythms, habits, and possibilities was probably@yus to that of sixteenth-
century actors working in close proximity with Skakeare’s quift*’
Unfortunately, it is difficult to expect any actiar have the same level of experience
with texts by Beaumont and Fletcher, and Lopez didiine non-Shakespearean
productions to be noticeably lacking, calling théwo confused, unfocused shows

characterized by frequent missed opportunitiesaatahdency to keep the audience at

a wary arm’s length*?®

118 Jeremy Lopez, The Tamer Tamed/ A King and No Kin§hakespeare Bullet®3 no.2
(Fall 2005): 110.

" bid.
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Lopez also took issue with the casting of thedlplays of the season. He
praised the work of Thornton as Petruchi&@hrew and was grateful to have the
performance carry over inftamer but was disappointed that Sarah Fallon was not
cast opposite him a second time. He complains‘thabtably twenty-first-century
theatrical norm played an important part in thisdurction’s disappointing handling
of its central plot-line: the desire to distribtieee shows’ worth of parts equitably
among eleven actors® Instead of Fallon, who played several small parBamer
Miriam Donald played the part of Maria, the womamowltimately succeeds in
taming Petruchio; Donald had played the much smpHet of Biondello irShrew
Lopez lamented the casting decision:

| realize that fairness is not the only thing auis here—that giving a single

actor three leading roles and only a week to redee@ach of them is rightly

considered unreasonable. But | also think it istivbeing a little pedantic and
insisting on the rules of the game Shenandoah Spakee has decided to
play. If we accept, as | think we do, that RichBudbage played Hamlet and

Brutus and Henry V in 1599, or Lear and Volpone ¥irdlice in 1606-7are

we being unreasonable if we hope to see the saoalent actor as two

Petruchios and King Arbaces in this twenty-firstitey experiment in theatre

history?2°
In the final play of the season, Thornton relinge the largest role to Eric Schoen
and took his turn playing smaller roles.

Lopez was most critical dfing and No Kingstating that it “was clearly the
lowest priority of the three plays in the Actoremaissance Season, for entirely

understandable reasons: it was certainly the fegailar of the three plays, and its

audience probably (this is just a guess) consistaidly of the most loyal core of

18| opez, 110.
19 opez, 111.

29 bid.
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Shenandoah Shakespeare’s very loyal followitfd.1t is unclear how Lopez reaches
his conclusions regarding the audience and upon @dta he makes this claim, but
he furthers his argument, claiming that “it did seem like the actors knew what to
make of this play, and as a consequence the awd@daot either *??

Lopez displayed ambivalent feelings about therinties performed during
the plays. While the reviews in tlis¢aunton News Leaderentioned above
specifically cited the interludes as a source ¢gbynent and a great success for the
company (Cohen and the previously quoted Jarveslats their praise), Lopez was
less certain. He quickly recounts that at botliguerances, “intervals are given over
to other activities: a song, or a display of actmsaor a dance, or (most frequently)
all three.**® While he conceded that the interludes were adytaintertaining and
demonstrated the many skills of the company, hefaisls that “It is not good that
the stage and costumes and voices were more itigigsised durinding and No
King's four interludes than at any time during the atplay.”** Lopez found that
the frequency of the interludes broke the momerafithe play and served to jar the
audience out of the world of the play just as sasithey had begun to reenter it.
“Unfortunately, this disengagement works in theoegtfavor; audiences can go away
thinking that the plays are kind of a mess anyway/ that the actors have done all

they could to make an otherwise dull experiencatiraily entertaining**° Lopez

121 opez, 112.
122 pid.

123 opez, 113.
124 |bid, 114.

125 bid.
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concluded his review by musing if perhaps his etgieans were too high because we
hold today too idealized a picture of how Early Maod professional theatre truly
was. Perhaps performances did suffer from beimgktyucobbled together and
interludes were always distracting.

But if theywerethe case, that is surely not the experience wetdodtope to

replicate. Unlike actors of the sixteenth and sea@mth centuries, modern

repertory actors do noeedthe works of Beaumont and Fletcher in order to
survive; if modern repertory actors have the luxafrperforming those

works, they should take as much time as they needder to do them, and

their new audiences, justi¢&.

Lopez’s criticism of the Actors’ Renaissance Seasgas strong, finding fault with
not just certain performances, but with elemeramfthe fundamental structure of the
season.

Of course, there were also voices from withingdbmpany that were not blind
to the faults of the ARS. Actor René Thornton w#en frustrated during the Season
over the company’s decision making process andkbyitiscovered that most actors
fell into two personality types, followers or leaslewhich complicated the process at
times. Leaders pushed for their own scenes todsked, while followers’ scenes
could often fall by the wayside until the last mtitf” Group decisions were
particularly strained at times, as Thornton recalls

When we didTaming of the Shrewn the first Ren season, we were working

on Kate’s speech in the final scene of the play..d se had actors who

wanted to be doing things during her final speéuings that she did not want
to be happening, but things that they continueditan the entire run of the

show. Even after the entire company participatetthis excruciating,
painfully long conversation about who has the righdlecide what happens

126 | opez, 114.

127 René Thornton, Jr, interview by Christine Parkanuary 2009, Staunton, VA,
http://www.americanshakespearecenter.com/v.phpAZigtcessed January 7, 2010).
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here. The person doing the talking had to suffevugh a run where other

people were doing things while they were talking hafls one of the things

that can happen in the Ren Sea¥8n.
Such problems among the company returned fromtintiene, although this was the
most blatant occurrence in the 2005 Season. Aeiores Keegan found himself
wishing for a director eventually and ultimatelyfa the process overlong,
according to the season review from 8taunton News Leader“He discovered that
it was hard to be mindful of his fellow actors’iggo speak, and he came to realize
that each person housed ‘a little director or addigctor inside of them.”

In some ways, this idea of actors consciously @kin a directorial mindset
was helpful to the progress of the season frony elisbrganization. As rehearsals
had continued, a system had organically develogestey the actor with the most
stage time in a play began to have the final Sayere was, however, another side to
such a mindset. With director-based theatre, tiseaedanger of straying into
“concept Shakespeare,” which Jim Warren and JaylieGelt was strongly against
the spirit of the Actors’ Renaissance Season (disaweften counterintuitive to the
spirit of the Shenandoah Shakespeare mission).

Warren and McClure had a delicate balancing acreéhem. As Artistic
Director, Warren technically had the final say oa#iShenandoah Shakespeare
productions. Ideally, the ARS would foster an eonwiment that would allow the
company, as McClure describes, “to work on fullatiee force. They are all
hopefully really thinking about their own work inhatever scenes they’re in, but the

music and everything else as well. They shouldeallly be working towards that,

128 Thornton, interview.
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and not just showing up and doing their scenebagre told.™*° In the first Actors’
Renaissance Season, Warren, McClure, and Cohettedet err on the side of the
actors’ creative freedom, and did not interferéwaiy of the company’s staging
decisions.

Unfortunately, in their opinions, the company didke a number of decisions
that were not in keeping with the text to the ektbat they had hoped. As McClure
recounts,

You want them all working at the top of their cieatability. However, the

work they're doing has to be based on the textd,imour experience,

sometimes actors will want to ask first, “Whathe toncept for this show?”
and to stop looking at the text and to stop loolah&hakespeare’s staging
conditions. We believe there needed to be rulgserepts to give them, and
we did the first year. Which they ignored. Instehdmmediately saying, “No,
you have to do this,” | feared that in doing thiatyould stifle creativity**°
Warren witnessed a tendency in the company to appreach play in the season not
as actors focused on their roles, but as a grodjredtors, each with their own take
on the play. Warren wanted to find a better wafutaore Renaissance Seasons to
refocus the actors into “being eleven actors trymgut on the best play they can,
focusing on their character, their scenes, th&@ns@artners, and not going to the
place of, ‘Gee, if | were directing this play, whdnd of concept would | want?*3!
Warren believed that this approach is probablyesiés how Shakespeare’s own

company may have worked; actors could certainlg @k leadership positions within

the show, but if their focus was primarily on thewn performances, the rest would

129 McClure, interview.
139 | pid.

Blwarren, interview.
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slot naturally into a good production without tiheppings of a concept superimposed
upon the whole. The first season, he wryly notetl, &t times “more like a bunch of
actors getting together in a space in New York@ealding on their nakelllacbeth
show.™3?

Warren’s concern is strongly worded, while mosthaf causes of concern
seem relatively minor; nevertheless, they did dlisthe intentions of the Renaissance
Season, to varying degrees. McClure found thatraciften strayed from textual
intentions in their use of props; the Preceptsdiedrly stated, “We will use props
called for in the text*** Actors did not always follow this precept, oftexaking
choices for comic effect over strict adherencéntext’s requirements; Warren
recalls an actor using a badminton racquet in theepof the sword called for in one
instance’** The other chief concern of the artistic staff waes use of the stage’s trap
and balcony. The Precepts had gestured towardhisrally, with its note of “We

will follow original stage directions**> While in many cases, this was followed
quite naturally by the actors, it was less easyniy use the trap and balcony when
they were explicitly called for in the text. Wamracknowledges the temptation,

saying that “It's completely understandable, beeatis available, so where would it

be cool to use the trap or balcony? But we wanhttefocus on the question of what

BZwarren.
133 ARS 2005
B4warren.

135 ARS 2005
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does the text call for? As you explore Shakespsani@ys, he doesn’t call for the trap
and the balcony very ofter®

Lopez’s reviews note the use of both of these etésnend his reactions to
them varied. Infamer he cites with pleasure the use of the two stpgees: “the
entrenched women, for example, residing in thedsalcreceived their provisions
(represented by plastic fruits, vegetables, andshea a long rope passed up to them
by another actor in the center-stage tr&p. While the text offamerdoes
specifically place the women above the stage irb#leony, the actors’ use of the
trap in this moment was not likewise specifiedhna original stage directions; the
moment was an actorly innovation that the audiemeyed, but it was not
necessarily true to the text in the way that therachad been urged. Lopez also
notes an inconsistent use of the trap.iding and No King Throughout the
production, the trap door was fixed open and alm@den barrier was erected
around its four sides, giving the appearance gfuare of foot-high benches around a
central well. For the majority of the show, theengrap was meant to represent the
prison in which the character of Tigranes was képiring one scene, however, the
trap’s function shifted into a more symbolic mods,incestuously minded siblings
Arbaces and Panthea share a kiss. Lopez desbilieshe potential of the moment
and the frustration that arose from the staging:

Holding hands, they stepped up on the bencheswing the trap, their

arms spanning the empty space beneath. As theyd/tie length of the trap

one had a sense for the first time of the potedalger in the playing space

itself—the scene seemed headed toward blockingibald compromise the
actors’ physical footing just as the action of fthey compromises the

B8warren.

137 Lopez, 111.
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characters’ moral footing. But when Panthea ancaéels reached the front
edge of the benches along the trap, they simplgdeif one another’s hands,
stepped down, and continued the scene on thedtabpthe stage. The trap
was not revisited. Actors and audience were lettmthook!®
The inconsistent use of the stage space was ag tigf Lopez as the unfulfilled
tension of the scene. These concerns echoed efidise artistic staff, which would
play a part in how the Actors’ Renaissance Seasmnidwchange before the next
year.

One significant change did occur after the inaabARS that would have an
impact on the entire company: on the 23 of ApiI02, Shenandoah Shakespeare
officially changed its name to the American Shakese Center. Many different
names had been discussed over the years, withtetines like “Festival” being
debated alongside “American” and “Center.” Warfehthat there were strong
differences between what each term implied, anttieagoals of the company were
best suited to those terms, noting “The ‘Ameridargeared toward our national
audience and national identity, and ‘Center,’ gsoged to ‘Festival’ or ‘Theatre,’
says we’re also one of the world’s foremost leagraanters for Shakespeare. What
we do onstage every night is part of us being a€eand not just a Theatre or
Festival. %%

The name change to “American Shakespeare Cerddrbéen brewing for

years, but in the summer of 2004, Jay McClure bégamush the board into taking

the final step before any other group claimed kicl was a possibility at the tint&’

138 | opez, 113.
B9wWarren, interview.

149 McClure, interview.
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His belief, eventually shared by board, was thatabmpany already had the aspects
implied by the name, so it was foolish to not sttiedr claim on a name that
described both their current state and their goalsMcClure saw it,
We had at that point been one of the largest tgusimakespeare companies in
the world, and certainly in the United States. rétare a lot of things we can
say that we do that are not hyperbole. We had tme&ing the US for
twenty-two years, and for many of those years witbtating rep of three
plays, either Early Modern or with a direct tietinthe period, all performed
using Shakespeare’s staging conditions. We'revibréd’s only recreation of
Shakespeare’s indoor theatre and we perform fiftymveeks out of the year
in rotating rep in Early Modern plays:
As Warren states, “We knew what the components aedewve knew that we wanted
it, and | think Jay gave us the push of, Why we¥# can more quickly become all of
those things with that namé*? While some would miss the attractive alliteration

and regionality of “Shenandoah Shakespeare,” thagd was approved and the

American Shakespeare Center was officially born.

The Evolution of the Actors’ Renaissance Seasobé-2009

In theStaunton News Leadarticle of March, 2005, which ran while the
season still had a month left to play in repert@ghen admitted a few things that he
could see already needed changing.

[Cohen] plans to give more parameters to the aetodsoffer more
scholarship. He’s trying to fine tune the two-weekearsal process and is
asking the actors what worked and what needs théeged. ‘I'm going to
tell them to not ignore the stage directions thatglaywright put in,” Cohen
said.

141 McClure.

¥2\warren.
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These were the most obvious concerns to theiarsisiff and constituted some of the
largest changes for the 2006 Renaissance Seasmh, wdis already slated for the
new year and would feature Shakespedresieo and Julietiohn Ford’sTis Pity
She’s a WhoreBen Jonson, George Chapman, and John Mardkassvard Ho}
and two performances of a new play from Dr. Pauhkés of Mary Baldwin College
calledThe Brats of Clarengavhich treated the story of King Henry VII, sucsesto
Richard 111

Actors hired for the ARS company in 2006 (manyvbbm returned from the
year before) were greeted with a document thatdiféerent than the previous year’s.
In the place of Precepts, they were given an exganao-page document that listed
Rules, terminology which made a stronger statenamt the suggestions and goals
of the Precepts. The text of the Purpose had blegittly shortened, but remained
essentially the same as before: “To further explorglish Renaissance rehearsal and
performance practices in order to challenge, tprsse, to delight our audience and
actors.”*® |t was in the Rules that the greatest change®beuarred and which
signified the areas that Cohen, Warren, and McQklteneeded the most adjustment.

To begin, there was a new section that attemptelgmarcate different roles
within the company while also expanding the trotgpefficially include several non-
actors. For its second year, the full 2006 Reaaiss Season troupe would consist of
a mixture of historical and modern positions: SharApprentices/Stagekeepers,
Book-keeper, Tireman, Prompter, a Music Directaod &ight Choreographer. The

Rules gave each group or individual certain resipditees; for example, Sharers

143 American Shakespeare Cenlackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season
http://skent0611.webs.com/backgroundmaterials.latogssed January 20, 2010).
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would be the twelve actors cast by the artistiff sfathe American Shakespeare
Company, and would prepare their roles, act irptags, and take on the different
managerial duties of the troupe. One actor woldd serve as Music Director, and if
possible, a suitably trained and certified actouldalso be the Fight Choreographer.
Sharers would also be in charge of casting Appeestiwho would come from the
MLitt/MFA students in the Shakespeare program atyMBaldwin**

The 2006 season also made a distinction betweserotbs of a prompter and
book-keeper, which had been combined in the previeason’s Precepts. It was
now the prompter’s responsibility to, among otléngs, “Keep and maintain the
prompter’s copy of the play; help run the individuszene, and group rehearsals;
prompt actors for entrances and lines in rehearsaérformance; and to go on for
any actor in the case of an emergenéy. By contrast, the book-keeper would
“Prepare the season master schedule; prepare dnbesglay scripts and sides for
actors; run group rehearsals; maintain budget aasiderbudget decisions (example:
Eastward Holcalls for a monkey- unlikely we will have one);daarbitrate
disagreements-*® Jay McClure would serve the role of the Book-lexepr the
season, placing him in a position of authority ke similar decisions to those he
might make during a regular season, though kedpmdargely outside of the actors’

creative decisions.

144 Only one apprentice was cast for the 2006 sedanSpeer, who played small roles in
each of the three plays during the season.

145 Blackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season
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One very significant change happened this sedlerposition of Tireman, or
costumer, was assigned outside of the actorssporese to the many extended
conversations about costuming which had consumedust rehearsal time in the
previous year. The Rules now read, “Working clpséth the actors, the Blackfriars
resident costumer will oversee costumes for theaRsance Season. The costumer
may decide to narrow the costumes for a show tartéicplar period.**” Jenny
McNee, the resident costumer of the Blackfriarsgieed credit as “Tyremarsif]”
alongside Erin West for the plays in the Ren Seaspartory in 2006, although
actors did retain the primary control over theistcones-*®

In 2006, one other change was readily apparehimibhe Rules. Cohen,
Warren, and McClure decided to increase the wdightnd their intentions to keep
the company producing shows within the spirit & Barly Modern theatre. Rather
than the suggestions of the Precepts, certain Rolsncluded scholarly
justification in the form of excerpts from Tiffar8tern’sMaking Shakespearehich
had been published in 2004. McClure had read StearlierRehearsal from
Shakespeare to Sheridarst before the first Renaissance Season, whidmhbklped
to solidify some of his intentions for the seadmut, found her later book to be more
specifically useful for the ARE" Stern had, in fact, visited the first Renaissance
Season and was an enthusiastic supporter of thareeas reflected in her words to
the Staunton News Leaden March 13, 2005, in which she called the season

“tremendously thrilling” and praised its statustlas only work of its kind being

147 Blackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season
148 Enloe, “Re-making Shakespeare,” 15.

149 McClure, interview.
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attempted by any professional theatre company. IMeQsed Stern’s work in the
Rules for the 2006 Season because, as he saga|ll§l respect her work and | know
[the actors] respect her work’® and hoped that that respect would carry overtimto
actors’ own work on stage. McClure cited Sterseateral points during the Rules: as
justification for the use of sides, for textuallypaiopriate props, and for rehearsal
practices. In this instance, the Rules becométdjignore specific than in the
previous year.

Beginning mid-January, we will schedule time befgreup rehearsals begin

for individual instruction of parts, scene-work, siej and fights... We will

make available various instructors during this pathe rehearsal period

(depending on available resources). We will expEiffdny Stern’s

master/boy rehearsal theory by encouraging sceriegpaehearsdf’

Within this section was a lengthy quote from Stidwat described the ability of Early
Modern companies to use instructors and reheaesediscenes between a sharer and
his boy apprentice, reinforcing the goals McCluageythe actors in the Rule.

Stern’s work was prioritized even more in its oweparate Rule, which read:
“Before the season begins, we will provide actoith & copy of Tiffany Stern’s
Making Shakespearghich they will be required to read. We will udaking
Shakespearand Dr. Stern’s research as the guidebook foR#issance Season
(but not necessarily the rulebook}? It went on to recommend several other

scholarly works to the company that focused or&hdy Modern Shakespearean

stage*>® The move demonstrated the ASC'’s regard of itspgoty as a group of

150 McClure.
151 Blackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season
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actor-scholars, actively engaged in the researtheo€enter; rather than simply
demanding the actors follow second-hand the womkell-regarded scholars, the
Artistic Staff gave the actors the materials farttselves and let them, at their own
discretion, seek out more.

A new Rule for the second season concerned staggnees and exits, as well
as the concern for the overuse of the balcony i@pd tDespite the company’s
growing practice of keeping to the stage rathen #atering into audience space
(always excepting the audience members presetheogalants’ stools onstage), last
year'sShrewhad featured an exit through the audience, asi¢retr carried his new
wife offstage and through the house at the endabfTAree of the play. These exits
and entrances would no longer occur, as the Rulesstated:

We will follow stage directions in the parts andmptbook. All entrances

and exits will be made from the center openindanking stage-doors.

Action will remain on the stage platform (unlessjraThe Knight of the

Burning Pestleaudience entrances are called for in the tékte balcony,

trap, or heavens will be used only if called f&Y.

These limits on the use of the different stage epha@ad been implicit in the previous
year's Precepts; the 2006 Rules made them exphiClure explains, however, that
it remains a difficult decision, both for the act@nd for the Artistic Staff to decide
when to step in and discourage their use:

You use the balcony when it's called for, you usetrap when and only

when it's called for, and the heavens, which issmimuch an issue because
we can't use them and they’re not called for oft¥vhen the actors use these

153 Namely, Gerald Eades Bentleyse Profession of Player in Shakespeare’s Time0159
1642 Andrew Gurr'sThe Shakespeare Company: 1594-1@1dygoing in Shakespeare’s London
andThe Shakespearean Stagéfany Stern’sRehearsal from Shakespeare to Sherjgard Patrick
Tucker'sSecrets of Acting Shakespeare: The Original Apgioac

154 Blackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season
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areas when they may not have been called for itetttethen our discussion
is, Do we let it go? If it doesn’t violate the texte generally let it g&°°

Use of these staging areas was then decided mseayacase basis, with the Artistic
Staff generally bowing to the desires of the actefso soon became accustomed to
the limits.

Other Rules were now included, based on issu¢si#ftbarisen in the
previous year. The use of a prompter had beeffieutti adjustment for the actors,
but the fast rehearsal process of the ARS did rttek@ a necessity as well as a nod
to Early Modern conventions. Despite hopes thafpttompter’s presence would only
be a formality, in the first scene of the openimghhof The Tamer Tameéctor John
Harrell had needed to call on the prompter fona.liAs he reports, “At the time it
felt like | had violated some fundamental rule atiheatre and audience
expectations, but since then we've all grown useiti't*>® By the second
Renaissance season, these moments had occurneewdegh that guidelines were
defined for the prompter’s role during performanghile also setting up a system for
situations of disastrous proportions. Promptenewestructed when to step in (either
when an actor called for a line explicitly, or putan overlong pause), and actors
were explicitly told that the traditional mannefscovering for another actor were
also acceptable (repeating the cue, skipping alegmhraphrasing the dropped line).
For more extreme situations, the Rules describeat winght happen: “The prompter
could go onstage with the prompt book; an actofcdcga backstage to look at the

promptbook; the prompter could stop the offendiogne by sending on the next

155 McClure, interview.

156 Harrell, interview.
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scene or having someone go on to sing a little sdnte everyone collects their
wits.”**” By having such a system in place, the Artistaff3toped that all bases
possibilities had been provided for, even if theyer needed to be put into practice
(as was the general wish).

Finally, a new provision was put into the Rulesryoand prevent a
breakdown with the actors’ communal decision maksugh as that which had
occurred inShrewis final scene. The Rules now concluded with,cases of dispute
or disagreement within the troupe, ASC'’s Artisticdator will arbitrate. The Artistic
Director may also give notes and make any charifjescessary**® The new policy
was immediately tested in 2006, during rehearsalSfs Pity She’s a Whores
actor René Thornton recalls:

We had a camp of people who were gunning for admragding to the play,

and we had a camp of people gunning for a more dmneading to the play.

Those were two separate groups of people, and #ilka had lines in the

scene. Who was going to be the arbitrator of Hus/was going to play out?

And the who eventually became the artistic direclon finally had to step in

and say, this is how it's going to play out. Weaagroup were not capable of

coming to that decisiotr?
With rehearsals for the play at a standstill, Wlameade the decision that the play
should end tragically, although it still left half the cast unhappy with the result.

Thornton remarked that “it's an easier pill to ssal when you have a director

because you know that that is how the system iggeBut in the Ren Season it

157 Blackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season
158 Blackfriars Playhouse 2006 Renaissance Season

159 Thornton, interview.

71



becomes about having to swallow that from peersginis less easy to dd®
Nevertheless, a decision was reached and reheacsdésmove on.
Once again, local critics praised the Actors’ Resence Season. The
Staunton News Leadsaid in a review oRomeo and Julietn February 9, 2006,
From character development and line delivery tekiloy and choice of
costumes, the actors -- working in committees vetfeelded a play that looks
good, sounds good and leaves the audience witbliadeof having
participated in the great experiment. Normally,taimg done by committee
lacks inspiration, but not in this case.
The review went on to praise the individual actialgnts of each of the leading
actors of the company, and other plays in the seagoe met with the same
enthusiasm®® In a review for thé&hakespeare BulletiiElizabeth Charlebois also
found much to praise in the productiondRaimeo and Julieand‘Tis Pity. Where
Lopez had critiqued the company a year beforelfdha ways in which their
optimistic program notes had spun the Season, €b@d found that the plays that
season generally fulfilled these same promises.
In fact the plays do seem to rely heavily on momm@fhtactor-audience
recognition and engagement more than is typicatodern Shakespearean
theatre, where a thematic emphasis is often exgpéatemerge as a result of a
number of deliberately conceived and interconnestgstic and directorial
choices. The actors at the Blackfriars are playinglease a distinctly modern
audience, not to realize a director’s visigh.
Where Lopez had found fault with the castingramer Tamegdwhich gave

Thornton’s Petruchio a different actress with whtonspar, the parallels between

Ford’s and Shakespeare’s plays were highlightechlsying actors in corresponding

180 Thornton.

181 For example, a review March 9, 2006 had equakpriir the far more obscuEastward
Ho!.

162 Elizabeth CharleboisRomeo and Juliet/ ‘Tis Pity She’s a Whb&hakespeare Bulletin
24, no. 3 (Fall 2006): 93.
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roles wherever possible. Rather than finding tlisioal interludes a distraction,
Charlebois enjoyed that “In both productions thesitai interludes, which take the
place of regular intermissions at the Blackfrizest, a tone and commented on the
action... [they] often cue audience sympathy andaesg... What was cast as
youthful, passionate excess in one play becamel mwpitude in the next*®

Overall, Charlebois praised the theatricality @& #ttors’ decisions and found the two
performances to be an illuminating experience chegaday.

The ASC actors were growing more and more accusidmthe mechanics of
the Renaissance Season, and the positive reattianthey continued to elicit meant
that the 2007 ARS did not change nearly as draalbtias it had done for 2006. In
fact, the biggest change to occur was to expancethertory from three plays into
five: John Webster'$he Duchess of MajfEhakespeareBericlesand the First
QuartoHamlet Jonson’sThe Devil is an Assand a remounting ofhe Brats of
Clarence The only change within the Rules for that seagas in regards to
costume: the reference to the costumer limitingawsto a certain period was
removed, in large part because the actors rarelgechostumes that stayed within a
single period for the Ren Season shows. That se#fs® actors decided to appoint
their own resident tireman: company actress Vanklssaleville-Morosco. She was
given the responsibility of overseeing the costunfarost of the company and
focused on ways to show character groupings, amsl“#stablished a unified concept

for the ‘ladies’ inDevil is an Assa clear separation for the various locations in

183 Charleshois, 96.

73



Pericles and clear division from the other charactergtierQueen and King in
Hamlet (Q1)"*%*

Again, the Renaissance Season met with criticas@ran theShakespeare
Bulletin, Andrea Stevens praised the ARS plays over thodeiregular season,
declaring,

| suggest that it is precisely this diffusion ofeditorial authority that shows

this company at its best. Possibly because thenabs® a director required

the actors to lean more heavily on their individwaining, the Renaissance

Season displayed more sustained and innovativefusesic, space, and

certainly of dance and moveméfi.

Stevens also noted with pleasure the effect oEtistuming inPericles saying that
“the several worlds dPericleswere kept scrupulously distinct even as they merged
to create a coherent whol®® Ultimately, Stevens found more satisfaction as an
audience member because the Season, as Charladdsumd the year before,
delivered on its promise to excite the audiencé wie rawness and creativity of the
Renaissance stage.

For 2008, the only changes to the format of theadesance Season were
slight. The plays in repertory were Jonsovicdpone Shakespeareacbethand
Cymbeling Christopher Marlowe’3he Jew of Maltaand Thomas Middleton'She
Witch This Season, the Rules combined the positidheoPrompter and Stage

Manager, roles which had already begun to overigpactice. The process of the

Renaissance Season had begun to streamline, as gty more comfortable each

%4 Enloe, 15.

185 Andrea Stevens, “The American Shakespeare Cef@at Actors' Renaissance Season and
the ASC 2007 Summer/Fall Season 2007 at the BlackfPlayhouse, Staunton, Virginia,”
Shakespeare Bulleti?6 no.1 (2008): 181.

186 stevens, 182.
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year and were able to make decisions based onetkgé@rience in previous years.
Likewise, the Rules were beginning to shift to take account how they functioned
in practice, rather than the open conjecture tifarimed the 2005 Precepts.

The actors had also begun to consistently sty the Rule that specified
four interludes in every production by the 2008 ARSpeaking abouthe Jew of
Malta, actor James Keegan revealed this practice: #rsétond interlude- when
we’ve got two interludes, we usually say the secomel is when we need the ‘hoo-
hah,’ to wake the audience up for the last pathefperformance- that's when we
invite the audience on stage to do the Hava N&difaDespite the seeming authority
of the Rules, the actors had become accustomeakibg up the plays different
amounts of times. In the same seastymbelinewas performed with four
interludes, returning to the practice of breakiegaeen each ACE® Kevin
Donovan'’s review of thi€ymbelinewas largely positive, with many compliments
toward the ASC'’s playing style. Echoing concerheanlier Renaissance Seasons,
however, Donovan did have one particular complaint:

At times, though, the farrago of costuming styleswlistracting. In the wager

scene (l.iv), with its representatives of varioasionalities, Posthumus

appeared in doublet and hose, the Frenchman iree-thiece suit and a

fedora, the (mute) Dutchman — or Spaniard? — iokdliebusers, a red shirt,

and a wig reminiscent of Rod Stewart in the 19¥0sle Philario wore a

sword-and-sandals costume reminiscent of gladiativies... Perhaps the

players were flauntin@ymbeliné willingness to flirt with absurdity in its

tragicomic mixture of emotional registers—lyricsdtirical, tragical, pastoral,
etc.—as well as in its notable anachronisfs.

167 James Keegan, interview by Erik Curren, Staurit® 2008,
http://www.americanshakespearecenter.com/v.phpB@&dccessed January 7, 2010).

168 K evin Donovan, “Two Productions @ymbeling’ Early Modern Literary Studie$4, no.
2, (September, 2008) http://purl.oclc.org/emlis/Ise@onov.html (accessed February 15, 2010).

1%9bid.
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While Donovan seems willing to explain away thetao®es he found distracting, the
point stands that once again, the eclectic anftyttoostuming habits of the company
drew unflattering notice. It is also worth notitgpwever, that Donovan ultimately
found the play to be an affirmation of the fundataégoal of the American
Shakespeare Center: “The ASC production in thekigrs showed the play’s
power to move in a theatrical mode almost enticelysisting of the spoken words
and gestures of actors in close proximity to arienme.™"

By the 2009 Renaissance Season, McClure and Waraele an effort to
begin to shape the Rules according to the practiwdshe actors had developed over
the last several years. Most notably, the Rulestanludes were amended, and now
read “For English Renaissance plays, we will mamtiae five-act structure used in
the indoor playhouses by having 1 to 5 minute latks between each addowever,
for some plays the acting troupe may choose toaedhe number of interludes with
the approval of the Artistic Directofemphasis added]* The actors had come to
find over the years that too many interludes toskyfrom the speed of the
Blackfriars playing style and caused the evenindrag on past the audience’s
comfort. As Harrell notes, with four intervals, ‘iyoe never in for more than thirty

minutes of play, which is kind of nice, but by tivee you get to the last interlude,

most people are probably like, | could sit throagtother twenty minutest*

179 Dbonovan.

17 American Shakespeare Cenlackfriars Playhouse 2009 Renaissance Season
http://skent0611.webs.com/backgroundmaterials.latogssed January 20, 2010).

2 Harrell, interview.
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Increasingly, Ren Season plays began to decreasaithber of interludes, so that
more than two per play became rare.

The other major change of the 2009 Season washthiee to begin
performances much earlier. In 2008cbethhad opened the ARS on January 11,
giving the actors slightly less than two weeksedfearsal time. In 2009, the Ren
Season actors began rehearsal@\fdtidsummer Night's Dreamn Tuesday,
December 30 and opened on Friday, January 2, gilimmgctors only two days of
rehearsal to prepare the productiéhother plays in the Season would return to the
traditional two week rehearsal peritd. The shortened rehearsal period for
Midsummeraffected the preparation process in certain w&ené Thornton
(Oberon) began discussing costumes with Alyssa Win{Titania) and Benjamin
Curns (Puck) during the Fall, but these plans w@tety fell through in favor of what
was achievable for the production.

Supply becomes the determining factor. | coulfind the wig | wanted,

Alyssa couldn’t find the costume she wanted. B@tause he was also cast

as Starveling, couldn’t do the make-up that he @@nt And so, though we

did have these conversations about great ideagordaction that would

really look cool with a budget and a costume desigwhen push came to

shove in two days of rehearsals, those ideas besacmmdary to— what do
we actually have in stock, and what fits, and wd@you have time to put on
and take off to make the changes for the otherag@rs you have to play?

Double /triple casting becomes a huge determiraatpf to decision making

on that level in a way that becomes the costumigess problem in other

shows that we do here—it’s Jenny [McNee] or Erin [Mest]’s job to figure
out how on earth I’'m going to get these people &kethese quick changes

but in the Ren Season it becomes your problemparahe else’s but your
175
own.

13 Harrell.

174 The 2009 Renaissance Season also included sehsote$ Middleton'She Revenger's
Tragedy Shakespeareldenry VI Part 1 Middleton and William Rowley'3he Changelingand
George Chapmanhe Blind Beggar of Alexandria

175 Thornton, interview.
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In many respects, the potential chaos of such @ stteearsal period was greatly
reduced because of the familiarity of the play emo® start the season. As Harrell
explains, “The hardest thing is backstage. ‘Wieahe are they on, do | have time to
change into this costume, is this a quick chandgenit even know what happens
next, where’s that sword?’ When you're doMglsummer.. everybody knows the
rhythm of that play.*”® The seemingly Herculean task became achievabkise

the actors already knew when quick changes weledctdr, how many costumes
they would need, or who had a long break betweenesg; things which are only
discovered over time in rehearsal with a less famglay.

The 2009 Actors’ Renaissance Season marked theyéar in the American
Shakespeare Center’'s experiment with directorfest/ Modern theatre. Several
core actors had begun to make it a habit to retean after year for the ARS; actress
Miriam Donald relocated to Los Angeles after thaugural Ren Season, but has
returned every year to be a part of the Renaissanogany'’’ Actor Ben Curns has
also continued to be a part of the ARS for sewsals, and has said,

After doing a [Summer/Fall Season], I've found tehearsal processes in it

are too long. Individual actors wind up spendiog tuch time doing nothing

because someone gets your costumes for you, whagtommay not work
because they are not at rehearsals watching treqgaltiyy you're doing... |

don’t think that | have an interest in doing [SummroeFall] Seasons. The
contracts are too long for mé&

176 Harrell.
YT Harrell.

178 Benjamin Curns, interviewed by Christine Parkanuhry 20, 2009, Staunton, VA
http://www.americanshakespearecenter.com/v.phpZgytcessed January 7, 2010).
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The Ren Season stands apart in the ASC’s progragpiianboth its actors and its
audiences. Th8taunton News Leaden a February 12, 2009 reviewldénry VI
Part 1, stated warmly:
‘Tis the season for forgiveness. At least, that'st the actors at the
American Shakespeare Center will tell you in the-ginow palaver fadenry
VI, Part One.Tossed into the usual mix of admonitions to tuifrcell phones
and refrain from taking photographs is a warnirag §lou’re about to see a
play that was staged in a very short amount of {(tag's instead of months)
without the benefit of directors or designers. Yoight even hear a prompter
providing an occasional line.
But forgiveness is unnecessary in this, the AmarBhakespeare Center’'s
fifth annual Actors’ Renaissance Season. In tret filace, this is how it was
all done in Shakespeare’s day. In the second pilaegg’s just no forgiveness
required for displays of boundless energy, criserpretation and some of the
best acting to be found. And in the third placevell, it's a hell of a lot of
fun.
The Actors’ Renaissance Season for 2010 was asanteis programming would
follow the model set in previous years: a lightnfagt rehearsal period for
Shakespeare$welfth Nightto start the season, followed by Christopher Magls
Doctor FaustusBen Jonson’'3he AlchemistShakespeareldenry VI Part 2 and
Phillip Massinger'sThe Roman Actaio end the season. The Rules were once more
sent out to the ARS actors, this time in a muchr@bhted form. Gone were long
notes on interludes, the particulars of designegsgonsibilities, and procedures for
prompting; instead, McClure prepared a half-pagesofinders for a system that the
ARS actors had a long familiarity with. The Rules2010, according to McClure,

are “based on the reality of what we’re doing. Ehrdes have come from practice,

rather than being imposed on the actdf&. McClure’s inspiration to cut financial

179 McClure, interview.
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losses in the winter months seemed like a rousiogess, with happy actors,

audiences, and a fair amount of critical attentient entered its sixth year.

“The Alchemist”: A Microcosm of the 2010 Actors’riRéssance Season

The 2010 Actors’ Renaissance Season officiallynegewithTwelfth Nighton
January 2, 2010 after two days of rehearBadctor Faustushad its Opening Night
on January 15, but had a Pay What You Will Prevaewdanuary 14, which was its
first public performancé® The first rehearsal féfhe Alchemisivas the afternoon
following this preview. Following the standard pedlure of the ARS, the company
members were issued their sides in the fall of 2Za®¢hat they could be off-book and
ready to begin rehearsals in JanudfyAs previously described, the sides given to
the actors contained only their own entrancessgkites and a brief, unattributed cue
for each of these elements.

Actor John Harrell prepared the performance séapthe Alchemisand was
given the authority to cut the text down from 3,0@@s to 2,300, thus making “two
hours’ traffic” more attainabl&? Harrell cut the text according to criteria of bign

devising:

180 Twelfth Nighthad given two preview performances, first on Jand# and then a matinee
on the 2, which was also Opening Night. The acorisved on Tuesday, December 29, 2009 for
rehearsals, with their dress rehearsal taking pac®ecember 31 American Shakespeare Center,
“This Week at the Blackfriars: Week of 27 Decemp@d9 Podcast,”
http://americanshakespearecenter.blogspot.com/2R@8is-week-at-blackfriars-week-of-27.html
(accessed January 7, 2010).

181 «Milestones,” 2008, archived Actors’ Renaissaneasn online hub, American
Shakespeare Center, Staunton, VA.

182 Other actors in the company cut other plays ir2®&0 Ren Season. René Thornton, Jr.
would cutHenry VI Part 2 and Allison Glenzer prepared the texfléle Roman Actor
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In some cases it's really easy. The charactergbiabutchered the most badly
was Kastril- he has a whole discussion with Faaathe rules of argument
and swordfighting and it was so easy to just piket, all hundred lines of

that. After that, it was more surgical. | triedrasch as | could to preserve

verse'®s

The complication of cuttinghe Alchemistas with many other Ben Jonson plays
previously tackled by the ARS, was the complexititoplot; unless Harrell was
very careful, he might accidentally remove a crudédail that would greatly inform
the other actors’ understanding of their charadersthe play itself. Certain plot
points were deemed safe to remove in their entisetgh as a bolt of damask cloth
that was discussed in every scene involving theadher Drugger; while the cloth
disappeared from the play, the sense of Drugge€res remained intact. Most
difficult was cutting down the nonsense spoutedhaycon artists Face and Subtle as
they played upon their marks; Harrell quickly reatl that in terms of action, the
speeches served little use and did not advangal@hebut if they were lost, the point
of the play would fade away as wellhe Alchemisis a series of cons run by Face,
Subtle, and their cohort Dol Common and the hunfidhe play comes in the
absurdity of their plots and the growing tensioriresthreesome maneuvers to
sustain them. The trick was, he learned, “You havweep the texture of it, but not
the volume of it.*®* The cuts were made and the goal was reachedndgharrell to
prepare the sides for each character as wellkantash simpler in the age of
electronic copying and pasting than in the dayShadkespeare’s scribes.

When the actors gathered for the fidthemistrehearsal, Harrell quickly

addressed them before the read-through began,iexgldow he had prepared the

183 Harrell, interview.

B4 Harrell.
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sides, with one important caveat outstandffid.ate in the play, a group of six
neighbors appear to report on the shenanigansoaf, Subtle, and Dol; the
necessities of the cast size meant that Harrallaedi the number of neighbors to
three and split the lines between them. Harrethed that his method was somewhat
random, so that if the lines no longer worked asveosation, the actors playing the
parts should feel free to reassign them in the mattral way.

Before the read-through began, Ben Curns spoltetoompany, alerting
them that he had also looked at the full text efpkay and wanted to restore several
cut lines. As per a long-standing (if unwrittem)ipy of the ARS, Curns
acknowledged that he would be cutting an equal atnoiuhis lines so that the
alterations would be balanced and the total lengthe play would be unaffected.
Because his changes would alter the cue linesvefakof his scene partners, Curns
would keep to his side for the read-through ang amke the changes later in the
rehearsal process.

A read-through is always an important elemenbatstart of any rehearsal
period, but for the Renaissance Season, it isqudattily vital. While some actors do
take advantage of their easy access to full scfgppsivilege unavailable to most
actors in the Early Modern theatre) and read thindhg play before the first
rehearsal, many actors, particularly those withlemnparts, prefer to discover the
plays through rehearsal and performance. Sevepi¢s ofThe Alchemistvere

present at the read-through, although most acepstk their sides, and while the

185 Except where noted otherwise, all information loa preparation ofhe Alchemisis based
upon my own observations, as | was allowed tansiti rehearsals during this period through its
opening night, thanks to the generous cooperafitimfeoARS company and the support of Sarah
Enloe, Director of Education at the ASC.
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occasional line was directed towards the wrongrasteh mistakes are easily fixed.
Chris Johnston, who would play the religious zeAloanais, took the opportunity to
carefully write into his side which actor supplieidh with each cue, filling in a
missing element in the sides. Working with sides @fficult exercise in listening for
the actors, and despite their best efforts, maeg ewere dropped during the read-
through because when given in context, the cus livere more difficult to instantly
recognize. Nevertheless, because of the scaifciije to prepare each show in the
ARS, the actors took the read-through at performaenel, seizing the rare
opportunity to work through the entire play as enpany.

Once the reading was complete, other businesvarted. With the first
public performance dDoctor Faustusaving occurred the night before, the actors
needed to discuss issues that had arisen and Renétdn (who played Faustus)
opened and led the discussion. Details which kadped previous notice or
moments that fell flat before an audience were esklrd. First, general concerns
were aired, then the actors took the opportunityréak away into groups to address
certain scenes. Scenes with Thornton were workeati®Blackfriars stage, while
other actors used different spaces within the Btés building to rehearse. Notably,
in a scene like Faustus’ death and descent insliabuth, Thornton took charge of
the stage, making the final decisions on what wibthkest. In a second scene that
featured comic business by Ben Curns alongsideritooy all the actors present
offered their suggestions, but Curns alone chosecthtick that he thought worked

best for the moment. With the official openingr@ustushappening in only a few
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hours,Faustuswas the priority for the actors ov€he Alchemistwhich had a
comparatively luxurious two weeks of rehearsal.

When the actors met to rehearse again, it wakep\vening of Sunday
January 17%® At this point,Faustuswas essentially considered a set show for the
company; any further changes actors wanted to wakid be worked out on their
own time, rather than as part of the group rehéaisetors split into several groups
to rehearse scenes in different areas of the Blac&f with John Harrell, Ben Curns,
and Allison Glenzer taking the main stage. It @t noting here that actors in the
Renaissance Season have a rare opportunity torsehearly and often in their
performance space. Typical modern theatre rehsagsaerally only take to the
stage in their final days leading up the openitagess are often booked with other
performances in the previous weeks and are therefoavailable. By contrast, the
Blackfriars stage is reserved for the Blackfrias®es year-round, exceptions
generally being planned on days when actors haddl off from rehearsals or
performances. In this first week Afchemistrehearsal, the actors have full run of the
stage (and other rehearsal spaces) on Sunday, ayesttl Wednesday nights, which
is a wonderful advantage that the actors are happapitalize on to their advantage.

In any case, Glenzer, Curns, and Harrell had ¢éim¢ral roles offheAlchemist
and thus it was their responsibility to make somsidstaging decisions that would

affect the entire play. One of the interestingeasp of Jonson’s play is that the first

186 Despite the appearance of two full weeks of res@athis amount is reduced due to a
number of practical interventions. Saturdays dutire Season feature two performances, one in the
afternoon and one in the evening; likewise, Thuysdgpically feature a morning matinée for
schoolgroups as well as an evening performanceth&se “two show days,” no rehearsals are
scheduled. Mondays are also given to the actotisedsofficial day off. Furthermore, dress rehedss
are given before an audience, and previews aré\Fret You Will performances for the public, so that
the full show must be mostly in place several dasfore the official opening night. ThuEhe
Alchemisthad only seven rehearsal days before its firgsirehearsal.
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four acts all take place within the same settinigoase belonging to the gentleman
Lovewit, which his butler (Face) has taken ovehimabsence and given as a base of
operations to his fellow con artists. The settingy changes in Act Five, when
Lovewit returns and approaches the exterior ohbime, before the scene switches
once more to the interior for the conclusion. &ktors therefore had to make
decisions about the use of properties and howwayd be able to show the
transition from inside to outside, and back agaiso discussed was how to use the
three possible exits from the stage and if eaclddoel assigned a specific

destination. Finally, the actors debated usingréye as a separate entrance, one that
might lead to Subtle’s unseen alchemy lab.

For properties, Harrell decided to use a smallimgidesk that was already in
play that season as Faustus’ desk. It would berthemovable property that would
remain on stage for the entire first four actsteAfnuch discussion, the actors
decided that the stage left door would be usedlf@ntrances and exits to and from
the house. The stage right door would lead to & ey out of the house, and the
curtain would lead to all other interior rooms. f&s the trap, the actors decided that
if used intelligently, it could be a valuable adiatitto the playing space. They
experimented with the idea of resurrecting the inghe four low benches around
the open trap, which had been used in the firseRsance Season fArKing and No
King), despite the complications it might create fa ttansition into the final act.

Glenzer, Curns, and Harrell began to rehearseqhring scene, finding out
where the rhythms of the scene directed their mavgson stage. With each

repetition, the actors tried new ideas and disav@rhere the text indicated that
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movement was necessary. For example, the scetuedea growing argument
between Face and Subtle, in which Subtle thredsmeswith a vial containing
“menstrue,” a solvent used in alchemy to turn nseitatio gold. Jonson indicates that
Subtle carries on the vial at his entrance, buggivo other explicit mention of it until
Dol snatches it away from him as she chides the foreiighting amongst
themselves. The actors, however, realized thaktkteheld other, implicit directions.
Within the larger argument, there are moments irtlvBubtle must brandish his vial
to keep Face (armed with a sword) at a safe distauch as in the folllowing
exchange:

SUBTLE No, you scarab,

I'll thunder you in pieces: | will teach you

How to beware to tempt a Fury again,

That carries tempest in his hand and voice.

FACE. The place has made you valiant.

SUBTLE No, your clothes. --
Thou vermin, have | ta'en thee out of dung... (14629

The actors quickly realized that in this momentd-must be charging Subtle, who
threatens the use the menstrue to ruin his clatiescomes any closer.

By the end of the night, all of Act One had beelnearsed and basic blocking
worked out. Curns and Harrell, who remained orestagthe entire act and whose
sides contained the majority of the lines for thet, enerally took the lead on
guiding other actors through the flow of the scen®g the end of the night’s
rehearsal, they had the best understanding of hewdene should flow and how
movement worked best around the open trap. Miemald’s Drugger and Denice

Burbach’s Dapper worked within what Curns, Harrafid Glenzer had already
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established. While Donald rehearsed from a fuit-tepy of the play, Burbach used
only her side, and over the course of the eveniisghly discovered several new
elements of her character, simply by hearing theslispoken by Curns and Harrell,
and altered her performance accordingly.

Rehearsals in the following days continued to nfoweard chronologically,
blocking a full Act during each day’s rehearsaljle/falso refining what staging they
could as they progressed. One week after theirr@ad-through, the blocking for the
final Act was established. Throughout the proce$sn actors were not needed to
rehearse scenes, they took the chance to assdmabledstumes from the ASC’s
stores and would try out certain pieces in rehéardalenzer’'s Dol Common appears
in Act Five in the guise of the Queen of Fairy astf the ruse to swindle Dapper.
Glenzer had created an elaborate and absurd costitmmany layers and
components, incorporating any pieces that caugheyeuntil she had a suitably
over-the-top Queen. As the actors blocked theesgeguestion, Glenzer was able to
test her costume, first by gauging its comic eftacher fellow actors, then to see if it
would allow her to perform a necessary quick chdrefere the scene’s end. Glenzer
had complete authority over her own costume andléeesion and troubleshooting
calls were her own to make without need to coremmjtoutside voices. If the
costume was too elaborate to remove in the negessa, she could make any
adjustments required and try again on the nexthuugh.

With the entire play blocked, rehearsals shiftethtlude longer run-throughs
and opportunities to finesse blocking or comic bass among groups were taken

wherever possible. The actors were well aware, kewd¢hat they only had three
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more days of rehearsal before their first dreseastal on Wednesday, January 27,
and other concerns rose to the foreground. Duhadinal week, music began to be
rehearsed in earnest. At the start of the Renaiss8eason, the actors had
commandeered a large white board in the reheaysal for music suggestions for
each of the five plays. Songs for ASC productigaserally, but not always, relate to
each show; for example, “I Only Have Eyes for Yeds used after an eye-gouging
scene ifTis Pity She’s a Whoreand inDoctor Faustusthe Squirrel Nut Zippers’
song “Hell” was featured during an interlude, wétthematically appropriate chorus
of “In the afterlife/ You could be headed for theisus strife/ Now you make the
scene all day/ But tomorrow there'll be Hell to &/ Any and all ideas were taken
down for the list, which was gradually narrowedading to which songs were most
feasible and fun for the cast members to perfifm.

The songs chosen, however, also depended on oreeani@rion: how many
interludes a show will require. Plays at the Aro@ani Shakespeare Center always
begin with a “pre-show” performance by the compdampically three or four songs
before a brief speech with season and safety irdbom is given to the audience
(generally via a humorous skit created for eacl)plaith the potential for one more
song to lead into the play itséff Most shows during the Renaissance Season now

feature only one interlude, although on occasionenaoe used. The rhythm ©he

187 Squirrel Nut Zippers, “Hell, Hot, Mammoth Records, 1997.
188 Harrell, interview.

189 |n the 2010 Seasofvelfth Nightuses this device. Actors Miriam Donald (Violajan
Gregory Jon Phelps (Orsino) sing “Falling Slowly Karkéta Irglova and Glen Hansard to Phelps’
guitar accompaniment from center stage. Donalts eithe song’s end, as Phelps cries out in
character, “If music be the food of love, play ofil.1) From the balcony, John Harrell's Festaysl
the melody of the song until stopped by Orsino.
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Alchemist however, lent itself well to being split into && sections, and the actors
decided to take the opportunity to add in a secehdrter interlude. The second
break would also help to cement the scenic shidt ihe exterior of Lovewit’'s house,
with the addition of a tree and mailbox coming g the well to help represent the
new location. As with Keegan’s commentsTdre Jew of Maltathe second interlude
would be brief and particularly suited to keepihg audience engaged. Accordingly,
company member Greg Phelps chose to perform atsptige comic duo The Flight
of the Conchords from the stage, a better posftmm which to engage the audience.

The Alchemishad its dress rehearsal on the 27, then its preorethe 28.
After each night, the actors’ first priority in redwrsal was to discuss areas where they
felt things had not gone as smoothly as they nfight wished. Time was taken to
sort out these problems and to continue to fine parformances and mechanics.
During the preview, Miriam Donald had realized fioe first time that actors who had
to signal their appearance with a knock at the aere each using a different
manner of knocking: some tapped a board againshtéeor of the door, some
struck a hammer against the board, and some knagclkkd traditional way with
their hand striking the door itself. In reheardalyas the work of a moment to raise
the issue and decide as a group how to knock densig"*°

Other issues were more revealing of the procefisedRenaissance Season.
Even after two performances before an audienceg saors were still unsure of plot
elements that affected their characters. The Druggbplot is brought to its

resolution while Drugger is offstage, so Donald st unclear how she needed to

199 For the record, all knocking ifhe Alchemisivas performed by tapping the board against
the door.
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present herself in her character’s brief final pace’®* Her own scenes would not
have revealed information necessary for her lasarece, so discussion with her
fellow actors was vital to clearing up the misurst@nding that had arisen. Such
occurrences are why plays likaustusandThe Alchemistvould not be chosen by
the ASC for the two-day rehearsal period givemwelfth Night actors simply aren’t
as familiar with these plays and need time to ustded their mechanics and how
their characters function within the story. Theafifull rehearsal foAlchemistended
with music, as the actors took the chance to pafishr rendition of The Easybeats’
“Friday on My Mind” for the performance that wouake place in a matter of hours.
The official opening ofrhe Alchemisappeared to capture both sides of the
Renaissance Season in one performance. The shgedaio an enthusiastic and
nearly full house that skewed towards a youngewdrof playgoers than one might
find in other theatres: the majority of the audiemeembers fell between 18 and 40
years old. Although few in the audience had propedadThe Alchemisor knew its
plot beyond what the program revealed, the audieaseengaged throughout the
performance, judging from the faces seen clearthenshared light. At the play’s
end, a vigorous standing ovation and numerousiouwtdls were given and warmly
received. The “raw energy” promised in the prograstes seemed present, but
“raw” was a significant and revealing adjectiveheTactors were not all line-perfect;
three times over the course of the night, an azted for a line from the prompter.

Ben Curns’s costume for Face included a fake gdatdehe forgot to remove as

91| the play, Drugger is swindled out of both hismmay and the opportunity of marrying his
neighbor, a rich widow. He is sent off to fetchaason for his marriage to the widow, but in thmedti
he is offstage, she is married to the newly retdilo@vewit. Drugger returns only to enter and be
immediately be chased off by Lovewit.
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planned for the final Act, and even the song thatactors had so painstakingly
rehearsed that afternoon had a few sour notes.R€heSeason does not tend to open
perfectly polished shows and it is not uncommorsfime of the cracks to show early
in the play’s run. Mistakes made onstage are dyuabdalt with, however, and
performances and staging are refined over the weeks

Because of the nature of rehearsal in the Rero8e#tere is no chance for
tablework, a process which can last several weakiagithe regular season. While
actors are expected to arrive in January prepareithé season and entirely off-book,
the reality of the Ren Season has often been thaymiscoveries are made by actors
once the plays are running. AffBine Alchemishad opened, Curns realized that his
first three characters of the Season (Toby Belchaalfth Night Mephistopheles in
Faustus and Face) were all different forms of liars, pi@ag upon others for their
own gain, albeit in very different ways. This disery then affected his
understanding of each of the three characters lingately, he believed his
performances altered slightly because ofit.

Actors discovered this aspect of the Renaissarasds early on, and
performances during the ARS are never, as in modiezotor-based theatre, set by
opening night and left unchanged throughout theeenin. With the Ren Season’s
short rehearsal time, the actors are focused omtimgua playable and watchable
show for opening night, but this performance isibymeans set in stone. For one,
shows become tighter and run times decrease ahtiveenters into regular

performances. If actors feel that their scenes’apeovoking the right kind of

192Ben Curns, “Blackfriars Backstage PaBse AlchemisPodcast,”
http://americanshakespearecenter.blogspot.com/@R/MDackfriars-backstage-pass-alchemist.html
(accessed February 20, 2010).
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audience response, or if new ideas occur, theyoafer with their scene partners
moments before taking the stage and implement mgehdhe responsibility for a
scene rests entirely on the actors invol¥d hornton described his own experience
with the 2009 Season’s productionidsummer Night's Dream
Particularly, movement-wise, I've made a lot oftestiinents since opening
because | now have time to think about that. initety put more attention
into being aware of my physical self because | kaaw my lines and know
who I'm talking to and know where I'm going to beteng from, so now |
can spend time thinking about the ways | can aaysphysicality to be more
other-worldly. I didn’t have much time to do thadfore... | feel like there’s
so much unworked on in Midsummer, it gives me thit@gwork on while
we're in performancé®
Rather than having months of the same performaniags during the Renaissance
Season are constantly evolving, responding to tlkdgaces and letting the actors
refine their performances as they see fit.
For the preseniThe Alchemistvas open and entered into the regular repertory
of the season and would undoubtedly change over. @n Sunday, January“31

however, the actors would meet in rehearsal ta gtefr focus tdHenry VI Part Two

as the Renaissance Season moved on into its sacamd.

193 3arah Fallon, “Blackfriars Backstage Pagselfth NightPodcast,”
http://americanshakespearecenter.blogspot.com/@RMDackfriars-backstage-pass-twelfth.html
(accessed February 20, 2010).

194 Thornton, interview.
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Chapter 3: The Audacity of “Authenticity”

Questioning Authenticity

In his bookShakespeare and the Authority of PerformangeB. Worthen
begins by problematizing a common refrain surrongdhe debate of what might
constitute an “authentic Shakespeare.” He firasents a familiar binary: that
“authentic Shakespeare” lies either in the texhdheatrical performance. In
examining the argument of those who would argubedralf of the latter, he
guestions their assumptions on the transmissioasithrity:

One version of this account involves linking thensmitting agent- theatrical

performance- to the genesis of the work itselfthis view, plays are “written

for” stage performance and so assume their audttioetform in (only in? in
any? in all? equally throughout history?) perforegnThe transmitting agent
is authoritative in this view because he/she/itectior or actor or ‘the theatre’
itself- duplicates the work’s theatrical geniusheTtheatre reproduces
authoritative versions of the work because it poeduthem in a sanctioned
medium. To think of “the Shakespeare experienaghé modern theatre as
having its foundation in Shakespeare’s sense oéttge is to attribute to the
transmitting agents (stage practice, director,radesigners, audiences) the
ability to recover “authorial” meanings through teas of theatre practice
merely because it its “theatre practic¢é>”
Worthen raises a number of interesting issues wittdims of this type. The modern
stage is a vastly different place than the stagi&k&peare knew, from its
proscenium, variable lighting, and revolving tuaties, to the array of persons who
create the performances that play upon it. Wortighitfully calls out the obvious

interlopers on today’s “Shakespearean” stage (@ire@nd designers) but also the

issues of actors trained under different systerdsaaidiences who likewise live in a

195\.B. Worthen Shakespeare and the Authority of Performaf@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1997): 20.
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world four hundred years removed from what Shakasplknew. Under these
conditions, it is indeed false to automatically fesrthe privilege of authenticity on
any theatrical production simply because it sharegnilar medium.

The fundamental mission of the Actors’ Renaissé&ason, however, is to
produce a very different brand of theatrical parfance than is found in most
theatres. Directors and designers are removedtiemrocess entirely, leaving their
duties in the hands of the actors or erased enfasl with the set designer). In any
case, the American Shakespeare Center does cotdiplece itself within the binary
highlighted by Worthen of text vs. performance, &lsb colors both sides in order to
promote their agenda. The program for the 2010 Ap&hs with a series of bold and
revealing statements that proclaim its missiortliernext four months:

BEFORE they were books, Shakespeare and his friends dhked scripts.

BEFORE they were works, Shakespeare and his friendsdcedkm plays.

BEFORE it was something you ought to do, it was sometlyimg loved to

do. [original emphases]®
From the outset, the American Shakespeare Centefgward two opposing sides
in a battle over Shakespeare. One side appro&tteespeare as “books” and
“works,” and makes both into a chore performed withpleasure, or as a foul-tasting
medicine that may well cure your cough, but is haetjoyable at the time. The
opposite side claims Shakespeare as a part ofidlagre, rejecting “book” for “script”
and “work” for “play” (happily capitalizing upon ghdual meanings of both words in
this context). Their Shakespeare, claims the AS@e “fun” Shakespeare.

According to the program notes, Shakespeare aritrigisds” (not playwrights or

colleagues or fellow company members) have beerpediby years of fuddy-

196 American Shakespeare Compa®@10 Actors’ Renaissance Season Prog(&taunton,
VA: American Shakespeare Center, 2010), 5.
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duddies. By contrast, the claim of the Americaal&speare Center is that they are
“doing it right,” both in the sense of producinghfand exciting Shakespeare, but also
producing theatre that accurately captures thé gipithe Early Modern stage. By
creating under the conditions of the Actors’ Resaice Season, the ASC claims to
be able to offer its audiences “an even deepet thfen and excitement for an
audience experiencing the raw energy of the Remaissstage™®’

The literature produced by the American Shakegp€anter makes promises
that seem difficult to keep; however “raw” and grgble an experience the
Renaissance Season may be, can it truly be saghtoduce an atmosphere that the
best scholars cannot describe with unassailabéty&urOriginal practices
Shakespeare has always come under fire from tisg;rsince the time when Poel’'s
eccentricities detracted from the essential idedwsnol his production. An oft-floated
criticism is the term “museum theatre,” which seeémmdicate that by turning to
original practices, the resulting production wil more concerned with accuracy in
representation than entertaining its audienceth@same time, OP productions have
also been likened to a sort of Disney theme pa&hafkespeariana, lacking in
substance and gawked over by cultural toutitsFinally, there are those like
Worthen who state the obvious: we can never witgessiine Elizabethan actors or

audiences to know for sure how their theatre wapamed or performed, nor can we

1972010 Actors’ Renaissance Season Progriial.

198 0On June 1, 1997, just before the Globe’s offiojéning nightThe Observeremarked
upon such comments: “The Globe is restored atBagtwhat is it exactly? Is it an Elizabethan
Disneyland? A Jacobean theme park? Tussauds-on?AStratford-on-Thames? Despite the yards of
coverage, no one seems quite sure, and in the @bséreliable information some opinions have been
downright misguided, even hostile. Last Tuesdag/L.ttindon Evening Standaekpressed what may
well become a new orthodoxy. ‘The Globe,” moansdittic Peter Bradshaw, ‘is steering worryingly
close to being an undemanding, all-purpose Shakesyieperience for tourists.”
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hope to recreate these factors based on the facposgsess; there is simply too much
we simply do not (and may never) know for certddowt the Early Modern stage.
Within the twentieth century, an analogous deb@t& place involving the
early music movement, which sought for authenticitthe performance of musical
works of prior centuries. The music scholar Ridh&aruskin deplored those who
chased after a definition of authenticity that tiedi itself to “mere freedom from error
or anachronismi*®® Daniel Leech-Wilkinson, in an article that directbflows
Taruskin’s, proclaimed at the start that “What we @oing with early music is
genuinely authentic to such a small degree thaivibrel loses most of its intended
meaning.?®® Michael Morrow’s article “Musical Performance aAdthenticity”
noted a problem that is as valid for musiciansoastfeatre practitioners: “Where
there is no surviving tradition- and performinglstis something that can only be
learned by imitation, not from books- any piecemfsic, medieval, renaissance,
baroque, what you will, offers the modern perforrier potentiality of countless
possibilities of interpretatior® Morrow drew the parallels with the Elizabethan
revival himself, and scorned the idea that praxtgrs would ever concede to
following original practices:
But, though the connection between music and thatte has always been
close, the attitude of the modern theatre to hisabauthenticity is that of a
rather shifty lip-service. Any expression of thewithat poetry, even

Shakespeare’s poetry- especially Shakespeare’sypoetld benefit even
remotely from authenticity of pronunciation, of iagt styles, authenticity of

199 Richard Taruskin, “The authenticity movement candime a positivistic purgatory,
literalistic and dehumanizingBarly Music12 no.1 (February 1984): 6.

209 Daniel Leech-Wilkinson, “The Limits of AuthentigitA Discussion, Early Music12 no.1
(February 1984): 13.

201 Michael Morrow, “Musical Performance and Autheitti¢ Early Music6 no.2 (April
1978): 233.
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music or design, would be summarily rejected... Gpeduicity is made these
days of the latest “authentic” Shakespeare theamen stage; awfully
Elizabethan sets and musicians playing pop versibo&le Elizabethan
numbers on a preposterous conglomeration of shegtumhorns and
rebecs. But the actors? Any consideration of 1&thixay conventions of

declamation or pronunciation would be to them urkable?%?

Morrow, writing in 1978, may seem terribly shortsigd, considering the advances
made by the original practices movement in thes/emcomée? but his comments
did hold true for many years. In 1994, as consimaovas beginning on the new
Globe, theatre historian Jonas Barish notes tlzatifioners were fleeing from the
idea of recreating Elizabethan practices:

Instead of attempting to recover the sense of &t ip our theatres we seem
to have substituted a frenzied flight from it. kel of continuing to explore
original conditions of performance we have embaried quest for
“relevance”, mostly through deliberate anachronigra,violent
transplantation of the settings of the plays irttteo times and other climes
than those intended by their authors, evidentlywhe purpose of showing
that Shakespeare and other old authors were spgedikectly “to us” across
the centurie$®

Barish articulates both the difficulties of strigifior authenticity, and the necessity of
acknowledging the conditions under which the plagse originally written and
performed:

Historical authenticity may be a chimera, but feEgty to disregard the plain
indications of the texts and of what we can clarkriow about original
performance would seem wantonly to disrupt the eald surviving links,
however fragile, between playwright and spectatdut to say that the
pursuit of authenticity can never entirely succiseloy no means to

202 Morrow, 239.

203 puring Rylance’s tenure, the Globe produced séyeoaluctions that featured original
pronunciation. Through the use of Jenny Tiramaklizabethan costumes, which were so scrupulous
to the period as to be fastened only by ties os,mktors did discover that they had to alter their
posture and movements on the stage.

204 Jonas Barish, “Is There ‘Authenticity’ in Theatid®erformance? The Modern Language
Review89 no.4 (1994): 823.
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recommend that authorial purpose, known facts aboginal conditions of
production, and the evidence from surviving texisudd be brushed aside as
irrelevant... We need, in short, a creative mergéwvben what we can learn
about original conditions and what we can findha plays that without
wrenching and straining, without vulgar italicizimgay be still valid for our
own time and placé”
Barish makes his argument on the side of what wbatsbme the original practices
movement and on the same ground which the Shenlar@lukespeare Express had
set its flag in 1988.

The proponents of OP, however, have often advdaals that keep its
critics in mind. When the Globe was first recousted in London, issues arose over
audience members who “[came] along pretending ta imember of an Elizabethan
audience or throwing thing$® which produced an atmosphere that was not ideal fo
either the actors or the audience themselves. nRgla goal for the early years of the
Globe was not to recreate an Elizabethan audidnteather to find ways to
communicate with the modern audiences he was givvére theatre. Paul Menzer, in
his afterword to the collectiomside Shakespearpresents a healthy critique of the
rhetoric of original practices and the assumptitat OP performance can function as
a laboratory capable of producing conclusions abk@uly Modern theatre. Despite
certain reservations, he does state the belieQRatan indeed teach modern scholars
a great deal, so long as they can free themsalgasthe specter of “putative
empiricism”:

Rather than conduct ‘experiments’ on discrete péntrances, music, crowd

scenes- theater scholars should treat performatd¢be Globe and

Blackfriars as texts in their own right... in tinges performances come and go
at the Globe and Blackfriars, theater historiarg @erformance scholars can

205 Barish, 830-831.

206 Rylance, 113.
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learn from those plays, can observe specific praand extrapolate general
trends. Watching the impress of a reconstructed&br Blackfriars upon
modern actors should reveal fascinating detailsitie way theater
architecture governs theatrical convention andathg physical space dictates
decorunt®’
Original practices can offer all of these opportiesito scholars, but the practitioners
of the American Shakespeare Center also belietédRanethods provide the best
means for Shakespeare’s plays to connect with dieiace today. As their program
proclaims, “the Ren Season is not just some acadexperiment in antiquated
theatre- it's about making theatre exceptional, ingk fresh.”® Cohen, Warren,
and McClure speak passionately about this belidfiis at the heart of all the ASC
hopes to accomplish.

The American Shakespeare Center does, howevgrapmlalicate game in the
manner with which it engages in authentic stagiragfices. In the 2006 Renaissance
Season, actor Matthew Sincell played the char&imranni in‘Tis Pity She’s a
Whore who has an incestuous affair with his sister keefourdering her. In the final
scene of the play, Giovanni enters the stage, icaygydagger on which is skewered
his sister’s heart. At the ASC performance, Sineefered covered in blood and with
what appeared to be a real heart on his daggecelEknew that Early Modern
actors used animal parts to create their more gmesffects, and surmised that a
pig’s heart might well have been used for the dtammaoment on stage; the actor

made arrangements with a local butcher and the moment was achieved. Of

course, most gruesome effects of the period wdreaed with animal blood; Sincell

27 paul Menzer, “Afterword: Discovery Spaces? Redeatthe Globe and Blackfriars,”
Inside Shakespeare: Essays on the Blackfriars Stadjged by Paul Menzer (Selinsgrove, PA:
Susquehanna University Press, 2006): 228.

208 American Shakespeare Compa2§10 Actors’ Renaissance Season Program
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had not gone so far, and instead had covered Hiinsabdern stage blood? The
episode dramatically illustrates that, even whanesoriginal practices are certain
(the use of animal blood on stage), ARS actorsateecessarily willing to make a
100% authentic choice.
Jim Warren recognizes the inherent difficultiesO#f and positions his theatre
in a slightly different way:
The term “original practice” is starting to bothme- we don’t know a lot of
the answers. There is speculation, and to saywhatre doing the practices
that they did, that we are practicing like them,ave doing thesame
practices, | don’t feel comfortable with. That $$a0 sound more like what
they do at the Frontier Culture Museum. Banhditionsare different, and
that’'s why calling them Shakespeare’s staging danmti makes more sense to
me, because we know more about conditions thanongartices.... We
don’t do this to be historically accurate. We wytap into things that either

we know they did or wéhink they did, or speculate that they might have

done, and see if there’s some great stuff in tteeoeeate some great theatre

for today?'°

Warren finds the distinction between “practice” dodndition” crucial to the goals

of the ASC. If we cannot know for certain whataastin Shakespeare’s day did in
practice, we do know certain conditions that wchage affected their actions on and
off stage. Because the Early Modern period indudkther electricity nor variable
lighting, plays by necessity were staged in daylghcandlelight, which produced
the effect of an audience visible to the actorstarghch other; the ASC stages its
plays under a similar condition, albeit with electrandles to produce the universal
lighting, thanks to the mandates of modern fireesodLikewise, if we cannot know

exactly how an Elizabethan company prepared a awfpr performance, we do

209 Matthew SincellTis Pity She’s a Whor&alkback, Staunton, VA, March 4, 2006.

2Warren, interview.
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know it was not done by bringing in an individualdirect the action from the
outside.

The Actors’ Renaissance Season is founded on #aedfirecapturing more of
the theatrical conditions of Shakespeare’s daylteyiag the actors’ customary
rehearsal process. As Warren admits, no one khowsElizabethan companies
rehearsed for sure; Stern herself admits thisngdtat the best her exhaustive study
can produce is “what was and was not within thgeasf possibilities™ rather than
a definitive answer. Complete authenticity is mpaossibility, but the ARS states to
the audience that it is able to capture an authepirit of production through the
elements of Early Modern theatre with which it e How then, does this
engagement occur? While many of the tactics oRé&eaissance Season have
already been discussed here, now it is time to ex@each of them critically and see

the ways in which they make a claim for an “autiedréxperience.

Authenticity in the Actors’ Renaissance Season

Certain staging conditions of the Renaissanced®ea®, of course, carried
over from regular seasons at the Blackfriars (winahe in turned been carried over
from the early days of the Shenandoah Shakespegress), several of which are
directly taken from what we know of the Early Modeheatre. At the ASC’s
Blackfriars, as at the historical Blackfriars, i tshared lighting that includes the
audience within each play, which is perhaps thetfurglamental OP element of the

ASC. As Cohen describes the contrast with the mmopescenium stage, “This

21 stern,Rehearsal18.
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rearrangement is a radical change from the sitmati@n early modern English
playhouse, where the audience was famously onsides of a thrust stage so that
wherever they looked they saw the faces of otheiemece members>*? Tim Carroll,
who directed a number of plays at the Globe (indgdhe OPTwelfth Nigh},
describes the inevitability of the audience wheayplare performed in universal
lighting: “An actor cannot go out on to that stagel give a soliloquy without
speaking directly to the audience. It would be pese: they are clearly in the same
place as the actor... And this is an important pdh#:audience members are not
passive recipients; they are the most versatilrespartner in the world®*® These
conclusions come from both Cohen’s and Carrollisegdences working in universal
lighting over a number of years, and point to #htidiscovered by each actor who has
worked in similar conditions. The relationshipweén actor and audience in shared
light seems to be a natural product of the enviremiwhether performing in our
own age or in the Elizabethan era; the plays simpbm to be written with a visible
audience in mind. Any play produced by the ASGhim Blackfriars features this
relationship between the actors and audience atidtiagir experience playing in the
theatre, Ren Season actors arrive with an undelisigthat anticipates the ways in

which they will be able to capitalize upon thisaténship in their performancé¥’

212 Cohen, “Shenandoah Shakespeare and the Buildithg &fhird Blackfriars Playhouse,”
146.

23 Tim Carroll, “Practising Behaviour to His Own Staw,” in Shakespeare’s Globe: A
Theatrical Experimerit edited by Christie Carson and Farah Karim-Codambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008): 40.

24 Thornton, interview.
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In its use of doubling and the size of its compahg ASC seems to directly
mimic Early Modern practice. Andrew Gurr and Marikhikawa’sStaging in
Shakespeare’s Theatrdsscribes what we know of these factors in peréore:

Thomas Platter saw(ilius Caesdrperformed at the Globe on 21 September

1599, by a total of what he counted as fifteen giay The fifteen he

identified obviously shared all twenty-three spegkparts between them, plus

the crowd scenes... A player taking more than oresroiust have been

easily recognizable in any other, since Platter ezagident of his count. A

change of clothing, even just a new hat, was prgbaiough to identify a

change of charactét®
The description aligns well with the ASC’s poliggarding company size and
casting, as was the intention. Audiences recéigesame experience of seeing
familiar actors taking the stage in multiple rodesl the possibilities of actors
returning in significantly doubled roles are mafwoy,in this theatre,
“Metatheatricality ruled®'® Gurr and Ichikawa propose that Richard Burbage, a
leading player of the Lord Chamberlain’s Men, wolikély have played both
Richard Il and Prince Hal iHenry IV Part 1 in which the prince’s father compares
his son to the former king. Opportunities sucthase abound in Early Modern
theatre, but when a company of twenty-three aglagsJulius Caesarthose
opportunities for actors and audiences are lost.

The ASC has always prided itself on the speetsgirioductions, and does its
best to keep the promise of “two hours’ traffic” s stage through quick verse-

speaking and careful textual cuts when necessasyworthen reminds his readers,

for many, the text of a Shakespearean play is sanm, but there is also a good deal

215 Andrew Gurr and Mariko Ichikaw&taging in Shakespeare’s Theat(€xford: Oxford
University Press, 2000): 12-13.

28 Gurr and Ichikawa, 13.
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of scholarly debate about the authority of thosg wexts, from the “bad” quarto of
Hamletto the distinct differences betweking Learin its quarto editions and in the
First Folio, instances in which discovering a “ftakt” version becomes highly
problematic?*’ Scholarship in recent decades has come to rezmgmt the claims
of the New Bibliography school to deduce the “tr&iakespearean texts cannot be
fulfilled, and that the muiltiplicity of texts perps stems from good reasoii. In
Shakespeare’s day, all play texts were submittedgproval and licensure by the
Master of the Revels; notably, however, “the Mdstkcence gave no allowance for
adding to a text, but cutting was easy and legignid® It is possible that the four
thousand lines of the second Quattamletreflect a text that was never performed in
full in any single performance, but was rather usgdhe starting place from which
cuts were made. In any case, scholars such asa@diichikawa have ascertained
that players were accustomed to making cuts franekts that were approved for
performance, and thus the practice of the ASC ddimgecuts to shorten the run-time
of its productions seems justifiable under whatkwew of Early Modern practice.
As Harrell recounted from his cutting ©he Alchemistthe ASC does its best
to make cuts that preserve the most important elesyad the plot while reducing its
length. After the cuts have been made, the acsiis’s are prepared and dispersed.
Interestingly, the Original Shakespeare Companyaipd differently in this regard.

Although cuts were also made, Tucker believed¢htd in Shakespeare’s day would

217 The third Arden edition dfear has a good explanation of these differences, dsawits
editor R.A. Foakes’s explanations for his choigeprieparing the Arden text. The third series ef th
ArdenHamletchose to create two separate editions to dealthithiextual variations: one devoted to
the second quarto text, the other to the firstlolib texts.

218 5ee Weingust, Chapter 2: “First Folio techniques the death of the bibliographer.”

219 Gurr and Ichikawa, 23.
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have been made after cue scripts were preparedtifrefaull text supplied to the
Master of the Revels. Otherwise, Tucker states,

to cut whole chunks of a scene would mean thatctirs would have had to
stand around with their cue scripts, changing dtediag in a way that would
be bound to lead to errors. Instead, | told my ractioat cuts were necessary,
that they were to cut their own lines, and thatdhky rule was to leave their
existing cue lines alon@ucker's emphasis]. We were thus able fairly
painlessly to cut over four hundred lines from pitegy, bring it in on time, and
yet have actors working from cue scripts not beiogfused?

Two different approaches to solving the same prapkach producing the same
result: a final text that could be performed in @pgmately two hours. Stern’s work
suggests that changes were made to playing tektslapoints in the preparation
process, as well as after the first performance méw play**! the ASC and the OSC
each came upon their solution based on their oactigal experience within the
theatre and each approach seems to follow a difféiheead of practice within the
same Early Modern period. Notably, however, beeators during the Renaissance
Season have the ability to continue to refine thenformances over time in the
repertory run, they are afforded the same posbpadnce adjustments that
Shakespeare’s company might have had, a qualit@9 8@ could not share.

Besides cuts, the length of ASC productions i @&l into the rhythm
produced by their staging. All productions at Blackfriars use the unaltered
architecture of the stage as the only set andalgt scene lead directly into the next
without pause; as Gurr recounts, “Continuous agti-speed staging went hand-in-

hand with unlocalised settings. The ‘scene’ waanged simply by one person

20Tycker, 157.

221 gtern,Rehearsal12.
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departing and another enterirf§® The lavish scenery and spectacle of
Shakespearean production in the nineteenth anglteaghtieth centuries (and which
can still be seen in some theatres today) leftemagis accustomed to long pauses in
the flow of the play so that scenery could be cledngreating interruptions that were
simply unknown to Elizabethan audiences. In degishe priorities for the
Shenandoah Shakespeare Express, Cohen and Wdiesedbas William Poel had
one hundred years before that uninterrupted mdt@ween scenes was a necessary
and beneficial quality of Shakespeare’s stage gfdllowing his stagecraft in this
regard, audiences would profit.

One of the greatest benefits of the Renaissanagofas the core of actors
that return year after year to participate. N@a invited to the Ren Season
without having prior experience at the Blackfridyst in the 2010 company, only one
of its eleven actors (Daniel Kennedy) was a finstet ARS company member; the
remaining ten had each participated in at leastooioe Renaissance Season. The
accumulated, shared experience of its company iisvatuable resource each
Season; mistakes from the past are less likelgtmade again, and solutions to
recurring problems are more quickly rediscover@ae of the greatest drawbacks in
the work of the Original Shakespeare Company vealadk of a similar consistent
acting company?®: a few hours in the same room cannot possibly &utesfor

months and years of acting together, day after ddthough the ARS company also

222 Andrew Gurr,The Shakespearean Stage: 1574-16#2%dition (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992): 179.

228 Tucker'sSecrets of Acting Shakespeammtains cast lists for seven years of OSC

productions; although some actors return for migtfpoductions, the majority of the productions are
composed of new actors from play to play.
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falls short of the extraordinary lengths achievgdlarly Modern companies (who
might have produced up to six new plays in a simgdek), it provides as good a
substitute as the modern theatre can provide. Sgason actors develop a great
familiarity with each other as performers, so maohhat as they learn their lines at
home before the start of the Season, they canigatticthe way that their scene
partners will react and prepare accordingly, whécAn enormous benefit during the
brief rehearsal period. One such example is Mifzonald, who was able to plan
physical stage business fbwelfth Nightbetween herself and Allison Glenzer that
depended upon their relative heights; having workigd Glenzer numerous times
before, she was able to come into the first dap wdéas that could be immediately
testec?** Likewise, in preparing for his role ifhe AlchemistJohn Harrell could
draw on his experience in playing a similar setodés opposite Ben Curns in two
previous Ren Season plays by Jonson. As Harrplams,
Ben and | have played it enough that we’ve gotailfarity with the sort of
tropes of that kind of scene, where you're talkinghe mark, then you're
whispering to your partner, then you're back torrerk, then you're talking
to the audience- we sort of have a shorthand teatamworked out for tha>
These experiences working together as a compargnarameasurable help in
preparing a play in a manner of days, as much taddgr Shakespeare’s company
four hundred years ago. Likewise, the company lis ttbbuild upon its own

successes and popularity within the community. kMine 2009 Season produced

George Chapman'she Blind Beggar of Alexandri@ appeared to have been the first

224 American Shakespeare Centdiwelfth NightPodcast.”

25 Harrell, interview.
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professional production of that play since the sésenth centur?° Because the
play does not possess the cachélmlsummer Night's DreanBeggarentered the
repertory last, and played the least performantasyplay that season; these
performances, however, were very well-receivedunliences, due in no small part to
the popularity of Harrell in the title role. Ti8taunton News Leadsmpreview of the
season on January 1, 2009 cited Harrell as the raason to see the play, invoking
him as a promise that the performance would behnwaatching. The leading players
of Shakespeare’s company were likewise well-knowthieir audiences, and would
have also functioned as a name to draw in crdwdBhe Renaissance Season has
had these great strengths of reputation and censigfrom which it has been able to
draw upon over the years, and these qualities hawdoubt helped immeasurably to
sustain the project in its six years.

The stated goal of the Actors’ Renaissance Seadorirehearse like
[Shakespeare’s] company ditf* This is primarily accomplished by removing the
outside director from the company of actors, atalxahg them to take responsibility
for their own performances and the entire productibhe modern theatre, especially
modern Shakespearean production, is often calletiréator’s theatre,” as supported
by the claims of famed director Peter Brook, whepeaking out on behalf of the
necessity of his role, claimed that “If you judt deplay speak, it may not make a

sound. If what you want is for the play to be lde#inen you must conjure its sound

226 Ralph Alan Cohen, “Dr. Ralph’s BrieThe Blind Beggar of Alexandria2009 Actors’
Renaissance Season Progrgi@taunton, VA: American Shakespeare Center, 2(19)

22T Tiffany Stern,Making Shakespeai@ondon: Routledge: 2004): 72.

2282010 Actors’ Renaissance Season Program
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from it.”?*® Jonas Barish, by contrast, has railed againsntteased interference of
directors and other such imposing figures in mod&rakespearean production; in
reference to a certain performance he witnessetkstBstated in frustration, “The
director (or was it the designer?) was notifyingrusffect that Shakespeare's
language had no meaning worth taking seriouslycandt safely be ignored®
Worthen’s concerns for the authenticity of Shakasp@erformance largely
rest in the modern interventions of directors, @hase at a particular time in the
history of theatre for a number of reasons. “Tadpice a play in the modern period
involves the open assertion of the play as a ctargisonceptual, thematic, scenic
whole, the assertion of amterpretation[Worthen’s emphasis] of the tex@*
Directors, Worthen claim, became a necessity becaiia crisis of legitimacy. For
the director comes into being at the moment thand’ gains an independent
existence as literature, a mode of being and armallauthority independent of
theatrical production®®? The director’s role is to navigate between theserealms
of literature (text) and theatre, but also immesgliatalls into question the struggle
that Worthen identifies between ideas of “fideligfid “creativity.*** He also notes

that concern with fidelity to the text is a distilyanodern one, as witnessed in the

229 peter BrookThe Empty Spag@lew York: Touchstone, 1968): 38.
230 Barish, 825.

#lworthen, 47.

%2 pid.

23 |pid, 48.
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centuries of adaptations of Shakespeare that mlethe original playtexts in the
public perception during the seventeenth certtfry?Worthen writes,

The fact that in the twentieth century performahas been seen to succeed

when it recaptures or restates the authority ofekeis a distinctive, modern

way of situating text and performance, literatund ¢heatre, one that

represents a characteristically modern anxiety ath&ucultural status of

drama- and the dramatic ‘author'- in the theétre.
Worthen does make a valid point, but his questpoifithe quest for authenticity
does focus on our perception of the typical Shaéasgan productions in today’s
directorial theatre. The Renaissance Seasonappartunity to produce theatre
under certain extra conditions: namely, taking etorabased approach to theatre and
making the self-imposed choice to prioritize theafied needs of the text in staging.
As Stern puts it, Shakespeare’s plays do not dgtteqjuire a director to navigate the
text for its audience or provide a “helpful” framesk: in Shakespeare’s day, a play
was “not overlaid with a concept,vilasits concept®*® The majority of productions
of the American Shakespeare Center (and all oktipos on by the Touring Troupe)
have a modern director overseeing production; duhie Ren Season, however, the
director is given the persona of “He or She Who &aExtratextual Decisions,” and
these are the exact type of decisions to be shunned

The ARS removes the official position of directout there is evidence that

some measure of leadership guided Early Moderrtribabproductions.

Shareholders within the company would have faniijiawith the full play text, while

%4 3uch as the overwhelming dominance of Nahum Taigéptation oKing Lear(1681),
with its happy ending, ofrhe Tempest, or The Enchanted Islgh6i67) by John Dryden and William
D’Avenant, which added multiple siblings and romaipiots to the original story.

#>Worthen, 27.

236 Stern,Making Shakespear8&9.
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the hired men who played smaller roles would havg bad access to their sid&s.
Within Early Modern companies, there was an indigidvho took over some
supervisory power among the players: the book-keeyg® kept the full text of the
play and served as a quasi-stage-manager, dug pmsition as “the only member of
the company who had to be reasonably familiar ithwhole text of the play’® It

is this quality of the book-keeper, as the persbn knew the most about the full
play, that has organically developed among actorisig the Renaissance Seadh.
By carrying the bulk of the show, a certain amafrdeference is given to the lead
actor?®® During the 2010 Season, René Thornton essenigallyehearsals for
Doctor Faustusdue to both his natural proclivities as a leaad®t his knowledge of
the play; as Faustus, Thornton had the largestimdlee play, and although the
production was certainly a collaborative processl (cenes without Thornton were
rehearsed entirely independently of him), his iefice was the most felt and carried
the most weight. 1The AlchemistBenjamin Curns, John Harrell, and Allison

Glenzer made basic decisions about the stage g#uogtiaat affected the entire cast

and their guidance helped other actors who couldinderstand how their characters

237 stern,Rehearsgl59-61.
28 Gurr, The Shakespearean Stage9.

239 0Of course, it is worth noting that as a companynier in the Lord Chamberlain’s Men,
Shakespeare would also have had more than a pdasiil@rity with his own scripts in addition to
the book-keeper’s knowledge. Judging from the aatd variety of production of plays on the Early
Modern stage, however, the Lord Chamberlain’s Menld/have more often produced plays by
outside playwrights, relegating Shakespeare t@tsiion of the other shareholders and prioritizing
the book-keeper once more.

249 By having the most lines, cue scripts for leadiigs often convey the majority of the
story, while smaller parts rarely reveal any infation outside the specific character. In practice,
actors who play these smaller parts, such as Dé&hideach as Dapper ithe Alchemistoften choose
to keep exclusively to their sides, and make disdeg about their character and the play itself in
rehearsal and performance.
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fit into the larger arc of the play. This basieadalso informs the OSC'’s practice of
holding a “Burbage” session, which is based ondkea that Richard Burbage (who
played the leading roles of Shakespeare’s compadyas a shareholder, would have
had access to the book) also took a leadershipiguosiithin his company of actors.
Such a form of leadership, however much it may seerasemble the role of
a modern director, does not serve the same funasdhe director conceived by
Worthen. His conflict between fidelity and cre#inare, however, the same
concerns that have repeatedly troubled the Art&tatf of the ASC and have
permeated the intentions of the Renaissance S&des. Warren and McClure
likewise perceive a tension between faithful arrécorial-style staging, in which
“faithful” staging is that which most resembles firactices used in Shakespeare’s
day, and “directorial” can refer to any elemengiproduction that strays from the
dictates of the text. These concerns reveal thiwese the Rules of the Season
which are concerned with props and the use oftdgesif the text calls for a sword,
McClure wants the actors to use that prop, and kemexciting an idea it might be
for actors to exit through the audience, from 2668&ard, the actors have been
expressly told to keep all action on the stagédfitdeven in the 2010 Season, the
actors and Artistic Staff are still testing the bdaries of staging in that can be both
creative and faithful to the text. Warren had giweuch thought to the original stage
directions ofTwelfth Nightin the scenes in which Malvolio is imprisoned bg t
comic conspirators; the Folio refers to Malvolio*agthin” and his lines reference a

“darke house?** Warren decided that this was a case in whiclaters could use

21 illiam Shakespearg@welfth Nightin Applause First Folio of Shakespeare in Modern
Type: Comedies, Histories, and Tragediedited by Neil Freeman (New York: Applause, 20@J)1.
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the trap while remaining true to the text; by timeet he walked down the street from
the ASC offices to the playhouse to meet the adtorshearsals, they had already
staged the scene in question and used the tragir Uge of the trap ifihe Alchemist
is less textually supported, but as it is likewige working against the text, Warren
did not interfere with its use in the productf$f.Warren’s ultimate goal for the
Renaissance Season is to keep the actors workthgwhe frame of possibilities
that Early Modern actors would have shared as rasgbossible, despite the
difficulties that arise when elements like theie ug the stage can only be
conjectured.

In this particular area, it is of course necessaityalance the goal of
authenticity with the ASC’s second, equal goal miducing enjoyable theatre. In the
2007 Renaissance Seasofhfe Duchess of Malfthe actors chose the moment of the
Duchess’s death to tend toward what seemed tddms dauthentic,” more visually
striking use of the stage space than the text requiAs Andrea Stevens'’s review in
the Shakespeare Bulletoescribes,

As she stood in the open trapdoor, the Duchesstrasgled by ropes

attached to her from three different directions hefdl by black-clad

executioners stationed at different points of tiage, including above. The
ropes pulled taut; the Duchess crumpled, her liogyihen care fully laid out

in her coffin to the singing of a dirge. Indeed; thoment was so effective

oner;_ealt it ought to have ended the show—how camlgl action resume after
this?*

Stevens called the moment an “impressive use djthee of the stagé® John

Webster’s text, however, simply calls for the Dush® be strangled with ropes, with

242\Warren, interview.
243 Stevens, 183.

24 |bid.
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no indication of any elaborate staging. The monaergsted the audience’s
imagination but at the expense of strict adheréo@mly the necessities of the text;
of course, the actors’ choice did remain within tbalm of what an Early Modern
company could achieve on stage, so it is posdilaiethis moment is as true as a
simpler staging might have been.

Such choices raise the question of whether, lyripring the goal of
authenticity, the Renaissance Season might beuitegitself of other choices that
might convey the power of Early Modern texts in ngays. Worthen implies that
directors are often given the responsibility ofiffimg these ways to navigate between
text and performance for the audience, but the Szson bestows this capability
upon its actors, trusting that a faithful perforroamf the text will suffice to
communicate all that is necessary (and enjoyalble)itsthe text to its audiences.
Speaking on behalf of the Patrick Tucker’s Folichteiques, Weingust makes an
argument that holds equally true for the underlyasgumptions of the Renaissance
Season:

The techniques espoused by Tucker and Freeman gtémes at the very

center of the critical/interpretive debate ovelttexake Shakespeare’s texts

(frozen in a version of the language 400 yearsezaHan their own) readily

known territory for them, and give them licenselam this territory in the

face of an often intimidating critical establishrhbaving far greater scholarly
knowledge than they about the works they efi&ct.
Directors are deemed unnecessary for the four rsaftthe Ren Season; actors are

given the authority over the texts they perform drelplays they produce, and

through this repositioning of responsibility, rodte historical fact and scholarly

245 \Weingust, 7.
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supposition, the ASC presents a method of makiegtth that stands alongside its

traditional Spring, Summer, and Fall Seasons.

Willful Deviations

It is obvious, of course, that despite all itsrals of authenticity, of “doing it
like Shakespeare did,” there are a number of wayghich the ASC is consciously
choosing to deviate from what we know of Early Madtheatre. While putting up
five shows with ten days of rehearsal each in rapictession seems noteworthy to
modern eyes, it simply does not compare with tke agwhich actors in
Shakespeare’s day produced theatre, who constadisd new plays into their
repertory and revived old works on a daily badike season is carefully planned so
that the first play, produced in only a few daysedfearsal, is one that its actors will
be most familiar with; plays that the actors do kmtw as well are given a
comparatively luxurious amount of rehearsal. Alifo the actors are issued only cue
scripts from the ASC, they receive them monthsdveace (giving them earlier
access than Early Modern actors), and any actorcliboses to seek out full texts of
any play in the repertory need only visit the lityrglayers in Shakespeare’s day had
much less easy access to the prompt-book, whicloftas the only full text of the
play available and was kept locked away to kespfit from the clutches of rival
companieg?®

The most obvious deviation from authenticity, hger is in the composition

of the acting company: the ASC has relied uportdlents of both actors and

248 Stern,Making Shakespear&9.
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actresses from the time of its inception. Onestamise that in its earliest days as a
company of JMU students, the size and compositidhebavailable talent pool
necessitated casting women in men’s roles, but ag¢he company grew, it never
changed this policy. Today, this has become adiatention of the ASC, such that
the program lists this aspect as part of its plggtyle, proclaiming “Because we are
committed to the idea that Shakespeare is abouy@ve- male and female- ASC is
not an all-male company, but we try to re-creataesof the fun of gender confusions
by casting women as men and men as worfi€nWhile an interesting justification,

it cannot be denied that having women on stageblatantly non-authentic practice
in a season that strives to create plays in thenevaof Shakespeare’s d&%.

In regard to gender, the ASC has made a consclmise to ignore an Early
Modern playing practice. In two other areas, hasvethe ASC translates original
practices into a modern idiom: the elements of maed costume. Music was
certainly a staple of the Early Modern theatrethia historical Blackfriars, Stern
describes “flutes, lutes, and ‘broken consorts’haft played in the four act
breaks.?*° Any audience familiar with a performance of the@\8 accustomed to
arriving early for the musical pre-show, where esfgerform thematically relevant
pop music of the last several decades. From flotéise music of a group named the
Squirrel Nut Zippers seems a far cry, but the ASEgument is that modern music is

the best means of connecting with modern audienfestsas the compositions played

24T ASC 2010 PrograrrB.

248 Elizabeth Klett's article “Re-Dressing the Balah¢ie Shakespeare Re-Dressed: Cross-
Gender Casting in Contemporary Performarcited by James C. Bulman) discusses the distinct
dynamics of all-female casts and selectively cigesdered casts in performance of Shakespeare.

249 gtern, 32.
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by Early Modern musicians would have suited the@mporary tastes of
Shakespeare’s audiences.

Likewise, costumes at the Blackfriars during thedtssance Season are an
eclectic array of periods and styles, chosen tokdyiconvey the character an actor
portrays to the audience. Tie Alchemisélone, René Thornton’s Lovewit is clothed
in eighteenth century finery, while Daniel Kenneslgoubting Surly wears jeans and
a t-shirt (an echo of the ability Surly shares with audience to see through the
machinations of the con artists). Clothing coultdwise be read symbolically in the
Early Modern theatre, as it was used to quicklyweyrthe status and wealth of
characters at their entranc@.0One of the most familiar pieces of evidence fmwh
Elizabethans costumed their historical plays isaavthg by Henry Peacham that
seems to depict a scene from Shakespedairtis Andronicus The dress of the
characters shown reflects a number of differenibper some figures are dressed with
Roman accents (such as Titus), while others areic@sl more in the Elizabethan
style (such as a pair of soldiefs). The text oflulius Caesareferences the would-be
emperor as wearing an Elizabethan doublet (L.i)23iénilarly, until the nineteenth
century, Shakespeare’s plays were performed isdhtéemporary dress of the day. It
was only when the antiquarian movement began inesain 1830 that theatre

practitioners began to use historical costumessetglfor Shakespearean productions,

20 gtern, 103-104.

1 Hal H. Smith’s article “Some Principles of Elizabah Stage CostumeJburnal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institute¥ol. 25, No. 3/4 (Jul. - Dec., 1962), pp. 240-28iscusses this

understanding of the Peacham drawing.
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placing the actors in elaborate replicas of théreebf each play>? The eclectic
costumes of the Renaissance Season, thereforeyatidye tonally in keeping with
the Early Modern philosophy of costume. It is &y gnowever, that the finances of
the ASC have never yet allowed for a costume butthgetparallels the amounts spent
on costume in Shakespeare’s day, when costumesawereg the greatest expenses
of the company>? It is a noticeable weak point for the Renaisse®eason, which
depends entirely upon costumes already in the coygpatores or in the actor’s
closets, and has been mentioned as such in crigicaws®>* Warren has stated that,
given the opportunity, he would love for the AS(table to create Early Modern
costumes in the same vein as Jenny Tiramani’'s abttke Globe, but this remains
only a future hope for the company. For now, Waenceives of the ASC’s

costuming as mixing both sides of the issue, uboty historical costumes and

modern dress, which he believes captures “thet’spfrthe Renaissance stage.

Piecing out Imperfections: Final Thoughts

Warren’s avowed loyalty to creating theatre thagitares the spirit of Early
Modern theatre is at the heart of the mission efAbtors’ Renaissance Season. As
Elizabeth Charlebois stated in her review of the@8RS, “In contrast to the

recreated Globe Theatre's emphasis on replicdtmgiaterial conditions of

2 Eranklin J. Hildy, “The ‘Essence of Globeness’thenticity, and the Search for
Shakespeare’s Stagecraft"$Sihhakespeare’s Globe: A Theatrical Experinfeatlited by Christie
Carson and Farah Karim-Cooper (Cambridge: Cambiitigeersity Press, 2008): 15.

23 Gurr, The Shakespeare Compaf@3-104.

%4 As in Wiley and Colenbrander’s review $hrew

SSwWarren.
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Shakespeare's culture in their lavishly costumeduyctions, the Blackfriars aims for
experientialauthenticity, a version of historicity that is mdtexible.”*®* Cohen,
Warren, and McClure, by shaping the playing stylthe American Shakespeare
Center, and giving the Renaissance Season acsetsod Rules to bear in mind,
present their company with a framework, steepeshat research has taught us about
the Early Modern stage, although not bound memlye® history’s dictates. That
frame provides a basic environment in which to work allows the actors the
freedom to extend their creativity to its fullesten if on occasion that means
stretching the boundaries of the frame. As Jay M@&otes, “Our interest is in
making great modern theatre, using early modereansial and performance
conditions as a catalyst. Our interest is nottareate or re-enact early modern
rehearsal and performanc®” John Harrell, after six Renaissance Seasons, has
formed a particular view of the concept of origipahctices that evokes the words of
Jim Warren and Ralph Cohen:
It seems like there’s a common thread among pesipteare interested in
original practices, that if you just crack some&ogbu can resurrect this
original performance, you can bring back to life tilden ways. I'm not sure
exactly what it is, but | guess the idea is thetdfs a right way to do it, and if
you just follow these rules [you'll get there]. Ball these rules are kind of
arbitrary, based on half surmise, half certainty.nie, it's more important to
have rules, than to say that they're the only veaga if>®

The Renaissance Season was never intended to béwestandard practice of the

ASC, nor has it become so; for all that Warreng@sithe work of the actors in the

¢ Charlebois, 93.
%7 Jay McClure, personal email, February 17, 2010.

B8 Harrell, interview.
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Ren Season, he continues to direct several shgwaraat the ASC. Nevertheless, it
affords actors and audiences the chance to becammiéar with certain tools of
Shakespeare’s theatre that many other contempooanpanies ignore. By coming
to a better understanding of how these tools fondt practice during the
Renaissance Season, the ASC is able to inspirerseeli and practitioners alike to
consider the plays of Shakespeare and his contem@®in their own, original light.
Likewise, the ARS company actors are “playing teagk a distinctly modern
audience, not to realize a director's visié#."By building a community of actors and
audiences in the shared light of the Blackfridns, Ren Season allows actors to
communicate Early Modern plays in a special waich&d Taruskin, who spoke so
critically of those he saw pursuing a misguidedonof authenticity in the early
music movement, also proposed a different, morefi=al means of interpreting
authenticity:
Nothing is allowed to intrude into the performaricat cannot be
“authenticated.” And this means nothing can bevatid that will give the
performance, in the sense in which we first defitredword, the authenticity
of conviction. For the first thing that must goareritical edition, as in the
kind of “authentic” performance | am describingarsy sense of the editor’s
or performer’s own presence; any sentiment, as $&auswould have said, of
his being?®°
The full name of the Ren Season places possessibe hands of its actors; it is their
duty to find ways to infuse the plays with the $pairtheir own performances. When

performances fall short of perfection, whether tiygto messy staging or dropped

lines, it falls on their own heads; likewise, whardiences cheer at a play’s end and

29 Charlebois, 93.

%0 Taruskin, “The authenticity movement can becorpesitivistic purgatory, literalistic and
dehumanizing,” 6.
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continue to return year after year to see playstti®y/’ve never heard of, it is also to
their credit.

The Actors’ Renaissance Season invokes the spittite Renaissance stage as
its ideal; Don Weingust (echoing concerns of Jer&opez) is correct in pointing out
that its regular inclusion of a prompter demonssahat by the standards of today’s
professional theatre, Shakespeare’s stage certaanljts rough edgés! As the ARS
has continued at the American Shakespeare Centgever, many of those rough
edges have been refined. Just as actors arecadplore their characters in greater
depth as the Season progresses, with time, th&Bason has evolved and fine-tuned
both its practices and its expectations. In 2086,weeks of rehearsal seemed a
scandalously short time to prepare a play; in 2€i® actors took only two days to
mount a public performance @fvelfth Night After only six seasons, the ARS has
evolved beyond the original expectations of itsigaors and holds its place as a
uniqgue and on-going in experiment in what we canndrom utilizing Early Modern
staging and rehearsal conditions, and which pizestscholarly research alongside
offering audiences an enjoyable night at the tleeat¥ith plans already in motion for
the 2011 Actors’ Renaissance Season, the oppadsifdr both priorities to advance

still further seem ripe.

#1\Weingust, 182-183.
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