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Antonia Georgieva

ADAPTATION: AN INTRODUCTION

To adapt is to remember and also to re-member. That is, to take something familiar apart down to 

its composite members and to then put it back together in a new whole. Each time we adapt, we 

re-member, and each time we remember, we adapt. The field of adaptation has fascinated me 

throughout the majority of my academic and artistic life. Whilst many cultural, economic, and 

practical factors play into why adaptations are so prevalent in Western anglophone theatre, I am 

interested in exploring why and how theatre-makers keep returning to them. At the crux of my 

current practice is the question of how we as theatre-makers orientate ourselves towards these 

classical stories in order to adapt them for the modern age in a thought-provoking and resonant 

way. As my artistic practice is centred around feminist and queer representation, I focus here 

specifically on feminist and queer theories, in particular those that deal with temporalities, 

orientation, and the body, as key intellectual areas that inform my thinking and practice around 

adaptation.

I began researching adaptation in order to develop my practice while embarking on a project of 

adapting Shakespeare’s Hamlet, which resulted in a new piece titled ECHO (Appendix A). 

Having previously directed the play in addition to studying it extensively in an academic context, 

I am not only very familiar with Hamlet, but I also connect with it on a personal level. When 

adapting, I know I am inevitably bringing my own biases to the text. Therefore, I wanted the 

product to reflect my artistic aims, namely to present untold stories by applying a feminist and/or 

a queer reading to the original. Moreover, I was interested in how this affects the content of the 

piece as well as how it can incorporate form and process. In other words, I wanted to arrive at a 

feminist and/or queer practice of adaptation that extends beyond the content of the piece. 
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It is important to establish that, when talking about adaptation, I am more often than not talking 

about both form and content. As Linda Hutchinson helpfully articulates, ‘it is no accident that we 

use the same word – adaptation – to refer to the process and the product’ (2006: 7). Similarly, 

Rebecca Schneider observes that in performance ‘mimesis is what we do’ (2011: 18) — that is,  

mimesis is not only the performance itself but also the process by which it comes to be. This 

duality or, as Hutchinson elaborates, the ‘doubled definition of adaptation as a product… and as a 

process’ (2006: 22), is particularly helpful because it encompasses the practice as a whole. In the 

context of feminist studies too, as Sara Ahmed observes, ‘[f]eminism is everyday. Feminism is 

what we are doing by living our lives in a feminist way’ (2018, my emphasis). Conceiving of 

feminism as a practice, as something that people do, is a productive parallel in the context of this 

enquiry. What these definitions allow is to examine the critical work of contemporary adaptations 

in theatre more comprehensively along a double axis – the process and the product – positioning 

it in relation to feminist practice.1

To interrogate these ideas, I turn to the script development process of ECHO, during which I 

intended to formally mirror my interpretations of Hamlet through a multidisciplinary process and  

collaborative techniques that blend devising with text-driven work. The multiplicity of voices in 

this process of co-writing and preparing to co-direct ECHO is directly opposed to the post-

enlightenment, male-dominated view of creation which espouses a singular, authorial voice; this 

is also linked to the feminist and queer theories discussed here. The project began by exploring 

ideas of memory and ghosts of the past, using Hamlet as the starting point. We aimed to make 

the process as eclectic and collaborative as possible, first delving into the themes of the original 

 This enquiry is centred exclusively around adaptations of dramatic works and not on adaptations across different 1

media, as this would raise stylistic, aesthetic, and practical implications that are beyond the confines of my current 
practice.
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through a series of preliminary workshops (Appendix B). Although these workshops did not 

directly create content, they sparked some of the larger conversations around our writing 

process.  A more mainstream, or what I would call a ‘straight’ or ‘straight-forward’, approach to 2

adaptation might see a writer having complete authority over the script and a director shaping the 

production according to a singular vision. However, our use of an eclectic range of practices, 

such as devising, collaborative writing, and music, resists this mainstream approach in favour of 

what I call a queer or queer-forward practice. 

The process of developing ECHO, coupled with the feminist and queer lenses used to approach 

the original text, has led me to a better understanding of how adaptation as a practice could 

meaningfully challenge the normative modes of theatre-making. Therefore, as articulated by my 

analysis of queer and feminist theories, this essay examines my practice of adaptation as queer-

forward rather than straight-forward. In order to explore the intellectual grounding and practical 

application of queer-forward adaptation in relation to concepts of art and performance, I discuss 

three key elements that have informed the work with regards to both the form and the content of 

this piece: ritual, time, and erotics.

RITUAL: REPETITION WITH CHANGE

In the opening of her seminal essay ‘Against Interpretation’, Susan Sontag describes art as ‘an 

instrument of ritual’ (1967: 1). Furthermore, repetition is key to establishing a ritual, and, in the 

sense in which Richard Schechner defines ritual as ‘collective memories encoded into 

actions’ (2017: 52), I argue that it is possible to conceive of adaptations as a form of ritual. In A 

 Throughout this process, I have been exploring the lines between a director’s interpretation, a dramaturg’s 2

adaptation, and a playwright’s new version of a canonical text. One of my key goals for this project was to push the 
boundaries of traditionally solitary roles of the writer and director and see how they can become collaborative 
(Appendix A).
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Theory of Adaptation, Hutchinson astutely argues that ‘[the pleasure of adaptations] comes 

simply from repetition with variation, from the comfort of ritual combined with the piquancy of 

surprise. Recognition and remembrance are part of the pleasure (and risk) of experiencing an 

adaptation; so too is change’ (2006: 4). In other words, the reason audiences return to adaptations 

perhaps lies in the ritualistic pleasure derived not simply from repetition but from repetition with 

change.  Furthermore, if repetition creates ritual, then a performance achieved through the 3

rehearsing of the same material can be understood as ritual too.  However, repetition in the 4

context of performance, while being the premise of any rehearsal period, is hardly ever perfect; 

no two live theatre performances are ever identical despite the effort to create a replicable 

delivery. Change is the essence of the theatrical form. In adaptations, where ‘both the pleasure 

and the frustration of experiencing an adaptation is the familiarity bred through repetition and 

memory’ (Hutchinson, 2006: 21), the connection to memory is fundamental.  In The Haunted 5

Stage, Marvin Carlson proposes the concept of ‘theatrical ghosting’ to explain how the reusing of 

familiar theatrical elements and references is a key part of theatre’s legibility (2006). Even in the 

most radical interpretations, there is no escaping the ghost of the original. Thus, arguably, what is 

being recalled in performance is merely an amalgamation of the elements that make that 

performance legible.

As an adaptation (in a sense, a repetition, a memory) of a well-known classic, ECHO is a ritual; 

it repeats elements of the content of the original story and the form of numerous previous 

 The discussion of pleasure and erotics, which I explore later, is particularly relevant to this enquiry in the context 3

of feminism and queerness.

 The French word for rehearsal ‘répétition’ is derived from the same root as the English ‘repetition’ even if the 4

meaning has evolved.

 Much like memory, performance leads to repetition with change. There is a larger discussion about the psychology 5

of memories and their faultiness over time, which is beyond the scope of this essay.
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iterations and adaptations of Hamlet, which are in themselves also repetitions. There is a set of 

behaviours and practices that allows audiences to identify this particular ritual. For example, they 

eventually come to recognise the lead performer as Ophelia because she replicates the symbolic 

markers that have become emblematic of the character. Like in the original, Ophelia is portrayed 

as an innocent ‘green girl’ (Shakespeare, I. iii. 101), and flowers are the primary symbol 

associated with her. However, this instance of repetition occurs with subversive variation, 

introduced in multiple layers beyond the apparent choice to centre the story around the female 

protagonist.  The adapted play does not merely recreate the events of the original while shifting 6

the perspective to Ophelia as is the case in other directorial adaptations.  Instead, it argues that 7

Ophelia had a different end to her story. Unlike the original, she confronts her own mythology in 

order to reclaim her voice and tell her story; she questions and ultimately rejects the role that is 

given to her within the confines of her world. ECHO creates an experience of ritual that allows 

the adaptation to be critically orientated towards the original. It is not ‘merely citational’ — it 

does not simply repeat and replicate the original and does not ‘thereby consolidate [its] authority’ 

(Freeman, 2000: 728). The play resists such consolidation when it departs from the original, 

offering a repetition with change and an opportunity to productively critique the original.

The content of ECHO presents an interpretation that can be described as feminist in its 

empowerment of the central female character. However, as it will become clear later, while this 

adaptation undoubtedly takes a feminist stance, it does not erase or negate the hegemonic, male-

centred history that preceds it. This is particularly important in the context of ritual and 

repetition, as the original’s oppressive structures are neither replicated nor completely 

 The extent to which ECHO does or does not repeat the history of the original in the present moment and what this 6

implies is discussed later.

 See Ophelias Zimmer by Alice Birch, dir. Katie Mitchell.7
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substituted. These ideas of repetition with a difference are connected to Judith Butler’s Gender 

Trouble, in which she asserts that gender is constituted of repeated, coded performative acts  that 

over time consolidate gender identity (2011). Expanding on this, in her consideration of such 

coded acts, Freeman observes that for Butler time is ‘progressive, insofar as it depends upon 

repetitions with a difference—iterations that are transformative and future-oriented’ (2000: 728). 

While for Butler, citations of the past are nearly always negative, consolidating a normative 

identity, Freeman challenges this view with her notion of ‘temporal drag’. Freeman argues that 

the past may be used productively in the present, and akin to Carlson’s concept of ‘theatrical 

ghosting’, adaptations offer literal, physical gestures towards the past via its source; those 

gestures are the site of change and critique. Similarly, in ECHO the oppressive structures of the 

past are repeated with a difference. As Ahmed notes in Queer Phenomenology, ‘“Orientations” 

depend on taking points of view as given’ (2014: 14). In the case of adaptation theory, the 

original story is that given; it becomes normative. The process of adapting is itself, therefore, a 

process of reorientation, a process which ‘involves the disorientation of encountering the world 

differently’ (Ahmed, 2014: 20).  Although adaptations may be citations of the past, the past is not 8

always already negative; it offers different modes of engaging in the present by virtue of being 

future-oriented. Our task as makers is not to change or erase the past, but rather to draw from it 

in order to envision a different future.

The adaptation project in ECHO extends beyond the repetition of content to consider formal 

questions of memory, time, and orientation. The discussion around ritual establishes adaptation 

as repetition with change, which is formally woven into the dramatic arc of our play. When 

 It should be noted that when it comes to orientation, Butler and Freeman’s arguments are concerned with the 8

temporal, while Ahmed, coming from the perspective of phenomenology, conceives of orientation as an entirely 
spatial occurrence. For the purposes of this essay, however, the similarities rather than the differences between these 
theories are more productive.
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Ophelia confronts her past, illustrated by her echoing lines from the original text, we have 

introduced stylistic moments of ‘glitching’, achieved with a mix of design elements and the 

direction of the actor’s performance. This reveals Ophelia’s attitude, or orientation, towards her 

past, expressed through her visceral reaction and these stylised glitches. The past is repeated in 

her memory, but it is once again introduced with variation — she confronts the memory not as it 

was in the past but as part of the present. She experiences past and present simultaneously rather 

than linearly.  Having discussed how the understanding of adaptation as ritual reveals a critical 9

orientation towards the past, it is important also to consider how the adaptation’s interaction with 

time and temporalities reveals their function within a queer-forward process.

TIME: MULTIPLICITIES & FAILURES

As suggested above, time plays a fundamental role in the practice, process, and product of 

adaptation. As writer and theatre-maker Stephen Farrier argues, ‘All performance in some way 

interacts with time and temporalities, and the manner in which that interaction occurs is 

fundamentally related to the meanings that the production produces’ (2018: 163). If the 

manipulation of time in a production inevitably creates meaning, I argue this is even more 

fundamental in adaptations due to their pre-existing relationship with their source. The 

performance history of the original work implies a historicity, existing in a particular moment in 

time in relation to previous renditions. For the purposes of this enquiry, however, I am interested 

in how a non-linear (i.e. subversive, feminist, queer) model, or what Schneider calls a 

‘porous’ (2011: 6) concept of time, can be employed in adaptations to challenge a linear (i.e. 

hegemonic, patriarchal, straight) view of time. Earlier I explored ‘glitches’ and temporal 

disjunction in ECHO as a way of staging a complex relationship to past iterations of Hamlet and 

 This experience resonates with Freeman’s concept of ‘erotohistoriography’, which I unpack later.9
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repetitive hegemonic systems of representation, and here I expand on these ideas of temporality 

to develop my articulation of a queer-forward approach to adaptation.

As previously mentioned, ECHO was first conceived as an exploration of memory, 

remembrance, and the fading of memory (Appendix C). This has since evolved into a piece that  

questions how the central female character is remembered in performance and literature. Early on 

in the process, we decided to include multiple layers of time – the moment of recall and the 

memories themselves. The use of layers determined both the form and the content of ECHO. We 

were interested in concepts of meta-theatricality or the idea of a performance acknowledging its 

performativity. Therefore, we framed Ophelia as speaking to the audience from outside of the 

play she exists in.  She takes on the role of narrator, leading the audience through her memories 10

of Hamlet. As she dives into her memories, time folds on itself. She is simultaneously Ophelia of 

this world here and now in the theatre during any given performance and Ophelia from then and 

there experiencing her memories of the world of the story as they occur. The creation of multiple 

temporalities allows the adaptation to productively critique the original – that is, to define its 

raison d’être through its orientation towards the original. The audience is witnessing what 

Schneider describes as ‘one time passing on to and as another time, but also not quite 

passing’ (2011: 15; original emphasis). ECHO conveys a temporal multiplicity that subverts the 

linear mode of storytelling. Time here is rather a spiral into memory experienced as multiple 

temporal layers simultaneously, which resists traditional hegemonic representation in both form 

and content.

Linking this idea of temporal multiplicity to the discussion of ritual, in Joseph Roach’s 

anthropological exploration of cultural exchange as a continuum Cities of the Dead, he observes 

 As a fictional character, she exists outside of time or rather in all of time. For a similar meta-theatrical framing see 10

Luigi Pirandello’s Six Characters in Search of An Author.
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‘the subversive paradox of memory as performance – that repetition is change’ (1996: 30; my 

emphasis). Ophelia reliving her memories allows her to confront her history, but in this particular 

repetition, it leads to change. The subversive nature of ECHO stems from that change. 

Furthermore, as Ahmed points out, ‘[i]t is important that we think not only about what is 

repeated, but also about how the repetition of actions takes us in certain directions’ (2014: 56). 

Considering Ahmed’s argument, the performance has a particular orientation towards the text 

that precedes it – that is, in the simplest spatial terms, being orientated towards it or away from 

it. However, this orientation has implications beyond being merely a spatial phenomenon. The 

question of how a repetition (or adaptation) takes place is what defines its critical stance and also 

what introduces it as a temporal phenomenon. ECHO takes the audience in the direction of the 

past, repeating it with a difference, in order to reassess its effect on the present. Its meta-

theatrical form disrupts a more traditional mode of dramatic storytelling, while the decidedly 

feminist spin tackles the hegemony of the original. In its deliberate refusal to follow a linear 

timeline, the adaptation exposes the oppressive structures of the original text. The linear 

temporality is substituted for an altogether different kind of experience of time that allows for 

repetition with change. It is a simultaneous return to the past from the present and a jump into the 

present from the past — both directions experienced together allow the audience a critical 

feminist and queer position in relation to Hamlet through the engagement with the complex 

temporalities at play.

This passing in and out of different time frames implies that the adaptation is both passing ‘but 

also not quite passing’ (Schneider, 2011: 15; original emphasis), conscious of its textual 

infidelities and intentional failure to replicate the original itself.  Failure is well-established as a 11

 Failure in the context of this discussion is to be understood as the failing to replicate already established models. 11

For the implications of failure in the context of queerness see J. Halberstam’s The Queer Art of Failure.
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post-dramatic and queer performance tactic particularly due to its disruptive and subversive 

power. It is helpful to this discussion to observe the failure to ‘pass’ as intentional. In the opening 

to their anthology Beyond Failure, performance scholars Tony Fisher and Eve Kastrouraki 

observe the use of failure in performance, specifically that ‘failure is deployed in “post-dramatic” 

performance practices to unsettle theatre’s own conditions of production, spectatorship, and 

representation’ (2019: 4). Based on this understanding, the degree to which an adaptation 

inherently fails to replicate its source material is a resistance to the established theatrical 

conditions as well as the wider gender and sexual norms that these theatrical and representational 

conditions may work, however unwittingly, to uphold. Adaptation as a form contains the 

potential for such resistance in its failure to repeat, which leads to repetition with change. The 

deliberate failure to reproduce normative coded behaviours in our performance begins to disrupt 

the heterosexual matrix, which creates stable, mainstream identities (Butler, 2011). The result of 

this temporal disruption is a queer and feminist performance tactic, which can be effectively 

employed within queer-forward adaptation to resist the mainstream theatrical and 

representational norms. When it comes to representation, it is vital to also examine the role of the 

live body and how it further extends the concept of queer-forward adaptation.

EROTICS: THE LIVE BODY

The goal behind adapting ECHO was to remember and re-member Hamlet through the lens of 

the lead female character by bringing the story into the present moment in an embodied way, not 

simply emulating the original and copying its structures representationally. However, this 

introduces the problem of erasing the underlying histories of oppression that the adaptation aims 

to expose. In this process, we have had to accept and acknowledge these oppressions first. Our 

position as adapters is what Schneider describes as a state in which ‘[t]he past can disrupt the 

10
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present… but so too can the present disrupt the past’ (2011: 15). ECHO is, therefore, both an 

alternative and an addendum to the original. It gives Ophelia a voice that is not afforded to her in 

Hamlet, but at the same time makes her journey feasible in the context of the original play, 

thereby not negating the past but embodying it differently. Instead of insisting on a radical 

feminist reading that would not have been possible within the context and values of the historical 

period depicted, ECHO proposes a multiplicity of scenarios for interpretation. We could not say 

that the content of our play did not happen in the world of the original, but we could not say that 

it did not not happen either. The radical process of queer-forward adaptation is to accept both as 

equally possible.

Referring to the risk of erasing queer history in the context of HIV and AIDS, Farrier talks about 

‘a need to turn to the past, to represent it, to enliven it but not in a way that simply replicates it as 

finished, over, done’ (2018: 160), or as something that took place back then and over there. This 

historicisation of the lived experience creates a degree of separation that precludes it from the 

present moment and renders it as something of the past. Ahmed further complicates this by 

claiming that ‘[w]hat bodies “tend to do” are effects of histories’ (2014: 56). Orientation towards 

the past is about more than just replicating it; it exposes that what ‘tends’ to happen is an effect 

of the past being repeated without critique. In adaptations, critique can take place at the site of 

both form and content by not replicating the past acts that through repetition have become 

normative. Similarly, Farrier refers to Castiglia and Reed’s argument that ‘[t]he return to 

memory, then, is… an active refusal to live in that present as it is normatively constituted’ (2018: 

160; original emphasis). Farrier advocates for resisting these dominant narratives of the present, 

especially the ones that through historicisation or normalisation effectively erase and ‘de-gay’ 

queer history (2018: 161). In the context of adaptations, the idea that there is a normative way of 

11
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doing adaptations implies that there is an alternative way too.  The above suggests that the need 12

to return to classic texts over and over again is a refusal to accept the originals as they are 

because to do so would mean to accept their oppressive structures as the norm. A queer-forward 

method of adaptation, therefore, addresses the question of how to stage this ‘return to memory’ 

while engaging critically with the past.

Borrowing from Freeman’s concept of erotohistoriography, Farrier emphasises the embodied 

way of bringing the past into the present, the ‘then and there’ into the ‘here and now’, by actively 

embodying the precariousness of the past and re-orienting it in the present:

Erotohistoriography does not write the lost object into the present 
so much as encounter it already in the present, by treating the 
present itself as hybrid. And it uses the body as a tool to effect, 
figure, or perform that encounter (Freeman, 2010: 95).

This discussion introduces the problem of the body in history or performing the historical body: 

how can performers embody something they have no direct lived experience of? It is helpful to 

this discussion to think of such a performance, as Freeman suggests, as an ‘encounter’ that is 

both spatial and temporal. Both Freeman and Farrier see the body as a means of channelling past 

experience into the present moment of performance, which is a hybrid of both past and present; 

time is ‘syncopated…  porous… full of holes or gaps [that] art [is] capable of falling or crossing 

in and out of’ (Schneider, 2011: 6). The live body on stage is a subversive tool for staging the 

past with a difference. It can only exist in time, and, as established earlier, the manipulation of 

time generates meaning. Thus, how the body interacts with time in the performance allows the 

past to occur with variation in the present moment.

 For more on this, see the recent controversy surrounding Dominic Cavendish’s article ‘The Woke Brigade Are 12

Close To “cancelling” Shakespeare’ (Cavendish, 2020).
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The portrayal of Ophelia’s madness is a principal point of interpretation in ECHO. We wanted to 

reclaim the history of depicting women’s madness to empower the character. As a result, 

madness manifests in a way that allows her to take on the lead role in the context of both the 

adaptation and the past. Ophelia refuses to fit the role prescribed to her, which she is moulded to 

fit by Gertrude’s largely outdated understanding of how a woman should behave. She finds a way 

out of the tight laces of her corset by embodying and becoming Hamlet. She takes on the lead 

male role by quite literally putting on his clothes and accoutrements. Whilst arguably there is an 

issue in a feminist re-performance for Ophelia to inhabit a male character in order to escape, this 

act is what empowers her to change the ending of her story, which stands in stark contrast to the 

many traditional portrayals of Ophelia’s madness.  In ECHO, her madness is put on – a 13

performance for the court who would rather dismiss her as hysterical, grief-stricken, and mad 

than to afford her the knowledge and agency that she demands. She performs madness by putting 

on Hamlet’s costume and thereby putting on the opposite gender, but she embodies the part with 

a difference. Experiencing the past ‘through affect and desire’ (Farrier, 2018: 164), she confronts 

her own mythology, bridging the gap between past and present in a manner that ‘bypasses the 

passing on of history through dominant discourses’ (Farrier, 2018: 164). Her embodiment of the 

opposite gender is her way of re-writing but not erasing history; it is her release from the 

oppression of the patriarchal structures of the original.

The campiness of what on stage looks like a moment of cross-dressing is one way in which the 

form of ECHO mirrors its source.  More than being a plot device, however, camp is an 14

 Whether as a function of her sexual repression, unrequited love, or grief, the portrayal of Ophelia’s madness has 13

often been romanticised in productions throughout the centuries (Showalter, 2016).

 Cross-dressing is not only a common plot device in Shakespearean works, but the theatrical form of the time was 14

similarly predicated on young men cross-dressing to perform the female parts.

13
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embodied tool of queer-forward adaptation. As Sontag states in Notes on Camp, ‘the Camp eye 

has the power to transform experience’ (2018: 5). It is precisely this transformative power that 

makes camp so suitable to the form of adaptation, but this transformation, as Sontag describes it, 

is merely stylistic and surface-level. Freeman acknowledges that ‘the camp effect depends not 

just upon inverting binaries… but also upon resuscitation of the obsolete cultural text’ (2000: 

732). Ophelia essentially doing drag in our adaptation illustrates a kind of re-imagining of 

history through the inversion of binaries, which aids the critical project of the piece.  15

Importantly, however, for Sontag camp is ‘disengaged, depoliticized, or at least apolitical’ (2018: 

5). This position is met with resistance from contemporary critics such as artist Bruce LaBruce 

who, speaking fifty years after the original publication of Sontag’s essay, states that ‘camp is, or 

was, by its very nature political, subversive, even revolutionary’ (2015).  This definition frames 16

the use of camp in ECHO as an intentional embodied tool, not merely a stylistic element of 

performance. The way camp functions in ECHO means the embodiment of the past can occur 

with a difference. It allows us to ‘turn bodies into art’ (Ahmed, 2018). While camp does not 

always take itself seriously, in camp ‘the essential element is seriousness, a seriousness that fails’ 

(Sontag, 2018: 16). ECHO’s meta-theatrical self-awareness as a retelling of another story is 

precisely such a deliberate failure. It exposes theatre’s ‘mechanisms, artifices, [and] ploys,’ 

which is how theatre ‘came to embody failure’ (Fisher and Katsouraki, 2019: 5). The ways in 

which camp intentionally fails are the ways in which the adaptation succeeds. To camp, 

 There is a historically complex link between cross-dressing in Shakespearean performances and contemporary 15

drag performances, particularly in relationship to feminist and queer theory and history. I am aware that to cross-
dress is not necessarily to drag and to drag is not necessarily to cross-dress, but for the purposes of this essay, I use 
the two terms interchangeably.

 In ‘Notes On Camp/Anti Camp,’ LaBruce acknowledges the political and cultural processes that have turned camp 16

into a commodity and effectively de-camped it or turned it into ‘anti-camp.’ He consolidates a revised understanding 
of how camp functions in popular culture today and advocates for reclaiming camp.
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therefore, is to adapt. When Sontag calls for ‘an erotics of art’ (1967: 10), she advocates for a 

return to the sensorial, bodily experience. The project of adaptation should be to create that 

embodied experience by bringing the past into the present moment through the means of 

embodied or erotic interpretation. This re-membering of the past is what constitutes a queer-

forward way of doing adaptations.

CONCLUSION: QUEER-FORWARD ADAPTATION

The relationship between original and adaptation conveys the critical orientation towards the past 

that allows ‘ways of extending bodies into spaces that create new folds, or new contours’ in the 

present moment (Ahmed, 2014: 12). How we as theatre-makers and audiences orientate 

ourselves to the past could determine what space we can inhabit today. As Ahmed elaborates, 

‘orientation is about making the strange familiar through the extension of bodies into 

space’ (2014: 12). An embodied performance practice, such as queer-forward adaptation, creates 

those new spaces by staging the past meaningfully with a difference to critique it. Importantly, as 

queer and feminist theories suggest, this practice must be something we do. Queer-forward 

adaptation encompasses both form and content, but its subversive power extends even beyond 

that to disrupt the norms of theatre-making and representation; the repetitions that codify 

normative actions and behaviours occur in a novel way. As a practice predicated on repetition 

with a difference, there is radical potential in queer-forward adaptations to be critically orientated 

towards the mainstream canon of theatre and culture rather than citationally drawing from it. In 

what I have termed ‘straight’ adaptations, or adaptations produced via the means of more 

traditional theatrical methods and approaches, there rarely is a real critical stance; such works 

simply recreate and consolidate normative systems of power and oppression. On the other hand, 
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the most radical adaptations run the risk of completely erasing those histories.  ECHO is an 17

example of an adaptation that revisits the past in a way that challenges traditional interpretations 

and reimagines a different future. Queer-forward adaptation as a product and a process, 

therefore, aims to create a repetition across time as a non-linear ritual predicated on the body. 

The deliberate manipulation of time to create temporal multiplicities, coupled with the erotics of 

the live body in the here and now, allows us to re-inscribe the practice of adaptation – to re-

member. 

 While there is certainly value in preserving those originals as precisely as possible, that should fall under the 17

purview of archivists and theatre historians rather than theatre makers. The role of the adapter as creator should be to 
take a critical position, to say ‘We need a change’. 
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: ECHO (script)
The following appendix includes the full script for ECHO (linked at the bottom of the page as a 
PDF). 

 https://www.antoniageorgieva.com/script 

Synopsis: ECHO opens with a woman at Tate Britain looking at the famous Millais painting of 
Ophelia’s death. She is Ophelia, a woman confronting her own mythology. As the audience 
journey back through her memories of the time depicted in Shakespeare’s Hamlet, they see her as 
more than the quiet girl who goes mad and commits suicide. She is supposed to become 
Hamlet’s wife, but soon becomes disillusioned with the role she has to fill and rejects it. In a 
moment of play, Ophelia and Hamlet switch costumes: she literally puts on the lead male part 
and performs it. This allows her to find a way out of her predicament and the confines of the 
court. She fakes her death and escapes, leaving everyone to think she committed suicide.

Directors’ Note: This is not a play about Hamlet. He exists inasmuch as he is present in 
Ophelia’s memories. She fully embodies her own memories, though at times you may see a 
silhouette of what you might be led to believe is Hamlet. It isn’t. What you are witnessing is 
merely her memory of the events.

Appendix B: Workshops
The following appendix includes footage and materials from the three workshops (one of which 
was postponed due to the Covid-19 crisis and never took place). The workshops were as follows:
- Shakespeare and Devising (Oct. 25, 2019)
- Collective Adaptation with Punkt Collective (Dec. 10, 2019)
- From Page to Stage: Combining Movement and Text (postponed)
- Contemporary Approaches to Adaptation (May 7th, 2020 – online)

https://www.antoniageorgieva.com/workshops 
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Appendix C: 
Initial Concept for ECHO (previous working title: Hamlet On The Other Side)
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