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Abstract: In the migration of drama from one medium to another a text
is reshaped, and different audiences are addressed by adaptations because of
the process of remediation. This article evaluates the significance of the in-
termedial migrations that happened to the Beckett on Film project in which
Samuel Beckett’s 19 theatre plays were performed on stage, then filmed for
an international festival, then shown on television in the UK, USA, Ireland
and elsewhere. The analysis focuses on the television versions and shows
how their distribution and reception contexts framed their meanings in dif-
ferent ways, and assesses how medial migration destabilised the object of
analysis itself at the same time as the work became able to address multiple
audiences and fulfil different cultural roles.
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Travelling from theatre to cinema

Beckett on Film is a fascinating example of the tensions in transna-
tional, intermedial, convergent media in the 21* century, and the first
point to note about it is that it is not a single entity; not a work but an
assemblage of disparate texts. The season was made up of separate films
involving different teams of people, even though the films were grouped
under a collective title and were shown in the manner of an irregular
series on television. In the cinema, the films were also grouped together
under a common title, an extremely unusual procedure that occurred be-
cause they were presented (as the theatre plays had been) as a festival. The
grouping of the dramas raises questions about their interrelationships,
their branding via their author’s name and their medium. Beckett’s name
functions as a unifying brand that holds the different texts together, but
he never appears in any of the films so the title ‘Beckett on Film’ is, in a
way, rather misleading. Similarly, the designation ‘on Film’ unites the dra-
mas in terms of their transition into the film medium but suggests that
they come from elsewhere, from a different medium. These are texts that
have travelled out of theatre and into somewhere else. Some of the dramas
draw attention to specific antecedent texts, or reference experimentation
in the media of theatre, film or television by reflexively remarking on me-
dial conventions. But rather than using these origins as stable material
that would then be transformed, and still less as authoritative ‘keys’ to the
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meanings of the Beckett on Film versions, they are in tension with each
other and with the activity of transformation, adaptation or allusion. The
title and conception of Beckett on Film raise questions of belonging, iden-
tity and categorisation (Bignell 2009: 82-87).

In contrast to this instability, the production of the Beckett on Film
series took place because of its originators” desire for permanence (Frost
and McMullan 2003: 216-217), and it was a kind of permanence associ-
ated strongly with place. Michael Colgan, Artistic Director of the Gate
Theatre, Dublin, was the animating force behind the production in Dub-
lin, as part of an international Beckett festival, of all 19 of Beckett’s stage
plays in the period 1-20 October 1991. The festival had financial backing
from the Irish public service broadcaster RTE (Radio Telefis Eireann) and
Trinity College, Dublin, where Beckett studied for his degree. The Gate
productions were periodically revived and toured, staged in 1996 at the
Lincoln Center, New York, in 1997 in an abbreviated form in Melbourne,
Australia, and in full at the Barbican Centre, London, in 1999. The Gate
Theatre presents itself as a National Theatre of Ireland, and since the stage
productions had originated there, Colgan and the production team want-
ed to present Beckett as an Irish writer but also to involve international
performers and directors, befitting their understanding of Beckett as at
once Irish and ‘universal’ (Saunders 2007: 80-81). Ireland, however, was to
be firmly established as Beckett’s ‘home’.

The question of whether Beckett ‘belonged’ to the Irish nation or to
some other country was reflected in the project’s personnel; internation-
al directors behind the camera were often working with characters ex-
plicitly represented as being Irish, portrayed with Irish accents and often
by Irish actors. This partly because the Beckett on Film recordings made
use of many (though not all) of the actors from the Gate Theatre’s season
(Saunders 2007: 92-93). The Irish actors Johnny Murphy and Barry Mc-
Govern played Vladimir and Estragon in Waiting for Godot for example,
supported by the Irish resident Alan Stanford as Pozzo. The Irish actress
Rosaleen Linehan played Winnie in Happy Days, and the Irishman David
Kelly (known in Britain for his roles as stereotypical sitcom Irishmen,
in the restaurant comedy Robin’s Nest for example) played A in Rough
for Theatre I, having also taken the lead in the 1991 Dublin stage ver-
sion of Krapp’s Last Tape. Endgame’s director was the Irish playwright
Conor McPherson (writer of the internationally successful Irish-set play
The Weir), and Irish film director Neil Jordan directed Not I. In Endgame,
British actors Michael Gambon and David Thewlis imitated Dublin ac-
cents. The aim of foregrounding Beckett’s Irishness in Beckett on Film not
only repudiated possible claims of his Englishness but also his French-
ness. Many of the plays were written in French and only later translated
into English, and Beckett lived in France for most of his adult life. Over 20
years before the Gate’s festival of Beckett’s theatre, there had been a sim-
ilar retrospective at the Théatre Récamier in Paris in 1970. Later, in 1981,
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the Festival d’Automne in Paris marked Beckett’s birthday with a theatre
season, academic conference and a season of his film and television work
(Saunders, 2007: 86). But Beckett on Film made no acknowledgement of
these other potential national identities for Beckett and his work.

The co-producer of Beckett on Film, Alan Moloney, explained that
the initial intention was to record the 1991 Dublin stage versions, and as
the international tours of the productions continued, this aim to create a
permanent record of them appeared increasingly desirable. However, in
tension with this aim, Moloney sought a form that would give the record-
ings ‘a cinematic feel, rather than just filmed plays’ (Sierz, undated). Right
at the start, the project inhabited a tension between the theatrical and the
filmic, which were understood as being different. Some of the funding for
Beckett on Film came from the Irish Film Board, a public body subsidis-
ing film production in Ireland, especially of films perceived to have an
overseas appeal. But there was no take-up of cinema distribution rights
for the project as the producers had initially hoped: the season did not
‘travel” as an overseas export. Funding also came from the Irish broad-
caster RTE, and the other co-producers were a partnership of the Irish
companies Blue Angel Productions and Tyrone Productions. Tyrone had
produced the stage dance spectacular Riverdance in 1994 and was expert
at exploiting Irishness internationally; Beckett on Film was expected to
contribute to the export of Irishness alongside other cultural exports such
as Irish pubs or St Patrick’s Day parades. As Graham Saunders (2007:
80-81) has noted, accented productions (like the BBC Television Shake-
speare series (1978-85)) claim dramatists and their dramas as ‘universal’
and simultaneously locate them nationally by assimilating accentual neu-
trality. This belies the transnational co-production culture that facilitates
such projects. The BBC Shakespeare was a co-production with US finance
(the Exxon Mobil oil company, MetLife insurance and J. P. Morgan bank)
and Beckett on Film was a joint enterprise involving the British Chan-
nel 4 television channel. Beckett on Film was launched at Dublin Castle,
where the invited guests matched the simultaneous Irishisation and in-
ternationalisation of the product. They included The Edge - lead guitarist
from U2, the pop group The Corrs as well as the pop singers Marianne
Faithfull and Lisa Stansfield, who both lived in Ireland despite their En-
glish origins (Saunders 2007: 88). The branding of Beckett on Film as this
kind of high-cultural export is as significant to its production, reception
and impact as its reading of specific Beckett plays.

The filmed Beckett on Film plays fall between the two stools of being
‘faithful’ to the texts and being accessible to the audience. In order to
make them suitable for cinema screening as well as television broadcast
the producers made them more ‘cinematic’ the plays were shot on film
cameras (rather than video) for greater colour density, contrast and depth
of field so they looked suitable for large cinema screens. They were shot
in large film studios, and in contrast to the often bare staging used in The



Gate Theatre’s Beckett season, the film directors tended to fill in the emp-
ty space in their studios with props and settings, thus removing some of
the abstraction of the theatre texts as written and as usually performed.
This kind of adaptation for the assumed demands of another medium
is exactly what Beckett himself disliked. For example, in a letter of 23
March 1975 Beckett wrote to his friend the theatre director Alan Schnei-
der, referring to the filming of the Schiller Theatre stage production of
Waiting for Godot in Berlin that year (Harmon 1998: 324): “Berlin wasn’t
too bad in the end. We were nearly there. There will be a film of a per-
formance, purely documentary, no adaphatroce” [atrocious adaptation].
Beckett usually opposed adapting theatre plays for broadcast or cinema
exhibition unless he approved detailed plans for the production or had a
major role in the adaptation and direction himself. The Beckett on Film
plays are certainly adaptations, and the most effective of them offer meta-
commentary on their medial transformations.

There is no consistency in how the productions adopt spatial conven-
tions deriving from theatre, television or film. The Beckett on Film pre-
sentation of Rockaby, featuring Penelope Wilton, is set in a room which
is dressed as a realistic location and which is entered from outside by the
camera. After this opening establishing shot representing the whole of
the performer’s body, the drama settles down to focus on the lighted area
of her mouth with the rest of her face and the background in shadow. The
domestic setting confined within a room, and the apparently confessional
diary form of the woman’s monologue has greater affinity with television
than with cinema, via for example the confessional speech of television
documentary. Long shots of Wilton’s body alternate with close-ups of
hands, also a conventional means in television documentary to signify
emotion and also to function as bridges where edits in the soundtrack
need to be concealed by a change of image. On the other hand, the Beckett
on Film season’s Act Without Words II was a stage mime that is converted
into a pastiche of a silent film short. One after another, two men emerge
from sacks when they are prodded by a stick. Like a sequence of vaude-
ville turns, each in a different performance style, they perform actions
such as dressing and tasting a carrot. The film alludes to the early Edison
shorts that presented brief sequences of action using one or two perform-
ers, often with a comic intention. Leading in the direction of television
and film respectively, these two productions confuse any consistent attri-
bution of screen versions of Beckett’s plays to the conventions of a specific
medium or historical period.

The theatre version of Play consists of three heads, of two women
and a man (W1, W2 and M), protruding from three large urns positioned
facing the audience. As a single light illuminates each head, by turns
the figures tell the garbled story of a love-triangle, seemingly compelled
by the light to speak as if in perpetual atonement for betrayal. Play is a
self-conscious reference to the conventions of theatre (McMullan 1993:
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17-25), both because of its title and its emphasis on the positioning of the
performers and the audience as speakers and witnesses. Anthony Ming-
hella’s direction of the Beckett on Film version foregrounds the play’s ref-
erences to Dante’s account of the torments of sinners in the underworld
by placing M, W1 and W2 among a large group of other urns seen in
wide shot. The film references both theatre and literature. The camera
tulfils the functions of the light in the theatre version, but because it also
supplies the viewers with a point of view it also parallels the camera with
an observing eye (as the camera, E, had done in Beckett’s 1964 Film). In
the theorisation of identification in cinema by Christian Metz (1982) (of-
ten extended to television), one type is the identification of the spectator
with the cinematic apparatus, and the other is the viewer’s identification
with characters on the screen. Inasmuch as the camera in the Beckett on
Film version of Play seems to force the characters to speak, this connects
the camera and the audience together and draws on the conventional
identification between the spectator and the camera in cinema and tele-
vision. However, the fragmentary nature of the piece, its repetitions, the
performance style and visual appearance of the performers, and the at-
tention drawn to the medium of recording all conspire to withdraw the
second conventional identification, which is that between the spectator
and a character. Here the camera and the spectator are active and the look
is an action that makes something happen; the characters must speak
when looked at. Far from being a ‘documentary’ record of a theatre per-
formance, the intervention made by adapting Play into a film version is
signalled by the way the camera becomes an agent and not a witness. Play
self-consciously points to a migration between media.

The Beckett on Film version of Play opens with written titles in white
on black, with a countdown of frames such as would be seen on the leader
strip of a film as it is fed into a cinema projector. Visual space is relatively
fluid, with the camera panning and tilting, and cuts as the camera moves
closer to or further from the actors, to one side of them, above them or
behind them. The full range of shots is used, from extreme long shot and
overhead shot to extreme close-up. Movement is also evident in the fre-
quent reframing within shots where, for example, a whole face is initially
shown and then the camera zooms and pans slightly to reveal a facial
detail such as a mouth. Occasionally images are in negative, there are
cuts and joins in the strip of celluloid, and at brief moments the strip of
film seems to be broken and reveals the white light of a projector. There is
attention to the material of film, and its projection in cinema, as well as to
the possibilities of camera position and movement, and the relationship
of these to montage, editing and narrative structure. Minghella’s film is
self-consciously about its medial identity, or, more accurately, identities
in the plural.

Neither image nor speech are offered as means of full revelation of
meaning, and instead there is an attention to repetition, deferral and ap-



parent lack of mastery over the action and how it is recorded. As McMul-
lan (1993: 21) argued of the theatre version, “strategies of representation,
rather than producing knowledge, truth and enlightenment, are revealed
as arbitrary mechanisms of discipline and control”. In the theatre version
of Play, the repetition of the dialogue can be regarded as an allusion to the
simultaneous repeatability of plays in a run of performances, and also to
the unrepeatability of each live performance. Minghella’s production for
Beckett on Film recasts this idea in cinematic and televisual terms. Films
and television dramas are made by performing a number of takes of the
same sequence. The film or television programme is the product of a series
of repetitions, only one of which will make it to the final cut. Furthermore,
television programmes are repeated, and films are shown in repeat screen-
ings. The production of Play from a series of disconnected repetitions, and
the repeatability of the programme itself once completed, are alluded to
by the foregrounding of the celluloid film strip from which it is made and
which can be re-shown. The apparent materiality of the film’s physical
base also emphasises the notion of the cinematic, in comparison and con-
trast to the televisual and the theatrical. Making, showing and repeating
become ways of both linking and separating cinema from television and
from theatre, even as Play migrates between them. This Play sits between
television and film, and alludes to both theatre and literature. Moreover,
as Paul Lawley (1984) has argued, the structure of the dialogue follows a
fugue or canon pattern, and so makes links between drama and music. In
various ways, this is a multimedia, intermedial work. Furthermore, the
apparent marks of the filmic are post-production effects and not the result
of the operation of the camera itself, or of a projector, so the adaptation is
also at home in the world of the digital, the immaterial and the virtual.

Beckett on Film on television

Beckett on Film was screened on PBS in the USA in Stage on Screen,
an anthology series of varied theatre adaptations. The plays were also
broadcast on German and Dutch television, without subtitles, gaining
some overseas distribution which assisted with the production’s costs. As
investors, Channel 4 and RTE had a closer relationship with the produc-
tion and benefitted from more extensive rights to screen the series on
their own channels in the UK and Ireland respectively (Bignell 2015: 130-
1). Channel 4’s investment in the Beckett season is to some extent consis-
tent with the channel’s original remit yet marks an interesting difference
from the terms of its foundation in the early 1980s (Greenhalgh, 1998:
65-67). Channel 4 was devised with a large and guaranteed income from
a share of the advertising revenues of the commercial Independent Tele-
vision (ITV) companies, yet with an injunction from government not to
pursue large audiences and thus compete with ITV. Channel 4 had to be
distinctively different, innovative, catering for minorities and articulating
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non-mainstream concerns. This role meant that marginal and potentially
radical broadcasting could be allowed yet constrained, with no threat to
the established broadcasting duopoly of BBC and ITV. By the 2000s there
was audience fragmentation created by competition in the multi-channel
environment, advertisers sought out valuable niche markets and political
and economic change made the media industries unstable. These factors
affected how Channel 4 broadcast the Beckett on Film season.

Michael Kustow, the first Commissioning Editor for the Arts on
Channel 4, came to the channel from the National Theatre, and before
that from a post as Director of the Institute of Contemporary Arts. Dra-
ma on Channel 4 aimed to be immediate, innovative and consciously
televisual, as seen in, for example, Nicholas Nickleby (adapted from Dick-
ens by playwright David Edgar, 1982) which mixed the ‘live’ relay of the-
atre performance with a version of the classic novel told through ensem-
ble performance based on alternative theatre practice. In The Mpysteries
(adapted from medieval sources by the poet Tony Harrison, 1985), the
conventions of multi-camera outside broadcast of sports events or rock
concerts were used to present an epic promenade performance. Similarly,
in A TV Dante, created by the painter Tom Phillips in collaboration with
the film-maker Peter Greenaway in 1989, state-of-the-art post-production
methods were used to present Dante’s text using montage, overlays, ani-
mations, voice-over commentary and picture-within-picture.

By 2001, however, Channel 4 was competing much more directly with
BBC2 on a range of programmes designed for attractive niche audiences,
in particular the 18-25 year-old audience of such programmes as Friends
and Big Brother, and its Film on Four production company that made cin-
ema films had failed to move from low-budget films to Hollywood-scale
productions and was scaled down radically in 2002. The ambitions of
Channel 4 had become much more conservative, and much more con-
scious of audience value, because the channel had been empowered to
sell its own advertising and make its own money. These various pressures
and problems were directly reflected in the fate of Beckett on Film when
Channel 4 took up its rights to schedule the plays on television.

The first British television screenings of Beckett on Film in 2001 were
on Channel 4 in an irregular collection of schedule positions in either
the early or late evening. While the plays were sometimes advertised by
trailers before broadcast, presenting them as a special arts event, it was
difficult for viewers to know more than a few days in advance when they
would be shown, and they bore no obvious relation to the channel’s nor-
mal scheduling policy. They were neither part of a regular series of drama
programming nor connected to arts magazine programmes (like BBC’s
Arena or Lively Arts series in which Beckett’s plays had been shown from
the 1960s onwards) or dramas by other writers. Individual Beckett on
Film plays were broadcast singly, in different slots of unequal length rath-
er than as a package at a consistent time of day. The uncertain relation-



ship between the plays and the rest of the channel’s output, and the un-
conventional pattern of scheduling, must have contributed to the season’s
low ratings and confusion about which viewers the plays were aimed at.
This first showing of the Beckett on Film season harks back to some extent
to British broadcasters’ policy to mix programmes together in the sched-
ule so that audiences might come across them by chance and be stim-
ulated by relatively demanding programmes that would be challenging
and worthwhile. This kind of scheduling is now rare in British television
and belongs to a pre-1980 conception of Public Service Broadcasting in
which the audience is conceived as a citizenry whose cultural knowledge
and involvement could be gently raised by insinuating ‘quality’ material
amongst popular entertainment (Bignell 2010: 137-138). That attitude had
largely disappeared by 2001.

In Ireland, as well as in Britain, Beckett on Film was not very suc-
cessful on television. RTE has public service aims that are similar to the
BBC’s, and it is funded by a public licence fee as well as by advertising. The
broadcaster supports what are perceived as the cultural traditions and na-
tional identity of its audience, broadcasting traditional seasonal festivals,
folk music and programming about writers and the arts (as well as a con-
ventional mixed programme schedule). RTE programming thus not only
reflects this perceived Irishness but also constitutes it, especially in the
case of traditions re-invented to satisfy a national hunger for identity, such
as Irish dancing. RTE screened Beckett on Film from 19 March to 2 April
2001, but in Northern Ireland the plays could be seen only on satellite and
cable services, since terrestrial broadcasting was limited to Eire itself. This
vitiated some of the series’ ambitions for national status and national cul-
tural unification around Beckett as a totem of Irish achievement.

In the same way as Channel 4 had done in Britain, RTE grouped the
plays into blocks, with the exception of the longer dramas, and their audi-
ence sizes were uniformly disappointing (Saunders 2007: 92) as a propor-
tion of the country’s 4 million population at the time. Damien O’Don-
nell’s What Where, Walter Asmus’s Footfalls and John Crowley’s Come
and Go were screened as a single programming block, gaining an audi-
ence of 121,000. Patricia Rozema’s Happy Days and Conor McPherson’s
Endgame were shown as single presentations and attracted 87,000 and
92,000 viewers respectively. The programme featuring Atom Egoyan’s
Krapp’s Last Tape, shown alongside Enda Hughes’s Act Without Words
I1, had the highest rating of any of the programmes at 136,000 viewers
and was the earliest programme in the evening schedule for the Beckett
on Film season, beginning at 9.30 pm. David Mamet’s Catastrophe, Ka-
tie Mitchell’s Rough for Theatre II and Damien Hirst’s Breath were also
grouped together, as were Richard Eyre’s Rockaby, Karel Reisz’s Act With-
out Words I and Charles Garrad’s That Time. Two further compilations
comprised Charles Sturridge’s Ohio Impromptu, Kieron Walsh’s Rough
for Theatre I and Neil Jordan’s Not I, and also Enda Hughes’ Act Without
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Words II, Robin Lefevre’s A Piece of Monologue and Anthony Minghella’s
Play. The timing of all the broadcasts was outside conventional prime-
time, and their audience ratings were comparatively low. Krapp’s Last
Tape and Act Without Words II were presented in the earliest slot of any
of the plays, at 9.30 pm, and the rest were shown after 10.00 pm. The au-
dience size for even the most popular of the plays (Krapp’s Last Tape with
Act Without Words II) compared very poorly to the much larger audience
for the British soap opera EastEnders (460,000 viewers) that evening on
RTE, and the subsequent programme, the Irish-produced soap Fair City
(743,000 viewers). Beckett’s most famous play, Michael Lindsay Hogg’s
version of Waiting for Godot, was screened at 10.30 pm and had a record-
ed audience of only 87,000.

The second period in which the Beckett on Film adaptations were
shown on British television was quite different in character to the first. By
2004, the plays were being scheduled as if they were educational broadcasts
for schools, with an explicitly pedagogic address to the audience. Listings
magazines such as the Radio Times grouped all of the day’s Channel 4 pro-
grammes for schools together in one block of text, giving information such
as programme titles and starting times and noting the age group for which
each programme was intended, as an aid to teachers or parents. In the week
of Saturday 28 February to Friday 5 March 2004, for example, Channel 4
showed the Beckett on Film productions in their schools programme slot
in the middle of weekday mornings. The plays were aimed at secondary
school students studying the plays in their English or Drama syllabus. On
Thursday 4 March, the 4Learning educational slot from 9.30 am to 12.00
pm included four Beckett on Film plays. They were preceded (at 10.40 am)
by a programme for English literature students aged 7-11, What’s So Good
About ].K. Rowling, which discussed the Harry Potter novels. At 10.55 am,
What Where appeared, with a 14-19-year-old age group suggested as its
audience. That would be students taking GCSE examinations (at age 16) or
the final school examinations that qualify children for university. Follow-
ing What Where, and filling the rest of the educational programmes slot,
came Footfalls, Come and Go, and Act Without Words II, with the same
suggested age of audience. The plays were not being offered to a general
audience but were resources for study.

On television, Beckett’s work had very poor audience ratings, made
no impact on the host channel’s audience share in competition with oth-
er channels, and was not part of a strategy to retain audiences across a
sequence of programming (Voigts-Virchow 2000/2001). But clearly these
were not significant considerations for Channel 4 or RTE, the broadcast-
ers that invested in the production and distribution of Beckett on Film.
Britain’s tradition of Public Service Broadcasting means that television
is expected to disseminate valuable cultural experiences in a democratic
and socially useful way (Brunsdon 1990: 67-69). Beckett’s work benefited
from this ideology, but the Beckett on Film series became largely restrict-



ed to a narrowly pedagogical function. It became a DVD box-set for soli-
tary home viewing, primarily in the educational market, rather than tele-
vision that would be broadcast for collective audiences. The repetition of
the Beckett On Film adaptations on television and their presence on sev-
eral platforms affects the significance and cultural role of these produc-
tions. BBC, ITV, Channel 4 and Five were spending, on average, 15% less
money on new children’s programming in 2013 than in 2008, for exam-
ple, because they were showing repeats of older programmes and relying
on teachers’ and learners’ use of online resources like YouTube (Ofcom,
2014: 10). Accessibility and repetition have the positive effects of find-
ing new audiences and fostering a sense of belonging to an international
and trans-generational community constituted around a canon of drama
that prominently features Beckett’s work. But the availability of Beckett
On Film as the primary source for teachers and learners might also limit
the scope for audience interpretations and the greater accessibility of the
plays on screen can displace opportunities for reading them or seeing live
performances, especially since the supply of books and visits to theatres
are threatened by the erosion of school budgets in Austerity Britain.

Funding for public services in Britain, including for education, has
been cut after the international banking crash of 2008, and the role of Beck-
ett On Film in an educational context is an aspect of how the worth and
significance of theatre in particular, and culture in general, has been and is
being (re)negotiated. Increased access can work alongside neo-liberal pau-
city of opportunity and cultural breadth. However, at least Beckett On Film
for schools found new value in a cultural product that had been relatively
unsuccessful in cinema and broadcast television for a general audience.
And on YouTube, the adaptations have become a public resource, fulfilling
the public service ambitions that television broadcasters have increasingly
abandoned. The project crossed national borders and was dependent on
economic relationships between different national broadcasters and pro-
duction companies, as well as cast and production staff whose nationality
sometimes impacted on the realization, marketing and reception of the
dramas. Beckett is an international figure, and study of the transnational
and intermedial context of Beckett on Film illuminates the variant ways in
which his persona and work have gained (or failed to gain) cultural visi-
bility, and the aesthetic, institutional and economic networks that enable
these transfers, journeys and migrations to occur.

Summary

The UK television channel Channel 4 invested in the production of
Beckett on Film (2001), a project to produce screen versions of all Beckett’s
theatre plays; this was a project that linked different media. The films
were shown in cinemas internationally, in London and New York, but
had always been intended to migrate to the television medium. In 2001
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Channel 4 television in Britain scheduled the Beckett on Film adaptations
in the early or late evening, for a general family audience, but their timing
bore no obvious relation to the channel’s normal programming pattern.
The uncertain relationship between the plays and the rest of the channel’s
output, and the unconventional scheduling, contributed to small audi-
ence numbers and confusion about which viewers the plays were aimed
at. Then Beckett on Film migrated again, when in 2004 the plays were
scheduled as educational broadcasts for schools television, on weekday
mornings. They were aimed at secondary school children studying Beck-
ett’s plays in the English or Drama syllabus. Published listings noted the
age group for which each drama was intended, to help teachers or parents.
Beckett on Film had become a resource for study. This paper analyses how
this process of migration between media and between types of audience
happened, and why it is significant. The paper argues that these interme-
dial migrations destabilise Beckett on Film as an object of analysis, but
they also demonstrate the extent to which Beckett’s work had the capacity
to address multiple audiences and fulfil different cultural roles.
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[lonatan buruen

Kag je Bexet Ha dunmy muipupao Ha itienesusujy

Pesume

bpurancku tenesusujcku nporpam Kanan 4, yuecTBoBao je y mpogykuuju be-
kettia Ha unmy (2001), mpojekTa IpaB/berba GUIMCKUX Bep3yja CBUX bekeToBMx
KOMajia MMcaHyX 3a mozopuinre. PUaMOBY Cy MpuUKazaHM y OMOCKOIMMA Ha pas-
HVIM CTpaHaMa cBeTa, y Jlongony u Ibyjopky, amu cy o moderxa 6y npepsube-
HI U 32 MUTpUpambe Ha MeAujyM TeneBusuje. Kanan 4 je 2001. emntoBao cepujan
apjanranuja bexeiia Ha ¢unamy paHO MY KacHO yBede, 3a IIPOCEYHY IOPOANIHY
myOnMKy, any HBeroBo MO3UIVIOHMpPamke HIje MpeTepaHo BOLUIO padyHa O HOp-
MaJIHOj IporpaMcKoj cxemu. TemaTcka HemoBesaHocT meby gpamama, Kao 1 ocra-
M IPOTPaMU OBOT KaHasa, jeJHAKO Kao M HeyoOM4YajeHO BpeMe eMUTOBamba, J0-
IPUHENN Cy MaJIoj I7IeflaHOCTH Kao U 30PIM OKO TOTa KaKBOM IJIefJa/INIITY Cy OBe
IpaMe 6ue HaMemeHe. [ToToM je bekeili Ha punmy MUTPUPa0 HAHOBO, Kafi ¢y 2004.
KoMaju 6unn npexsubhenn 3a eMnToBame y 00pa3oBHIM IIPOrpaMuMa MIKOICKIX
Te/leBM3Mja, TOKOM jyTapmUX TepMuHa. To je OMIO HaMEHEHO CPeflIbOIIKOICKO]
OMJIa/IVHM KOja je y4uia o bekeToBuM jpaMaMa Ha 9aCOBMMa €HIIECKOT M/IU MCTO-
puje mo3opuITa. 3a CBaKy paMy 610 je Ha3HaUeH y3pacT IpyTie I7efjanala KojiMa
je OHa O1/Ta HaMeeHa, KaKo O ce MOMOIVIO HACTABHUIMMA U POfUTe/bUMA. Be-
Kelll Ha UMy TIOCTAO je IpefiMeT cTyAMja. OBaj TEKCT aHATM3MPa KAKO Ce Of[BIjao
Ipolec MUTpMpalba ca jeflHOT MefiMja Ha APYTU ¥ Of jefiHe BPCTe INefanana o
ApyTe, 1 3allTO je OH 3Ha4yajaH. Hamr pay nokasyje kako cy oBe Mehymennjcxe ce-
obe mecrabunmsosane Bekeilia Ha ¢unmy Kao IpegMeT aHaIM3e, alu OH TaKohe
IOKasyje U omcer fo Kor beketoBo meno nMa moryhnoct obpahamwa pasnmuantim
my6nmKaMa, Kao 1 lberoBO UCTTyhaBakbe PasnIIUTUX KYATYPHUX yyIora.

Kmyune peuu: bexet, MHTepMeANjaTHOCT, TeIeBU3Nja, QUIM, HO30PUIITE, Me-
nuju, spama, bpurauuja, Mpcka, nybnnka

108 Jonathan BIGNELL



